ED 228 696

AUTHOR
TITLE

SPONS AGENCY
PUB DATE
GRANT

NOTE

PUB TYPE

EDRS PRICE
DESCRIPTORS

IDENTIFIERS

ABSTRACT

DOCUMENT RESUME
EA 015 542

Gottschalk, Rand; Schmitt, Neal

Innovation Adoption Decisions in Organizations: An
Empirical Investigation, '

National Scierce Foundation, Washington, D.C.

82 :

1S1-7920576-01

35p.; Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the
American Psychological Association (90th, Washington,
DC, August 23-27, 1982). .
Speeches/Conference Papers (150) =-- Reports -
Research/Technical (143) .

MF01/PC02 Plus Postage. :

*pdoption’ (Ideas); *Demonstration Programs;
Educational Innovation; Elementary Secondary
Education; Financial Support; *Influences; ‘
*Innovation; *Institutional Characteristics; National
Surveys; .Participative Decision Making; Program
Implementation; Social Support Groups; Staff Role;
Tables (Data) ,
*Criminal Justice; Department of Justice; *Nationzal

Diffusion Network Programs: Role Shift

Research on educational and criminal justice programs

sought to clarify the relationship between organizational
characteristics and innovation adoption. It focused on the reasoms
why organizations adopt .innovations and the differences in clientele,
staff, and decision-making participation between organizations
adopting or unaware of an innovative program. Four programs each were
chosen from the Education Department's National Diffusion Network
(NDN) and the Justice Department's Exemplary Projects Program (EPP) ..

‘A telephone survey was conducted on a national sample of 187 schools

and 131 courts, police departments, and prisons. Variables covered
included organizational resources, age, location, size, contact with
NDN or EPP, and extent of decision-making participation, as well as
four categories of adoption reasons, involving program expense and
financial support, changes in roles and role relationships, expected
smoothness of implementation, and support from organizational actors.
Among the findirngs yielded by statistical analysis were that adoption
reasons varied significantly by program, programs with highér costs
had greater organizational participation in the adoption decision,
adopters and nonadopters did not differ in staffing or client

organizations.

**********X************************************************************
*. Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made

*

***********************************************************************

“‘patterns, and“criminal’justice’organ&zat&onS‘wereﬁmore*Tikeiy~to~cite'
smoothness of implementation as -a reason than were educational
(RW) '

>

from the original document.

.
-




ED228696

0N
TH
Ty
17
H
&
<
i

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION “PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES leORMATlON MATERIAL HAS-BEEN GRANTED BY
CENTERYERIC)
This document has been reproduced 3s 7 M () / ,
/’ tecerved from the person of ofganzaton T
{ ongwnatng st ,g

© Minor changes have been made to impi
- _ reproducton quahty

« Points of view o vOwioNS Stated in this docu i'() THE EDUC A}IE;NAL REédURCES
ment do not necossauly represent officul NIE - INFORMATION GENTER (ERIC).”

pISILON of polcy

Innovation Adoption-Decisions in (rganizations:

-

< An Empiricél Investigation

Rand Gottschalk
Neal Schmitt
Michigan State University

Paper presented at the 90th annual éonvention of thé American -Psychological
Association, Washington, D.C., 1982. This wWork was completed under a grant
from the Mational Science Foundation #ISI1-7920576-01.




an Empirical Investaidation
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. Innovation Adortion Decisions in Onﬁanizationsf

Innovation adoptiony:implementatibﬁg and routinization arve

areas of,greét importance both rpractically and theoreticallw,

The Praét1cal imrortance comeé iniﬁ play if new practice is rer-

ceived to be better than existind rractice. It is then imrera- }
. - \

tive for the sske of both ordanizational efficiencuy and su}vival }

that this erocess be carried out auickly, The theoretical inter-

et in this area is very much 1inked‘t0 Practicalitu. Since an ‘

innovation is usually defined 8s any practice or rproduct that is

new to the orsanizaﬁlon {Roders & Shoemakers 1971)» the only waw

.that ordenizations chanée 1s bhroudgh ﬁhe innovation rrocess.

This maw asccount for both the multi-discirlinary mature of Lhe

study of innoyatiﬁh and the larde numberé'of studies dealing with

this toric (Roders &ﬁEyelaﬁdy 19759

\

Fast Research
Much of the rast research has deslt with the odortion of \
Lanovations bw individuasls (Rogers & Shoemakerr 1971), In the

rural sociolodguy traditionmy variouws characteristics of individuals

N vere correlated with early and late adortion of innovations.
wamrles of Lhe innuvations studied would be 8 new kind of sewd

or method of elantind., The unit of anal&??s i many of these

kY

caoses was the individual farmer. .

In 3 compellang analysisy Fincus (1974) rointed out some

1
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regsons winy the findinds concerning individual innovativeness and

—— e - N

ovdanizational innovstiveness would ﬂi%fer. He comrared and con-
trasted public schools and pUblic ui;lities. Both tures of orda-
nizotions are non-market orviented and have a carbive client roPU~
lstion, In adgitlony sehools have an uncleor technolody and
Liere. exists little adreement concerning the aims of schooling.
ULVEn\this situations schools were seen as having incentives Lo
adopi‘1nn0vations that do nmnot have 6bservable effects, Farmerss
on the other héndy would want to see Lhe effects of any adortion.
Ordaenizational innovation 15 3 com?lex rhenomensa involving mulii~
rle sctore embedded in @ Foﬁteutrof formal Bn& informal aulbhority
structuresy rersonal relationshirsy 35 well 3s ordanizational
relationéﬁlps to elienls and the environment. This conlext woy
serve to constrain the individual orﬂéniéabional actor or dgdrour
(Hade & flewary 1973) Lhus sttenusting the relationshir amongd Lh-
dividual variasbles and ordanizationael innovation adortion.
"Research on organizational characterisitics relatgd to the
adortion of innovatfons haslprovided‘at bedé a8 mixed baﬂﬁ Hode
and Arken (1967) and Aiken and Hage (1971) have pointed oul Lhe
association amond variables iﬁdicating 3 more oysanic form of
orﬁaniza%ion (hiéh compléxitu’ low formalizations less centrali~ .
zation) and the number of new rractices started in 38 five uwear
reri1od. Tornatzhy et. al.'(1990) demonstratedvthe imract of aﬁ
ordanizational atmosehere favoring chande (orSanigatipngl rli-

mate) on the adortion of an innovation. 8Siedel and Kaemmererp

(1978 demonstratéd the existence of differential amounts of

2 .
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these climate digensxons in traditional and slternative schools.
lin these latter two studies;‘ﬁfe auéstlon of what cauéed “‘this
*innovative" ture of climate wés not addressed. wi£h the excer-
tion of the‘work of Tornatzky et.:ai.: most stuQies in this ares
relabé macvo—orSanizstional.Properties to’macro—définitions of

A

wtnnovaetion, Questions remain concerning the relationshir of

Lhese macro-rwrorerties to. the asdoftion of seecific innovations o

rractices.,

ffethodaolodical Criticisms
In reswonse to the lack of consistent findinds concevning
both ordanizational eprorerties and innovation attributes Trom one

itudﬁyto anotherr Downs and Mohr (1974) ciied four sources of

wrstability among studies., Firgty there could be varialion un

"the erimary altributes of innovations or ordanizations from one

study to another, A primary asttribute is an attribute uron which

e1ther an innovation or an ordanization can be classified withoul

‘resrect to the other, To the extent that erimary attributes

existy there is 3 neccesity feor 8 different theors of dinnovatlion

for esch level of the srimary atbttribute., A second source of in-

- N

stability concerned the lack of accountind for statistical inter-

actions, Thirds the innovation variable maw be a3t 3 different

level of aﬁﬂreSation‘than the variables used to epredict it., IT.
this is truey then researchers are committindg the *ecolodical

fallacy® bf cross level inference when thew seneraliib the find-

ingds of 8 study usind an sddredatéd meassure of innovation Lo the

adortion of 3 srecific innovation., Fourthr Downs and Mohe (1976f

-3
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1identified three different OPeratlonalizgﬂions of innovativenesg.
These definitions concern clearly ﬁifrergnt\whenomena.

Downs and Mohr (1976) advocate the use of the Innovation
DBecison Desidgn in order t& avoid the asbove rroblems., Using Llhis
'GEblﬂﬁv it éne is considerind 1¢ innovations ;ndﬁioo Jrﬂaniza~
tions: the effective samrle size is ;000. Thot isy easch innova-

-

tion is considered in relation to each ordanization,

N

A furthe}’explanation‘Qf\instabilitu in this litersture is
of}eréﬁ by Lidoness and FPerreault (1981) who SQQSest that th; ’
ﬂeneralizapilitu of 8 diven studuy’s findinds concernind innova-
tion are_limlted by the remresentativeness of the content and
rePerence domains of the innové%;un and organization. The con-
tenl domain refers to the ture of innovaﬁipns samrled, \Thw refj
erence domsinm refers to the comparison samrle of the ordaniza-
tions beind considered. Thot is, innovating 6rsanizations should .
be compared to ordanizastions which did not sdort 8 srecific inno-

vation with resrect to a8 variety of ordanizational and member

characteristics.,

Rationale of the PFPresent Study and Research Questions
As a resolution to the inconsistency of the literature con-
‘cerning ordanizational innovationy it is suddested that the rer-

ceived reasons for the adortion decision across mang different

innovations may provide @ mediating variable belween organiza-

tional characteristics and innovation adortion,

. Much research in this area has been conducted in educalional

4

ordanizations and thusy this was the first rpolicwy ares chosen for 1

v
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anclusion 1n the present sludw, A second social rolicy arca wWoy

\

‘enusen 4n an sttemrl to maske the findings of the Fresent research

more deneralizaeble, The additional ares chosen was criminal Jus-—

Lices, Srecificallys, the present research addresses the fullowing
auestions: o

(1) Why do ardanizations adort innovations? Do these reasons
differ either as atfuncxion of the social rolicy area or of the

wmnovation?

(2 Do ordanizations that uwltimately adort a8 Frogdram differ from

. s

ordanizations that have never heard of thé Pnosvam‘iq terms of
~changes in the numbers of clients, admimistrative starfs or
front—lipe service rrovidindg staff? Are there differences. on
these variables a8s 8 function of either the social Folicu ares or
N the iﬁnovation under consideration? ) ) : .

(3) Do ordanizations which ultimatels sdort 8 =rodram have dif-
ferent ratterns of earticiration in decision makind than ordani-
zations which have never hearq.of the rrodran? If sor are tLhese

differences 8 function of either the social rolicy area or Lhe

innovation?
Method

_Innovations. Innovations were selected for study from the

‘ many Fprodrams offered buy the National Diffusion Network (NIN) of

N

the Derartment of Educafion and from the Exemerlary Prodects Pro-

‘gram of the Derartment of Justice, Frodgrans were selected that

v

met the following criteria! erodrams had to be validsted in some

L]

manners -each ®rogram had to have a reasonable assurance of having

w
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20-30 rerlicationss each ProHram had to be a8t least two uyears
oldy and each innovation had to be organization-wide. The lagt
criteris was included to increase the likelihood that there would
be an ordanizationsl rafher than an individual decision to adort
the program. Four programs were chosen from the educational a}ea
© and four Prdsrams were chosen from the criminéi‘Justice area.

lable 1 describes the eight rrodraws chosen for study,

Unit of Analusis. The study of ordanizstional innovation

reaulTes an appropriate‘definitioﬁ of the adorting *"ordaniza-
tion®. 1In educations the school was defined as the adortind ofw/
ganizatiors The rotionale for this decision was as followg.
+8chool disyr’ ets can dec 1de to adort, and imrlement a3 rrogram. :
Howevgry‘the imrlementation of the innovation takes rlace at Lhe
school level, The ordanization wos defined as the uﬂit thot im- ‘
Pleﬁents the Prdﬂram. In criminal Justice, the same décisiun »
rules were used, During the course of the researchs decisions on
what to call various units within the criminal Justice field were
made with an ewe to insuring compatibility with the decision to
treat the school as the adortind ordanil ization.

‘Samrling of 0rJan1~Bt1ons w1th1n Innovations., In the educa-

tional arear 3 3% random samrle of all schools in the continental

-

Unitéd Ytales was denerated from 3 source tare provided by the
Malional Center for Educational Statistics and Market Dato Re-

trieval, In the criminal Justice arear 3 3% random samrle fTrom

all the arepropriate ordanizational units was denerated for each

. of the followingd tures of ordanizotions? circuit and dgistrict’

(.
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courtsy Juvenile courtsy rolice derartments: and rrisons. This
ﬁampie was deneraled from a tare of ovdanizations purchased the
United States Derartment of the Census.

it was asttemrted to denerate the entire samﬁ}e of orﬂaﬁi;a—
tions (Both those'orSanizatlonﬁ unawére of a Siven innovalion and
thuse ordanizations that had sdorted a dgiven innovation) from the
sbove random semele. Howevery the first 120 calls piroduced only
three adorters 3cross 311 eight srodrams, Upe to time and re-
source constrsintssy adorters were tnerefore located throudh lisis
0bt§1ned from rrodram develorers., Identification of unawsre non-
adortind ordanizations rroceeded wusing the randomly denerated
list of ordanizations. Taﬁie 2 shows the nupber of a&opters and
Qnaware non—-sdorters by erogram.

Interviewers., Interviewers were Michidan State University

graduéte énd underSr;duate students who particirated in the re-
search for rauments course credits or some comﬁination ot the
th. intgrviewers Qerertrained using role-rlaus.

Resrondents. Most resrpondents in adopfins orgaqizations
were either adminsistrators in the ordganization (n=71s 44%Z) ovr
front-line serice.Providing staff (n=37y 23Z), The same rattern
held true'For respondents in unaware non-adorting ordanizations.
Admiﬁiétrators in the ordanization conspituted 58% of the samrle
(n=90)y and front-line servic; rroviding staff cbnstituted 294 of

the gamrle (n=38).

Measures

Adortion Decision Questionnaire, This instrument was desid-

-

7
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ned to obtain rercertions of informed ordanizational rersonnel

concerning the imrportant reasons for the adortion decision. The

adortion lecision Questionnaire (ADQR) was based on variables from
the literature on the determinants of innovation and incluﬁed
variables in the followind catedories! pervceived innovation
characterﬁstics:_characteristics of inpovation chawrions and
c%ansé adentsy susrort or antagonism from rélevant drours or
actors inside or outside of the organizationy amount and ture of
role chande reauired by the innovation, availability of ordanizas-
tionsl and extra-ordanizational resources for the innovations
incentives for adortion wlthinhthe orsaniéation:naualitu of the
menadement of the adortion decision Frocess:y and envirormental

factors aiding or hindering the adortion of the imnovation.

Ordanizotion Frofile., This instirument wos desidgned to ob-

tairm 1nformation concerning ordanizational resourcesr ader loca~
tions size» and extent of contact with NIDN or the LEAA Exemrlary
Prodects Frodram. In additiony information concerning the luvel

and number of actors involved in both lhe adortion decisiun and

involved in decision-making in deneral was collected for ador-

ters. Onlg the latter piece of information was collected fov
non-adorters.
Procedure

Interview Administration. The interviews were conducted bLu

teleshone. Interviewers frecuentlys had to do throudh a comrles
Lracking Process to locate the arrrorrizte resrondent. Resron-

dents in adortind ordanizations were interviewed concerning bolh

v

(T9Y
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the reasons for adortion (Adortion Decision Questionnaire) and

ordanizational demodgrarhics (Ordganization Frofile). Resrondents

1n unaware non=-adorling organizations were interviewed only con-

cerning ordanizationsal demograrhics. .
In all cases the interviewer sttemrted to locate and inter-
view the rersun in the ardanization most knowleddeable asiboul Lhe

ayorbion deciston even if Lhiw rerson was no londer emploued‘ﬁu - -
. N - / tr
o e M o » of = - . : : '
the sreciflc ordanization. This rrocedure insured auestioning o
resrondent who was actuzslly involved in the adortion decision.

After introducing him or herself and the rpurroses of the
résearchy the interviewer assked about same of the reasons that

influenced the adortion decision. The interviewers were ingtrue-

H «

ted to oblain 3s many redsons as rossible from the resrpondents. -

After obtaining arn exhaustive list of reasons from the resrson-

dentss interviewers ashked a3 series of "rrobes* to obtosin addi-
tiornal reasons. These rrobes were the ADQR variable catedoriey
discussed ahove rrefaced by "Was there anuthing about Lvarisble

catedory e.d.s the‘availabilitu of resourcesl] which had an imract

.

in ‘'your decision making?® Interviewers ihen verbaslly summarised
the resrondent’s reasons for.adortion and ashed for clarification
or amelification if neccesary., Followind this, interviewers

asked the more structured OrSBnizaiion Frofile questions.

Reliability 3nd Validity., Inter-coder reliabilitu was

assessed through having a2 second interviewer listen in on Lhe
interview and inderendently code the interview., Reliability was

taken to be the rercentade of exact adreement between inter-—

ERIC
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viewers on the information obtasined duyihs the interview,

/

A maJor concern of the research uwas that the reasons tor

adoption be actual considerations tahken into sccount durind orda-
/
nizationsl decision making rathep than the idiosuncratic reaction

of sindle -individual to the desvam in auestion, To 3ssess this:

/

7

in 3 sample of casesy 3 segdnd resrondent was contacted im the

ordganization and 1ii53;i€:ed. This procedure can be loosely

termed 8 chech on‘the validity of the interview. Validity was

taken to be the rercentade of exact adreement between‘responéents

60 the information obtasined during two independent interviews.
Results

Feliability and Validituy, Relisbilitw on the Adortion De-

cision Questionnaire randed from .863 to 966 with a8 mean

of 921, Reliability or inter-coder agreement on the Ordaniza-
tiom Frofile (OF) randged from 676 to 946 with 3 mean of +250.
Inter-respondent asgreement on the ADQ randed from 774 to 949
with a mean of .890. Validity oa the OF randged from .627 to .900
with 2 mean of ,692., Relisbility and validity of these measures

was taken to be adeaquate.

Number of Reogsons. The mean number of reasons for adorlaon

for each erodram randed from 3 hidn qf 17.84 on HOSTS to a3 low of
13.50) on MCPRC. An anaslusis of variance of the number of reasons
coded by prodram failed to reveal ang sidnificant differences
amond Pprodgrams in terms of the number of reasons coded (F(7,152
=1,90y P>.085),

Scaling of the Reasons for Adortion, The reasons for asdor-

10
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tion were scaled'using-rational and empirical methods (Jachksony
© 19710, Items were eliminated if theu had* less than 8 10Z endor-

sement freuency., Zero order correlatlons were then comrputeg for

8ll items. Based on item contents coding Pprotocoly and nedative

3

: |

¢orrelationss some items addressing very specific asrects of ULhe |
, ‘ . |

|

|

same deneral construct were combined into one item. For exawrley

S

combining of items took rlace on two items referrird to the rer-
coived exrense of the erodram, - One item referred to the rrodgram
being -inexrensive dgue to dramt surrort brought in by the srodram -

while the other iten referred to-~the.rrodram beind inexrensive

‘ o

without any referent. Clearlus both these ifems are detting at

the rerceived exrense of the eprodram to the ordanization. There
“ » ™

1

was a nedative correlation between these two items. For the rpur—- 7~

roses of building reliable scalesy im instances such as the f
abovesy items were added todether and the mean of the two items

was taken to rerresent the construct. . |

Fidure 1 shows the scale names and itemw comrposition of each
*
of the four scales that resulted from the processs outlined |
above., The four scales were labelled! Exrense and Financial 8Sup-—

' rorty Chandes in Roles and Role Relationshirss Exrected Smooth

- ,

Imrlementationy and SUPPOPt (from variovus ordanizational actors).

- Table 3 shows the correlatlons among the scales and the 1nternal

consistency (alrha) of each of the scales. All the internal

" 1

consistercy estimates computed were .50 or above. Three of the
z.

B . .

. six rossible correlations amond the scales were significsentlly
different from zero, T
- ,
’ ) 11 .
'] - -
0. e : © 13

* TR ‘ :
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Iifferences amondg Frodgrams on the Scales., Due to the sidgd-

nificant correlations among the scales a muliivariaté analusis of
variance was calculatga. Tﬁis revesled sidnificant differences
smondg the scales as 3 function of the erodsam (wilk’s\F 3PFTON-
imagion¥17,26y P<,00001), On this basiss univariate analuses of
variance were rerformed.

Table 4 shows the resulis of the univariate analyses of var-

génce. All the scales differed significantly as a funcéion of -
the rrodram. In order to.determine Qhether these differences

occurred av 3 function of whether the rprodram was in education or

- evriminal Jﬁsticey rlanned contrast analuses of variance were

.

rerformed, No signinficant differences were found between 3reas

O
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qbn the Exrense and Fiﬁancial Surrort scale (T(152)=.,82y r>,05);

the Changes in Roles and Role Relationshirs scale (TC1G2)=475>
%?.055: and the Surprort scdle (T(152)=1.09s »>».05). Howevers on
the Exrected Smooth Impiementation scales education and criminal
Justice were sidgnificantlu different frqﬁ‘one another (T(152)=

3,34y £<.001) with criminal Justice ordanizations mbre frecuently

citing exrected smooth implementation as a reasson for adortion

.

than educational ordanizations. Irr other wardss criminal Justice

ordanirations were sidnificantly hidher on this scale., . -
Post-hoc Scheffe rairwise comparisons amondg FPrograms were
calculated for all scales. There were no sidnificant Fairuise

differences amondg erodrams on either the Exrense and Finaneiol

Surrort scale or the Chandges in Roles and Role Rel‘at:iﬂonships *

scale. Sidnificant differences were found on the Exrected Smooth

# o

3
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fer as far as staffind ratterns. o T

av

.Imrlementation écale. HOSTSy ODOTy and CAF were sidgnificantly

higher on this scale than the EBCE rrodram (p2e05)s A sidnif -~
1cant pairwise difference was. also found on the Surrorlt scaole.
ERCE srodram adoﬁ%ers were cignificantly higher on this scale

than HOSTS erodgram adorters (P<.08).

#

Organizational Demodraorhics and Env?ronments. The Ordaniza-
tron Frofile ashked resrondents (both adorters and unaware non-
asdorters) about the number of clients (reorle rProcessed by the
urﬂanization)y number of administrative staffy» and numger of
front-line service providindg staff in both the orSBﬁizatién and

the surer-ordinate ordanization. In addition» resrondents were

asked for each of the above whether these client or staffing num-

bers had been increasind, decreasinds or stable at the time of

v

~the adortion decision., Onlwy analuses for the increasindy de-

creasindy and stable information are epresented here, It is clear
that the asbsolute sizes of the variables will differ as a3 func-

tion of the ordanization and Program since schoolss courtsy Juve-

nile service agenciesr rolice derartmentsy and Frigsons will dif-—

Analuses of variance were conductgd in order to ascertain ) .

whether adorting ordanizations were different from unaware non-
adopting ordanizations, For these analuysesy increasind was coded

1; stable.coded 0s and decreassindg coded ~1. Frodgram was treated
as one inderendent variable and adortion status (adorter or un-

aware non-adorter) was treated as the second inderendent varia-

ble.

13
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Table 5 showg the pnalugeé of variance‘onAthese three varia-
bles, In all three analusesy these variables differgd as’é func-
tiog of prodram and did not differ as a function of adortion sta-
tﬁs.’ In all three analuses there was n6 interaction betweén Pro-
ﬁréﬁ and adortion status. In other wordsy adorters did not dif-
fer from unaware ndn—a&opters as fav'as incﬁeésins: decreasinsys
vrr stable numbers of clients; administrative or front-line statf.

Planned contrast analuyses of variasnce comraring education to

eriminal Justice were conducted for 31l three variables. All N

-

three contrasts were sidnificant! +the number of clients is sid-

nificantly more likely to be stahle or decreassind in education

compared to cpiminalf{gstice (T(151)=5,01y p<,0001) educational
0r936ization5 ar;'more likely to exhibit decreasins br stable
numbers of'administrative‘staff than criminal” dJustice ordanic<a-
t1ons (T(i51)=1.81; r<:07)% and educational orSPnizations are
moverlikelu to show stable or decreasind #atkerns of the number
of front-line staff compared to criminal Justice ordanizations
(T(151)=3.41, »<,001), The Scheffe rost-hoc rairwise comrarison

rrocedure failed to revesl any sidnificant rairwise differences

amond rrodrams on ang of the three variables (P>».05) .,

Particiration in Decision Makind, The numPer of Biffe;ent:
tevels of ordganizational and extra-ordanizastional actors rartlici-
patind both. in the adortion decision (adorters) agd decision mak-
ind in deneral (adorters and unaware‘non-aaopte§s) were analuzed ‘ i
a to see if P¥03ra£ or adortion status Qiffereﬁces existed, A

;third‘variahle Wwas CQMPuted by subtractind the numbev.of levels

o
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involved in decision makind in deneral from the numbér of levels

involved in the adortion decfsion for adorting ordanizations,
This vatiable indicates the extent to which the adortion decision

was 8 tyrical one.

Table. 6 shows the analysis of variance for the ﬂqmbeﬁ ot
levels invalved in deciéion making in Qenerél by both tﬁelprosram
and adortion §Fatus. Adainy thérg is a main effect for Préﬂraﬁ{
no main effect for adortion statusy and no:interaction between
adortion status and PGOSraﬁ. In terms of ‘the number of levels
involved in the adOPtion‘depisionr there was a3 sidniticant main

effect for srodram (F(7,152)=3,31, £<.01), On theivaﬁiable com-

~.

ruted by subtactind the former variable from—the latter—veriabler——

»

. there were no sidnificant differenea? as 3 function of wmrodram

for adopters (F(7s152)=1,75y ®>.05), y

Plarnned contrast snaluyses of varisnce revealed that educa-

+ional adorters have siSnificantlB more levels involved in both

-

decision making in Sene}al (TC1S52)=4,67> P<.6001) and in the
¢ ~
adortion decision (T(152)=3.,92y r<,0001) than criminal Justice
. adorters., The Scheffe rost-hoc comrarison Proéedqre revealed no

4

sidgnificant rairwise differences among rrodrams (F>.005),

Correlations between the scales and the d;ﬁosfaphic véﬁ%é—‘
bless rarticiration in decision makinds and the lendth of time
;tﬁe prodram had been in use in the orsaﬁigétio; are rresented in
Table 7,  There werve no sidnificant cogrelations with anv of ﬁhe

demodrarhic variables, .t would arrear from these analéses that

the abilituy of the demodrarhic variasbles to exrlain rrodram dif-

>
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- time the P

rlored.

ferences on the scales .is limited. Howevers there were several

siénificant correlations between the scales and the length of .

%

rodram had been used in the ordanization and Fartici-

ration in decision makind.

fAdditional analuses were undertaken to exrlicate the ressons

for,Pvdéram differences on the scales. Two additibnal variasblesy

ade of the eProdram and Job rPosition of the resrondent were ex-
Table 8 shows the analuses of variance for each scale

3 function of adge and srodram. There were no main effects for

ade or interaction of ade with Program on ang of the scales. The ’ .

i

scales a3lso did not differ as a function of the Job rosition of

’

Discussion

strikindg findinds of this research concern- .

Some of the most

For examrler crimi-

the resrondent (Wilk’s F épproximationiﬂy147}=f:70). o ) '

. ) . ‘
|
|

ed differences between social rolicy Bareas.

|

nal Justice adorters were more likelw to cite the exrected
smoothness of the imrlementation 8s a reason to adort than educa-
tion sdorters. There are a number of rosgsible exrlanations for ! |
s |
’ |

this finding., Given the current high status value rlaced on in-

novationy educational adorters could be truing to make themselves

logk veruy chande oriented by not citindg imelementation ease as a

reason to adert. Alternativelws change could be a more difficult ' ) |

process in criminal Justice ordanizations than in eéducation orda-

nizations thus necessitating the consideration of imrlementation

issues rrior to the chande.

Several rProdram differences concerning the reasons for asdop-

.
.
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ted., s . . .

tion were also of interest. For exameles Prodgram differences on
the Exrected Smooth Imrplementation scale can be exrlained by re-

ference to the content of the prodram. The ERCE rrodram recuires

that sﬂupents srend sidnificent Periods'bf time outside of the

school, Thas would seem Lo be a3 bidder ChanSe%from usyal orera- : .

tind ®srocedure thaﬁ the chahgés'reauired by the HOSTSy UNOTy 3nd

CAP Pprodrams. This eﬁplanation should be tfeated cautiously

~

ree of chande necessitated bw the conmtent of the Prodram. .

*

With redard to éontrastins adorters and non-adorterss, there

were. no differences between adorting orégnizations and unosware

-

non-sdorters in terms of increasing, decreasings or stable stef-

fingd and client ratterns., For adorterss education ordanizations

- R 5

since no attemrt was made to sustemgticalfu measure the the dest-

seem to be facing a8 more uncertain future than eriminal Justice

pe

ordanization in terms of the number of' clients and staft. This
is rrobablu due to the decline in the humber of students stten-

dingd schools in these rost “"baby boom"* times.. Criminal Justice

ordanizationss on the other hand, wolld seem to face a8 rosier

.

future in terms of these variables due to. the increases in crime

rater litidationr and inmate ropulation, "It is surerising thot ,
these variables did mot correlate with any of the scales. Be-

cause of the differences between education and criminal Justice o

[y

in terms of exrectations for _ the futurers one would eXrect these

. . «
variables to correlate with the reassons why mrodrams were ador-

The correlations between the scaled reasons for adortion and ‘

»
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Particiéation in decision making and the lenéln of tim; that the.
.. mrogram had been used in the orsaﬁiZBtion are interesting to con-’
sider. Thé larger the difference in terms of the number of orgav
nizational levels Part1 irpatind in the adortion decision and the
number of ordanizational levels warticipatins ih decision muking
in deneraly the more enﬁensé‘and the availability of finaﬁcial
aUPFUPt is c0n51dered. Thi* could indicate that decisions;with
costs (91ther high or low) necessitate the involvement of 8 cer-
iain‘number of levels. In additiony the lardger this difference
iss the more ease of imrlenentation issues are considered. It
Eould be that higher levels of. the pbﬁanization are Primarilu.

cancerned with ease of imrelementation and costs of the Frodgram.

R ¥

When these levels are involvedyathese issues are considered.

The length of time that the rrogram had been in use in the
organization also corﬁeiated'siSnificaﬁtlu with two of the scaled
reaéoﬁs for adortion. The nedative correlation of lendgth of time
the rrodram Had been in use at the ordanization and the Chénées
in Rgles and Role Relationshirs can:be explained throudgh memory
effects. The londer the time the rFrodram had been in use in ihe
0r38n1~at10n the less likelus it was that ChaﬁSES in roles would
be c1ted a8s 3 reason to adort. It could be that desired role
change is a factor initially in the decision but thaf over'timé
as the role chande becomes rart of the orSBnlzatlony th1s is noh
remembered a3s a8 factor. The rositive correlation between the
leqsth of time thé ordanization had been usind thélprogrqh and

the Surrort scale suddests that over time suprort comes to be

18 >




considered a8 maJdor factor in the adortion decision.

This studwy both rartially surrorts and rartially refutes the
idens of Downs and Mohr (19763, The fact that the reasons for
adortion were sidnificantluy different derendind on the rrodram

would suddest that the reasons for adortion are not rrimary char-

acteristics of innovations, The lack of significant interactions

between the rrodram as an inderendent variable and the lendgth of

time the rrodram has‘been in use in'terms of the reasons for
adortion is dissarrointindg diven the fairly larde number of res-
rondents involved in this studg., uith—a samrle of ordanizations
nuﬁberinﬁ 1460y the rower to detéct interactions was hidher in
this study than in many Past stu&ies. |

An interesting auestion not answered fully by this study is ‘
whu the reasons for adortiom varw as a function of Prégram. 1t
is rossible that there are Primary charactérist%és of F?OSPBNS‘
that are differéntiallu salient to ordanizations derending on the
situastions Prébiemyland reorle involve&.

In lbokins at this study and the'PESU1t57 onngish@ be tewr-
ted to saw "So what? Different 6rsanizations adoptjdifferent
P;qdrams for different reasons.* Given the lach of consistient
findinds in tihe literaturey this would hardly seem t0 be 3 so

what conclusion. -It would have been difficult to saw what the

¥

. factors involved in the adortion decision'aye on the basis of Lhe

inconsistient fiﬁdinss of past reseapch., This studu has valion-
alle and cmrirically derived what the different reasons are for

different FProdrams.,
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X
The usefulness of the concert of reasons for adortion still

remains to be demonstrated. The reasons for adortion could be
important in exeplaining how ciose th; rerlication reseﬁbles the
ovigiﬁal model program, The reasons for adogtion could provide a
measure of the adorling site’s initial motiv;tion to rerlicate

the prodrams. FPerhars adorters with certain reasons for adortion

’

might be more likely to imeplemerit and run a Prodram that closely

resembles the oridinal rrogram. To the extent that this is found
to be truer and to the extent that rrodranm develorers want ador-
ters to be true to the orisinal modely such empiricalls derived

*reasons for adorlion® could beée imrortant both epractically and

theoretically.,

20
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Table 1

Innovations Selected in the Present Study-

- Education

Help .One Student to Succeed (HOSTS)--A diagnostic, prescriptive, tutorial

- reading program for children in grades 2-6. Tutors are community volun-
teers and high school. students. The-program.includes "oulling out" stu-
dents from their regular classes at least one-half hour per day.

£COS Training Institute (ECOS)--A training program to help principals and
teachers infuse new content areas into existing curricula or add new con-
tent areas. A major part is the formation of a committee composed of
administrators, teachers, and students. Deals with all grade levels.

- Experience Based Career Education (EBCE)--This program provides experience
outside of school at volunteer field sites for .the student. Systematic
career and interest exploration on the part of the student is also encour-
aged. The development of an individualized learning plan for each student
is carried out. Program concerns -high school students.

Focus Dissemination Project (FOCUS)--A "school withi% a school" for dis-
affected junior and senior high school students. All students are required
to participate in a group of 8-10 students and one_leader (called Family).
Students take at least one class in the Focus program. Classes in the
Focus program involve jhdividualized, self-paced instruction.

Criminal Justice

One Day/One Trial (ODOT)--A jury mahagéméni system that calls in a certain
number of potential jurors per day. Potential jurors come in for that day
and if not selected to serve in a trial have completed their obligation.

Community Arbitration Project (CAP)--Juvenile offenders are sent to a formal
arbitration hearing run by the court intake division, rather than to courts.
Juveniles have the specific consequences of their actions explained to them.
Youths are then given a number of hours of informal supervision usually
involving work in the community.

Community Crime Prevention (SCCPP)--This program is a three phase attack
at residential burglary. This involves the setting up of a neighborhood
block watch, property.marking and inventory, and home security “inspections.

Pre-Release Center (MCPRC)--Involves the setting up of a residential facility
separate from the prison. This facility should be in the community from

which most of the inmates are drawn. Inmates are encouraged to work so that -
they will have a job when they are released. Counseling and social aware-
ness instruction is also part of this program.

<4




1 : | Table 2

. Number of Adoptérs and Unawqre,Non—adopters by Program

( Unaware
- Adopters Non-adopters
HOSTS T L
\ ECOS 2 20
! \ Education . . ,
EBCE 28 .20 ’ ,
FOCUS 25 " 20 g
000T ¢ 6 .20
Criminal s CAP 9 20
Justice F
‘ SCCPP 18 20
MCPRC 8 20
Total 160 . 158




Table 3. -

Scale Correlations-of the Reasons for Adoption ,

. Expense and
Financial
Support

* Changes in Roles
and Role
Relationships

Exﬁected Smooth
Implementation

" Support

Changes in Roles

and Role Expeﬁted Smooth

Expense and

Financial Support Relationships Implementation Support
(.54)% -

K Sl (.54)

L 20%k* N TrRk (.51)

07 .10 -.09 *x

*Diagonals are coefficient alphas
**Rational Scale (no « computed)
*7}*[5,'2-:05’,‘
- .




Source df

_. Table 4

¥

Results of Univariate® Analysis of Variance on
. Expense and Financial Support Scale, Changes-in Roles and
Role Re]at1onsh1ps Sca]e, Expected Smooth Implementation Scale,

Expense and
Financial Support

-and Support Scale by Program

~ T

Changes in Roles
.and Role
Relationships

'

Expected Smooth
Implementation - -

MSOF e?

MS F w?

. MS F w?

Among Pro-
grams

Error

22 3.12% .09

.07

43 3.79*

a1

57 6.00% .20

.09

*p < .01

t




Tab]e 5

Results of Analysis of Variance on Numbers of Clients,
Adm1n1strat1ve Staff, and Front-Line Staff (increasing, decreas1ng,
or stab]e*) by Program and Adopt1on Status

w."

. Humber of Number of

' PR Number of _ . Administrative Front-Line
_Clients ( Staff - Staff

Source _df Ms F “2 MS F 42 M F w2
. Program ‘ 7 6.26 10.47% .18 .66 - 2.81* .04 -2.91 6.01% a1
Adoption Status 1 1.71 2.86. .04 .15 1.55. 3.23
Program by Adop- 7 o5 42 26 1.00 06 .12
tion Status ‘ . ’ ,

Error 204 .60 , .24 49

*p < 0l

*Increase coded 1, decreasing coding -1, stable coded O.




Results of Ana]ysis'of Variance of Collapsed
Number of-Levels Involved in Decision Making in.General
by Program and Adoption Status for both Adopters and Non-adopters

Table 6

Source daf SS MS E w?
Program 7 32.20 4.60 - 9.92* .16
Adoption Status 1 3. .36 .78 | S
) Program by : \ ‘
Adoption Status ' 7 2.77 .40 .85
Error 302.  140.10 .46  2.34
- Total 37 175.43

*p < .01




_ Table 7

Correlations Among Four Scales, Number of Levels Participating in Both
the Adoption Decision and Decisions in General (Collapsed),
Number of Levels in Adoption Decision -- Number of Levels
‘ in General (Collapsed), Length of Time Program Has Been in Use in
" the Organization, and Demographic Variables for Adoptérs

. ' -

Changes

Expense and  in. Roles Expected E ‘
Financial and Role Smooth R

Support, Relationships Implementation _Support

Length of Time . . '
Program Used In -.10 =.16%* -.1  18%*
(rganization )

Number of Levels

. Involved In ) - g
- Adoption +.15 .08 .09 L 24%%
- Decision
Numbér of Levels T : ST
Involved In . L
Decisions in -.14 01, -f]] ‘ .15
General,

A

(Number of Levels
In Adoption : i
Decision -- L 26%* _ .06 S ° Ll .08 ;
Number of Levels ) : )

In General)

Number of Clients*| -.06 -.13 .09 -1

Number of Adminis- ’ ‘ : ) -
trative Staff* .03 02 : .05 | .02

Number of Front- . : ' . ' )
e ot .02 .01 -.003 -.04

*Increasing coded 1, stable coded 0, decreasing coded -1.
**p < ,05

-
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Table 8
Results of Ana]ysis‘df Variance on Expense and Financial Support Scale,

- Changes in Roles and Role Relationships Scale, Expected Srooth Implementation Scale,
’ and Support Scale by Program and Age »

%

Changes in Roles

Expense and “and Role Expected Smooth | ' . . S
Financial ‘Support Relationships Implementation ' Support ",
Source  df " MST F  u? M OF. W M . F L2 M F W

Program’ 7 .22 3.21* .09 43 3.64% .10 57 6.13%

Age : 1. .00 .00 .04 .33 o1

Program by 7 .12 1.72 03 .25 ) a2 1.21.
Age ; :

Error 144 .07 2 - .09

;p < .01




ADQ Item #*

Ejgure 1

Items in Scales and Scale Names

Scale Name'

Item

67

68

115

ng‘

123

52

54

59

55

Expense and Finan-

cial Support

Changes in Roles+
 and Role Rela-

tionships

Program would. be relatively inexpen-
sive for the organization.

Program would be relatively inexpen- -

sive for the orgarization due to
grant support brought in by the
program. .

‘Federal financial support was avail-

able.

'State financial support was avai]-"f

able.

tocal financial support was avail-.
able. - o .

Program would involve large change
in the organization's client roles
or role behaviors.

Program would require a large change
in the organization's member roles.
or role behaviors.

Program-would involve a large change
in the role relationships (inter-
action) between any organization
actors.

-

' Program .would improve the interper-

sonal.relationships in the organiza-
tion. - . - :

*The following items were combined due éo codind procedures for'sca]ing
purposes (see text): 67 and 68; 115, 119 and 123; 52 and 54.
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Items in Sca]és

-

ADQ Item #* Sca]g Name

. o Figure 1 (cont:)

and Scale Names

3

Item

Expected Smooth
‘ Implementation

43
45 } , -

39
41

107

111

Support
70 ‘

72

78

80

Program would 1ncrease the eff1c1ency’

of the organization (broadly inter-
preted). X

Program would not take a Tot of staff

~time to execute..

Program would be- 1ikely to function
smoothly. in the organization (WORK-
ABLE; organization member-organiza-
tion, i.e., administrative).

Program would. be Tikely ‘to function
smoothly in the organization (WORK-
ABLE; organ1zat1on member-client,
i.e., services process).

Appropriate, materIa]s for the program

were available before adopt1on

Appropriate fac1]1t1es were available
for the program before adaption..-

. Members of the policy super-ordinate

organization were supportive of the.
program,

Members of the adm1n1strat1ve super-
ordinate organization were supportive _

of the program. .

Administrators in the organization were

‘supportive of the program.

Specializéd*superJordinate.ofganizafion'
staff were supportive of the. program.
Specialized organizational staff

directly involved with the program's
implementation were support1ve of the

_program.

Front-line staff (potentially) directly
involved with the program's implemen-,
tation were supportive of the program.

*The following 1tems were combined due to coding procedures for sca]1ng

purposes (see text): 39 and 413 107 and'111.




