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<. Characteristics of Innovations and Organizationdl Structure,
o Related to Innovation Implementation
¢ 4 ., . \ . N

_Modern organizatjons must ‘constantly adapt to survive in today's rapidly

~

°

& . N s ‘
changing environment. As a result the implementation of innovations is

crucial to organizational success. This process is important both for

organ1zat1ona1 effectiveness (Rogers & Agarwala-Rogers, 1976) and for

13

-

the red1rect1on and'1ntegrat1on of the organ1zat1on as a system Qwaﬁer,

Communﬂcat1on p]ays a centraﬂ rote. 1n ‘the 1mp1ement1ng of any
& . Vo
The nature of 1nfdrmatron transm1tted concern1ng an 7nnovat1on

]962).

1nnovat1on

-

cah be groUped 1nto three gehera] categor1es' (1) 1nformat1on chcern1?g

o>

the 1nnovat1on, (é 1nfﬂuence and, power 1nformat1on reTated td 1nnovat1on,

and:(3) rnformat1on concern1ng the' operatﬂona11z1ng of the 1nnovat1on ‘ ; ¢

(Schramm & Roberts, 1971) Nhat fo]]ows 1s an attempt to specrfy the

manner_ in.which character1st1cs of the 1nn0vat1on transm1tted 1h.commun1-

-

cat1on messages~and structura1 aspects of organ1zat1ons related to

communication determ1ne the ultimate 1mp1ementat1on of - 1nnovat1ons 1n
1 . . v .
.organizations. - L R :

Innovat1ons can take several forms.: (1)’innovation in a-product or
service, (2) in a product1on process° (3) in organ1zat1ona1 structure,
(41'in_people;3andA(5 in pQJacy (Zaltman, Duncan, & Ho]bek 1973).

» 1que feature of 1nnovat1on in an orqan1zat1ona1

i h1gher%status and author1ty can decide to adopt

setting is. that a unit

an 1nnovat1on wh1ch another segment of the organ1zat1on must implement.

. The former un1t has been termed the dec1s1on unit and the latter has been

1Jtermedmthe adoption unit, and the process as a whole}has been descr1bed

b
.

as an authority-{nnovation’decision‘(Rogers & §hoemaker; 1971).

. - - > . . [id
~ ~ -

. Lo ” 2
s » * s

Successful:
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" messages to reduce uncertainty 1n the adopt1on un1t§ and hence they re]ate

(Rogers & Adnikdyra, 1979, p. 79). ° e -j o i L

- v
- R -

?1mp1ementat1on of an 1nnovat1on can be conce1ved of as the rout1n1zat1on, e

' 1ncorporat1on and stab111zat1on of the 1nnovat1on 1nto ongoing work

¢ .
activity. For organizations: “"The bottom line is 1mp1ementat1on (1nclud-

ing its institutionalization), and not just the adoption” dec1s1on .

- '

The 1mp1ementat1on of an innovation can: be v1ewed as .an uncerta1nty
%3 Y. - T e -

& - n

“reduct1on process Advocat1ng change necessar11y results in 1ncreaseq

3

A
uncertaanty, wh1ch can 1ead to resystande to 1nnovat1on by adbpt1on unats

(e 9.5, Coch & French, 1948 Katz & Kahn, 1966) Communqcatﬂon plays a

key role in.overcom1ng res1stance to 1nnovat1ons and™Nin the reduct1qn

. - .

. of uncertalnty Indeed some commun1cat1on researchers see the\pr1nc1pa1 \_ : .,

functlon of commun1cat1on in organ1zat1ons 'to be the reduct1on of
uncertainty (e.g., Farace Tay]or, & Stewart 1978) no .o . .

Uncertainty is general]y conceived of as a funct1on of-\»the number . : o
of alternatives and the probability of the occurrence of each a]ternat1ve ]V'
(Farace, Monge, & Russell, 1977) Complex1ty and r1;k are e]ements of
uncertainty which are crucial to-the uTtimate 1mp1emEntat1on of 1nnpva- :
t1ons. Complexity re]ates to the: number of potential alternat1;es ;8
perceived in an innovatioh. Risk is the. perce1ved consequences to the ,
adoption unit a%sociated with-the 1mp1ement§t1on ‘of an 1nnovat10n :
(Lowrance, 1980). - h

Both of these factors relate d1rect1y to the capac1ty of commun1cat1on

to the capacity»of the dec1sion unit to~ send effective commun1cat1on

messages; messages wh1ch br1ng the~recetver 1nto greater gompiiance w1th
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*

-
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#

" the source (Farace et al., 1978).

{Rogers & Shoemaker, 1971).

- innovations, usually decisiqﬁ units also exert.some degree of power

and influence to facilitate innovation implementation.

In most jnstances for successful
1mp1ementhtioq to occur the message transmitted by the decision'unit
ﬁusthevoke é's1m71ar meaning when received by ;ﬁe adoption- unit

. One factor which can increase the diffi-

culties ihherent in innovation implementation is a lack of homophi]y

between the two, un1ts attributable to differentiation, of fUnct1on This
:fhctor can 1ncrease the probab111t¢es of distortion in conmun1cat1on-‘ | \
‘messages assoc1ated w1th 1nnovaf1on'1mbiementat1on (Tushman 1978). w
While the reduct10n of uncertainty can detrease Yesistance to d

var1ous types of power and the cémmun1cat1on channels ava11ab1e to send

»

In fact, the

messages re]ate:/f3/1nnovat1ons are the primary structura] character1st1cs

[

of organizations“which affect the ultimate 1mp1ementat1on of an 1nnoVat{on.

The commonly used types of pewer in organizational settings have different

7

communication costs associated with them. In fact some combinations of
power, complexity, and risk can overload available communication channels,
creating an upper 11m1t to the capac1ty of an organ1zat10n to successfu]]y -

1mp]ement certa1n 1ngovat1ons. The succeeding pa@hs will more fully deve]op

the arg ment that an organ1zat1ons success in overcoming complexity and

r1sk as ociated w1th 1nnovat1ons will in large part be determ1ned by the

~amount f resources it devotes to these structural characteristics re]ated

s

to comm¢n1qat1qn.

‘v

For the’
5.

innovatian 1% the

“ - . S
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Risk
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tieh unit the key element in their response ta an

t

‘l..

rceived consequences in engaging in the new, behavior ~
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advocated 1n the communication message from the decision un1t, since

imp]ementation of an innovation impTﬁes'action and attendant cqnsequences
\ ~

(Kivlin & Fliegel, 1967);' The presence of risk {n'an(innovation can

lead to greater resistance than is present in norhal organizatdon
operations’ because the very nove]ty of the 1nnovat1on enta1ls more risk
for the adopt1on un1t and for the organization as a who]e (Roge?s &

Adh1kayra, 1979). In fact the greater the-uncertainty of outcome

_,' regarding an 1nnovat1on the greater the degree of perceived risk toward

v

implementing the innovation.

offer a potential threat to orgéni;ationa] members which will increase .

with increases in thie degree of advocated change (Huse, 1975; Zaltqan &,

Duncan, 1977). The more..successful a decision unit is in decreasing the
B - - g

addbtion unit's perception of risk, the fess/their resistance to innova-

.

t?on 1mp1ementat1on.
. \

. P1:

.

13

The more r1sk perce1ved in an- advocated innovation,

Ko

L.ob

the less the 11kefnhood of successtﬂ] 1nnevat1on

1mp1ementat1on. : ‘

A .5

el

[ ] L

1,
.

Complexity refers to the number of d1mens;ons«along wh1ch an 1nnova-

<

¢

-

Coniplexity

B

L’V

tion can be eva]uated by .a potent1a1 rece1ver' thus 1t is an inherent

P

characterist1c of- messages concern1ng an 1qnovat1on..

As Bohlen (197,

p 807) has noted'° “other factors: equated the more comp]ex an 1dea is,

I

R

&;»

-

/

ta




. Thus there-is' an ipcreased number of factors to evaluate and w1th more ) '

. resistance to an innovationi . ¢ g .

e

’the more s]ow]y 1t tends to be adopted i The greater the comp]exﬁty

power a]so 1nduce d1ffer1ng 1evels of involvement with the 1hnovat1on“ 4

- .- . , ' [
.t Y
. \ ‘ 2

at

related to us1ng an 1nnovat1on or 1n;mere1y understand1ng the innovat1on

cognit1ve1y, tﬁe greater is the res1stance to an innovation (Za]tman & -
Duncan 6977) chordﬂngly . - . ?

: S Yy oL .

(- . P2: Genera]]y, the greater the comp1ex1ty of an innevation

. . R

_ advocated- by a dec1s1on unit," the 1ess the 1ﬁke11hood R

of successfu] 1nnovat1on 1mp1ementat1on

) > . . %

The comp]ex1ty of an 1nnovat1on 1s related to 1ts uncerta1nty, s1nce - C .

with greatér”complex1ty more d1mens1ons (or a]ternat1ves) must be con§1dered
J

4

d1mens1ons to conéﬁder fewer can be known with any certainty. Thus R o L

>

comp]exity 1ncreases the perce1véﬁfr1sks assot1ated w1th anladvocated

innovation.and these two factors together can 1nteract'to increase, . ,
. 3 . ' . ~ . e o’ -
L0 / . L o . l‘

. Power and Communication Costs R R .

. Since the focus here is on the implementation of an innovation that

@

has previously been adopted by another organ1zat1ona1 unit,: the var1ous
types of power ysed to overcome vesistance on the part of the adopt1onw

[ 9

un;t becone cruc1a] 1h;determ1n1ng 1nnovat1on 1mp1ementat1on: Even when =
individuals in the adoption,unit conform to execut1ve;decisions—attitudii
na]]y, the imolementation of .an innoVation nehaviora11y tan he hindereq '
through both passive and actiye res1stance (Za]tman et al., J973) The
types of poﬁer used by the decision un1t to 1nduce the adoption un1t to .

implement an 1nnovat1oh have 1mportant consequences for the costs of

’communtsat1on 1ncurred in 1nnovat1on implementation, These types.of

'S

L]

g Q
? e . N - -, oS
- >
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. - a factor wh1ch is usua]iy cruc1a1 to the successful adopt1on of any 1nnova-

o ‘EI e t1on (Benn1s. 1965) .o - S L )
N n" ¢ » o . .C N
' Commun1cat1on Costs R
Generally, three main types of power, or the capac1ty or potent1a1 to
2 determ1ne the act1ons of the adopt1oni\n1t, can be used by the decision S
un1t. sanct1on,'author1ty,»and influence. . Sanction refers to the abiljty
to contrd1 the adoption unitis action through theﬂactive manipulation of .
resources under the dec1s1on unit's contro1 . ‘ ‘ 2.\~_,»¢

Reward and coerc1on are two separate man?*%stat1ons of this type of
power (French & Raven, 1959). Both rest-on the belief of the adoption untt
) ’«?:that the dec1s1on un1t contro]s materialaand_psychologica1 resources that
e are‘{mportant to it. While both of these types of power can be effé®tive,
the1r use nncurs cons1derab1e costs to the dec1s1on unit. First, they
' \requ1re the cont1nuous expend1ture of resources, sone of wh1ch may result
' 1n sat1at1on and thus lose their. 1mpact. Second both. requlre constant
. mon1tor1ng of the adopt1on un1t ‘to ensure\that it is act1ng in a manner . .
, CoL that 1s consonant with either cont1nued reward or punlshment Thus there
| ',are heavy communication costs (Seg Figure 1) to’the decision unit both
' in_terms.of dﬁ&erminjng what may reward or punish'the adoption unit ataahy

. particulargdime, and also in reviewing “sthe adoption unit's activities.
. ¥

—

4‘_ - AutRority, or 1eg1thnate power in’ French and\Raven s (19597 taxonomy, °
- rests on the be11ej;of the adopt1ng un]t (resu1t1ng from an internalized

.‘norm or value) that the dec1s1on unlt has the r1ght to d1ctate innovations.

.
3
. ~aa




A * . . 2

" . The use of- this type of -power has several advantages over the use of .

'sanctions; (1) it does not'require constant monitoring; (2) 1egitinate

.r ? ~ . D
power derives from previous rewards and punishments associated with. N

socialization and thus does not require spetific sanctions for every
) o 5 . k
1nnovation; (3) satiation .is less of a problem; and (4) communitation

-costs are pr1mar11y assoc1atéd with transm1ss1on of information con-

.‘L

cerning the 1nnovat1on through formal channeLs .

>
Y

59:. Leg1t1mate power resu]ts in 1ess commun1cat1on ' e T
]

cost.to the dec1sqon un1 _than e use of sanc-

tions-in.securing eventual innpvation imp¥emen-
] < “ . . . .
~ .tation. e N\

[N

Influence rests.on the capéqity.of the decision unit to cause changes .,

in the adopting unit‘s‘behaviorvby the use of more subtlé or indirect

t

means, than those of sanotion or aythority. fhere are three primary types SR

of fnfloence'g referent, expert, and persuasion. . o ' L
Referent power 1s based on th:radopt1on unit's 1dent1f1cat1on with

'the dec151on un1t (French & Raven,.1959). Indeed the'.greater the prestige

of the dec1s1on un1t the more likely 1t is to 1nf1uence the adopt1on of : .

an 1nnovat10n (Huse:, 1975) In the case of referznt power the adopt1ng

L
unit 1nst1tutes ‘an 1nnovat1on merely because the dfc1s1on un1t has; the . ‘ {

>
» . \ P

decision un1t may not even be aware of its <influence. The commun1cat1on

costs associated with th1s Lype of. power are almost exc]us!&e]y associated L
. | Y ’
w1th the transm1ss1on of information concernjng the nature of 1nnovat1on

and are,pr1mar11y borne by the adoption units 'Z' =~

More centr to the problem addressed here is the use of influence

o - -

‘based on- explrt power, or the adoption ugjt'é perception that the decision

P




-‘ ." -

' . - ‘ . .
unit has greater know]edge in the sa]ient area of the innovation, and
thus its judgement- of the 1nnovat1on s ‘utility shoul be‘accepted.' The
. ' g
commun1cat1on costs assoc1ated w1th the use of this type of power will = «~

vary with the comp]ex1ty of the 1nnovat1on In ‘the case of a §1mp1e
2 3 X
1nnovat1on, the costs may be very 1ow,.approachtng the level of.th:guse .

- ¢ N — Ay ‘ . . .
of Tegitimate power.’ However, for complex innovations the“use of this
type of power can result in high communication céstS‘associated With*the
\
mere transm1ss1on of 1nformat1on concern1ng 1mp1ementat1on of the. 1nnovat1on

*In ut111z1ng persuas1on, the decTs1on -unit commun1cat§s evidence,

LI ¥ €

¥ arguments, antl-a. rationale advocat1ng 1mp]ementat1on of the innovation

by the® adopt1ng Un1t In essence it attempts to conv1nce the adopt1ng

unit that it should vo1untar11y change 1ts behav1or The commun1cat1on

¥

costs assoc1ated w1th the use of this type: of power-are h1gh 1n1t1a11y,

and, at 1easf in the case of counter persuas1on attempts they may be

. > ’
~ ..l .

cont1nuous R .

t“ ———PLL.—Ge{m}umca—twn—costs_re]a,ted to the use_of infl uence.
’ 7f ' sn secur1ng eventual innovation implementation will
e . generally be'h1ghest for persuas1on, fo]]owed “by \“k” ;
expert power, with referent power requ1r1ng the .
\ ’ . ' }owest commun1cat1on costs to the decision unit.
T Level of Involvement Induced . h
While each of_the forgding’types.é4 power can reghjt in chanbee in

behayior, and in'some instances.they may be used sjmu]taneoys]j\to evén
"“greater effect, they each intiuce e;tferentia] levels of ihvo]rement in
. the'edopting unit. H1gh 1evels of 1nvo]vement usua]]y play- a crucial

role in the ultimate implementation of innOVat1ons _Figure 1 graphically

~ / [ .
~ reveals the re]atignship bétween the five types dfmd in the

? ' -
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previous section ana their position on.the dimensions of communication
. , 0 N R Id

‘ N

costs and involvement C ‘ : . o

Use of sanction power resu]ts 1n a relat1ve1y low 1eye1 of 1nv01vemen
because- reactions to 1t are usuatﬂy based ‘on a calcu]atgon of, benef1ts .

\

and costs, resu1t1ng 1n mot1vat1ons to change one' s, behav1or due to -

t, v

éxtr1ns1c influences. The use of 1eglt1mate power' usually dampens the

L] gl t

cred tiv:ty of -workers and 1mpa1rs their w1111ngness to iuggest mod1f1ca- -

tions ¢ ce they are ot act1ve part1c1pants in the dec1s1on making proces

.‘e]
El

S.

L

Typ1ca11y W N 1eg1t1mate power 1s used-the adopt1on un1t will engage in .

© rout1ne“mechan1ca1 operat1ona11z1ng of an 1nnovat1on wh1ch is 1dent1f1ed

~ . -

(w1th)the dec1s1on un1t. However,’ successful 1nnova7hon .implementation

reqddres some modificat16n in actual practice based on the experience of

[}
. ¢

users (Rogers & Adhikayra, 19i9) )

< Inf1uence power results in more act1ve 1nvoﬂvement\0nfthe part of the
adopt1on uﬁ1t, s1nce these‘methods usua11y entail .an attitude change

wh1ch is pos?t1ve to the requ1red behav1ora1 change (Kelman 1969). In

L s
.b

t-

,
“

« both expert and referent power there is voluntary acceptance-of the

N ~

" innovatiop resulting from perceived characteristics~of the adoption unitl

PR 0 - - £

Since persuasion resu1ts in greater participation~in the imp]ementation

of 1nnovation, it usua]]y results in ]ess res1stance to techno]og1ca1

%

change (Kelman, 1969Q Because of the vo1untary, spontaneous acceptance

+ associated with the use of persuas1on, th1s type of power .is usua11y the

-}nost successfu] in ensuring the active 1nvolvement necessary. for success-
* . . R R . N
ful. implementation of an innovation (Bennis, 1965). . .
* . e ¢

*P5: As a result of ‘the.active involvement it induces,

genera]1y the use of influence will be.more
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. o effeétive in'innowation‘implementatibn than . .
B e s ' N [ i VN .
* ° either sanct1on or leg1t1mate power, .
Effects of R1sk and Complex1ty o [ A ’ ’

? ) > ) .t oW

The complex1ty and perce1Ved r1sks 1nhgrent Qn 1nnova¢1ons 1nteract . ‘_ .

T with’ the types of . power to determ1ne,the commun1cat1on costs assoc1ated < -

’

w1th the 1mp1ementat1on of part1cu1ar 1nnovat1ons «QIndeEd the perceptf‘“k N

of r1sk is often a resu]t of a lack of know]edge concernlng the 1mp11ca~ \ ;7.
NG r

tions of an, 1nnovat1on (StrasSman, 1959) wh1ch necess1tates add1t1ona1

0 ‘e

1nformé§1on trahsfer;for effect1Ve 1nnOVat1on 1mp1ementat1on The more -

'r1sky theddoption of an 1nnoVat1on, the more’ 11ke1y 1t is that the ° @

\‘\_/‘ ..

adopt1on un1t will be res1stant, e1ther requ1r1ng more rewards or g T

¢1nf1uence attempts before acqu1e501ng in th£§1mp1ementat1on of an{1nnova-
4 R \ ‘\\ ]

t1on (Zaltmén & Duncan, 1977)." SN e . e u;. ' ‘

ce & L4 "

' P6 Genera]ly the greaxer the, perce1Ved‘r$sk the greater S

N . N .. .

the exerc1se oS\\ower eeded to melement an 1nnovat1on B

. t
1nnovat1on, the more actfons wh1ch have to be rewarded;*and somewhat

mp}e*+ty—a459—a££eets~the_ty _oi_powe;.wh1ch-w111 be used to ,' o N

promote 1nnOVat1on 1mp1emeqtat1on. For examp1e, the:more fatets to an -

re}atedly, the’ greater the Vo]hme of 1nformat10n re]ated ‘to persuas1on } RO

o ¥
while those modes’ of power wh1ch have h1gh commun1cat1on costs, per&Pas1on,

*sanction and!also 1n th1%;oase expert power,fincrease almost exponent1a11y o & %E,
~ with greater EOmp1ex1ty, other "types of power, leg1t1mate and refErent,_ . .
1ncrease more 17near1y since the invocation of these types of poder. is: S .i; -
1nherent in, the messages concerning'th 1nnovat1on. ' , o "‘ing‘::f v ‘,-K\*s
P7: . " }
R ,A‘j,
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.7 of Jegitimate or referént power with'increasing
P . . complexity. :
- Lt . ° . ‘ Lo - -
. . P8: - In effectively_ implementing an.innovation, there

-—

BN ) : - is a multiplicative increase in-communication

costs assoﬁiated with persuasion or sanction

) power. with 1ncreas1ng comp]ex1ty. » _' I
These'hypotheses suggest that the effect1veness of various types of
power in overcom1ng resistance due to uncerta1nt1es resu1t1ng from
1ncreas1ng risk and comp}ex4txf§; 11m1ted For examp]e the use of
expert power is usua]ly 1nsuff1c1ent by itself when a high degree of

unéerta1nty exists (Zaltman & Duncan, 1977) Even though it performs an

educative funct1on in exp1a1n1ng the 1nnovat1on at a cognitive level the

*

A 1 threat of risk may not be mediated. With an increase in risk and

comp]ex1ty, the decis1on un1t‘ls Timited in its use of Teg1t1mate‘power

4 . . ' > v

as yell, since it would probab]y need to exercise ‘authority beyond e

[ 3 . . e q

accepted parameters. When authority is used to excess. there is a

-

kS

constant, danger that the decision un1t's authority over the adopt1on
unit may actua]]y decrease (French & Raven, 1959). ‘}> o
-Genera]]y, persuas1ve strategies have been found to be the most
effective means of ensuring the su&cessful'im%]ementation of a:highly
risky and complex innouatjpn {Bennis, 1965; Zaltman & Duncan, 1977).

oo ' Persuasion can best overcome resistancg attrtﬁutab1e to both'lack:of >

o understanding and to. fear, in add1t1on, 1ts use 1nduces a h1gher Tevel
j «,4'
5' ‘ of 1nvo]vement (Benn1s, 1965) Howeve s whi]efpersuasion is. thé" most
. : effect1Ve strategy, it 1s a]so the most costly.- So costly, in fact,

. L ,
~ . L A
N

:
9@
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that)}here may be 1ncreas1ng1y d1m1n1sh1ng utility to the organ1zat1on
1n\the 1mp1ementat1on of highly r1sky and complex 1nnovat1ons

‘ t Commun1cat1on/§h§nne1 Efficacy

One of the primafy structural features assogiateﬂ with the diffusion °-
of_innovétioﬁs within any system is tp% number and ;rrangément:of recurring
communication channels. These chanﬁe]s have d%ffering'capa;ities.for .
aandliné particular types of information and their combined, capacities
limit the raw volume of information in any system. Commynication Ehanne&
efficacy refers fo the.ratio of rqsource;’expended to the utility of a.
tranghﬁ;sion event (Farace et al., 1978;: The eigicacx of & channel is
importépt since it determines the ultimate -cost éffeétivénéss of the
process of innovation implementation. Traditi®nally the diffusion
literature has grgssly categorized communication chahne]s into two :ﬁ
categories: ‘interpersonal, invo]vipg primarily %aée to face channej§;$
and ﬁ:;s_media channels, which aré;typically interposed in some way ~
between the source and, the receiver (Rogers & Shoémaker, 1971).
| The influence offthers 'throu‘gh interperso‘n;ﬂ channels is important
in overcomiﬁg perceptions of risk When an adoption un1t perceives an
innovation to be risky, often the capac1ty of 1nterpersona1 channels to

provide sdcial support and enhanced confidence 1n the outcomes of the

innovation can be crucigl in innovation implementation (Katz, 1957, ]961)

' Typically 1nterpersona1 channe]stare more likely to meet the specific

needs and questions of the adoption unit as a result of their°immediacy;of
feedback and the situation‘speéﬁffcity of their communication (Schramm, 1973).
"\}7P9: ‘With increases in peﬁdeived risk, interpersonal channels

will become increasingly more effective in innovation

implementation. - . -
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«;h31ébmass media chgnne]s'iend to prdyde background informat{on of a - —
fairly general nature, it is often not sb;:ific enough to oyercome perceptions
of risk (Cartwright, 1949; Rogers, 1976):“ However, when risk is. not a major o )
factor,“the use of. mass media chaﬁné]s become; more efficacious, espécia]]y
when considering their speed.to 1argey audiences aqﬁ their muTtiplicative |
- power (Schramm, 1973). - . o

P10: With decreases in ﬁgréeivad:risk, mass media channels

wi]] become more ef%icaciou; in innovation iﬁp]ementation.-‘ . ;,
’The more complex Ebe innOVaéyon, the greater the résd]ting work reﬂaked

uncértainty and hence the greater the communication costs associaéed with its
implementation (Kptz:& Tushmaﬁ, 1979). Interperéona] channels hEVe generallf
been found to be more useful in trd%%mittidg highly complex subject matter
(Chapanis; 19?1; Conrath, Byckingham, Dunq, & Swansén, 1975; Tushman, 1978):
Since these channels are Qénerally ﬁore flexible than mass media cﬁanne]s,
they can actiVaté more senses and be more attdned‘to tﬁeuspecific prob]em§ .
of receivers (Rogers &'Shoemaker, 1971; Tughﬁap, 1978). Intgrper;onal Chaﬁne]s .

R are also able to carry more information through a variety of codes; as a

A

-~

result 0f this ‘richness' of channel, they are able to better reduce %he_uni
certainty caused by complexity (Holland, Stead, & Leibrock, 1976)-
-~ ) ) s .
P17 With incréiiiyg complexity, interpersonal channels wi]}

become more<&ffectivé in innovation implementation. :
However, the communication costs associated with the use of interpersonal

. chann21§ are generally quite high. In situations of Tow éomp]exitx.a minimum
of activity is necessary to relate dimensions to the gxperience world of the
individual. Thus mass media channels can widely distribute the essential

‘info%mation concerning the innovatiop with a minimum of effort (Rogers &

Shoemaker, 1971). ‘ Y ' ‘16
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" expected, typ1ca]]y mass med1a channe]s w1]] be used,

 innovations are subformal channels.

’
P

~ - -
Lo A

P12: W1th decreas1ng comp]ex1ty, mass media channels

w%i] become more eff1cac1ous in 1nnovat1on

>

1mp]ementat1on

In the organ1zat1ona1 ]1terature commun1cat1on channe]s “typically
have been d1scussed in terms of the1r Forma11ty, w1th 1nterpersona1
channels typically termed 1nforma1 and mass media (pr1mar1]y wr1tten)

channel$;a550c1qted w1th the formal author1ty structure of the organ1za-

>

tion (Dahle; 1954; Tompk1ns, ]967) S1nce ]eg1t1mate and sanct1on power

are typica]ly tied to this forma] authority structure, messages concern1ng

them typically flow a]ong mass media channe]s On the other hand,

< .

. messages from the decision to the adopt1on unit re]ated to 1nnovat1oh
implementation invo]ving influence typically flow,a]ongcmbre informal ‘
channels. . For ﬁnnovations~fdr which a minimum degree. of_resistahce,is
HeweVer, when
r1s£qiad -complexity act to 1ncrease~res1stance to innovations; the more,
1nforma] channe]s become more effective *in 1mp]ement1ng 1nnovat1ons
Part1cu]ar]y:1mportant in the 1m;]ementat1on of r1sky and comp]ex
‘These channels are primarily inter-
personal and‘reflect the‘informailauthoﬁity structure of an organization'

(Downs, 1967).

+

Indeed interpersonal influence processes are often viewed
. . A A

as playing a determinant role in the imp]ementation of innovations (Rice
& Rogers, 19813 Holland et a] s 1976) and subforma] channels are the

primary condu1ts of this type of 1nf1uence }

P13 Nlth increasing risk and complexity, the greater

R

~

the access of the decision unit to the adoption unit
=" via subformal channéls, the- greater the likelihood

of successful {pnovation implementation.

16 R »
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While the propos1tions dave]opgg here suggest specific strategies

-

which could be utllizeﬂ in suecessfu] 1nnovat1on implementation, the
o~ v

1ntroduct1on of the notron of channe]ieff1cacy‘also suggests some -
. potentﬁalapr085ems. The generai _techniques invo]tee in éuecessful
- innovation 1mp1ementat1on haVe been known in broad deta11 for a long
X period of t1me, but units W1th1n organ1zat1ons have st111 proved ‘
remarkably resistant to 1nnovat10n An examination of the interaction
between‘the various factors which éontribute to successfu]fqmplementetion
.can nroV?de an exp]anation'for this state of affairs.’
Figure 2, detal]s the interactive effect of risk, comp]ex1ty, and .
C v the conmunication costs of power on communication channel‘load. For
simpTicity: these factors, which can be presumed to vary in intensity,
are divided into two conditions, either high or low. A cursory
- examinetion of the resulting eight cenditions reveals some EubstantiaJ
barriers to innovation implementation in specific situations.. Nhenya]]
of the factore are high, the volume of coﬁwunication needed to overcome,

<

‘\ : resistance may be too great; potentially overloading available channels

(both intérpersona] and mass media) or makingthe costs of implementing

"y
¥
o
3
.

the innovation greater than its potential benefits. The remaining seven
. conditions have more.moderate; although étiTH high™in some instanceg,
| Toads. The lowest letey where risk, complexity, and,the_communication
@ cogts of influencé are all‘Tﬁw, represents the optimal situation for usingi_

mass media channels.

-~
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In%erestingiy-there appears to te a direct inverse re]ation;hfp
between the amount of information load assoc1ated with particular | ,f ) ‘:
cond1t1ons and the presumpt1ons of the re]at1Ve suctess of 1mp1ementa- |
tjon. Certa1n]y with a h1gh]y n1sky and complex innovation that
requires high volumes of communication to effect, the chances of
successfu] imp]ementation‘become problematical. ‘ /.
An organ1zat1on cou]d, in an ideal world, qhoose to expend the . T
effort to implement an 1nnovat1on in these cona1t1ons, but, especially T

for the all high cond1t1on, there may not be the channel capacity to

affect it, especia]iy if the’ normal operational level of organizational

information load is maintained. Thus these contingent situations (

~

'«suggest that there is a pyactical upper.bgund to implementing innovations

~an innovation can result 1n\substant1a] modification 1n its 1mp]ementat1on,

“also have 1mportant 1mpacts on the process For examp]e, res1stance to

in organizations. “

) , . Discussion J - . L

Wh1]e the focus he;e has been on the ro]e of the decision unit in

A
1nduc1ng an adopt1on unit to 1mp1ement innovations, the actions of the /// ’

-

- decision unit after receipt of information concerning the 1nnovat1on can

R

in those cases where the 1nnovat1on is not rejected outr1ght.
Another factor which can affect innovation implementation is infor- .

mation seekiné on- the part of the adoption unit triggered by the imple-" .

" mentation message. This information seeking can further increase the

additioha]\information concerning the innovation particularly from _

N 'W \.
load on existing organizational communication channels. In general, P '

uncertainty concerning the nature of .the innovation résults in a quest fqr )

- -
N

' . B . , -

o

.Fd
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necessary to overcome resistance 1n the adoption unit.

19

interpersonal channels (Holland et al., 197§fn

>

Indeed failure to communicate sufficient information regarding

"potential risks can delay imp]ementatibn, since the adoption unit.

will usually attempt to gether addit}onal information to reduce
uhcehtainty before it’3cts behaviorally. However, thfs information-
seeking is limited by access to certain channels (Holland et al., 1976),
which the‘organizatjonrmay be able to cqntro]. At t?hes this ihfo;mation
seeking can 'stimulate countervqiling.pressures from other sources within

the organiiation concerning the innovation. Generally when there is

' countervailing pressure, the likelihood of sug;essful implementation

is substantially reduced (Katz, 1957). .

In today's rap1d1y changing env1roﬂﬁent, organizations Tﬂft
constantTy adapt,.becom1ng 1ncreasing]y more product1ve, if they are
to surviue
specific strateg1es organ1zat1ons m1ght engage in to\1ncrease the
-probabilities of successful 1mp1ementat1on However, the 1nteract1on

of risk, comp]ex1ty, and power p]aces upper beunds on an organ1zat1on S

effectiveness in.implementing innovations.

v

If all of these factors are
high, then.an organization may not possess the.structur%] factors, |
’Thus there
appears to be a direct'inverse re]at1onsh1p between’ commun1cat1on 1oad

and the probabilities of. successful 1mp1ementat1on of 1nnovat1ons

-

-y
.3‘;‘}

A number of hypotheses haiﬁ been_stated here which suggest ¢
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