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VU bt h dducation 1y replete with theories of
C Lo ey, cdan Larn.

Pearning o which
Along the Lane tines, the
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literature in edu-
ar Goverad theories ot instruction Lo which practicing teachers
At gL, :ir"mur‘ Nt)r'); Uagne, 197(); Skinner, 1968) Despite its
DL o the educational process, howover, communication is noticeably
cntoteowm the canceptual and operational frameworks of the preceding

A b they convey much to the teacher dbout the necessary condi-

nLotor onbimal bearning, conscquently, they convey only lTianted amounts of

LN,

LUon sDoul how these cond tions are best introduced to the teacher's
RIS AN P

S paper synthesises ear lier work in the development of a communication
aotneery o

bt Cintruction and oxteénds this work to their aspects of the in-
SR L CUIONA L chvorolmgni.  on Lhe paper; we suggest that classroom instruction
CLi g cuaoe of the conmunication of innovation, and present an instruc-
L v mdaea oI TS aDprode .
S sed lnstruction Conceptualized
“rer 20 asseoom environments learning nas gehéraiiy been treated-as a
LIviae Drocess anvelving

the acquisition and assimilation of information
Lottt oang Mclroskey,

1978). However, Bloom (iQBé) conceptualizes

O
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Learning as occurring in three domains: cognitive, affective and behavioral.

rective domain of learning concerns chanajes in “1ntefest5 attitUdés; and
values dhd-tﬁe development of appreciation: and adequate adjustment" (Bloom,
1963 p: 3): Learning in the manipulat - ki1l area is the focus of the
behaviordl domain (Bloom; 1968). Thus; : nom's chceptuaiﬁzatﬁon treats cog-
nition, affect and behavior as independent and unrelated components Qf’ learn=
ing. ' | |
Increasing concern for the Féiéfﬁéﬁ%ﬁib stween cognitive, éfféttiVé and
behavioral learning has been expressed by a number of é&dééfibﬁé1‘h3y6hoi-'
ogists (c.f. DeCecco, 1968; Cronbach, 1963; Travers, 1962). Travers (1962),
in his discussion of the learning of attitudes, notes that there are three .
components of learning an attitude: an affective comporient, a cognitive com-
pOnénf; and in action component. Learning in Eﬁiélééﬁééb£Ué1iiétiéh involves
the comprehension of information, development of positive or negative feelings
about the infoﬁnatidn, and taking action in aCCordahcé with the iﬁ?é?ﬁaﬁiOn.
While Traver's discussion is limited to the learning of attitudes, this ap-
proach can be expanded to encompass a broader range of learning outcpmes. The
three components, of learning alluded to in Traver's discussion a’re"'p;*ese'nt in

N

tudes: B]dom (1976); in his more recent work, stibstantiates this COhCéptu:_
alization, suggesting a strong relationship between congnitve and affective
leariiing. This rélationship between cognition, affact aﬁd behavior has con-
sistently appeared in the pérsuasion/éttitude change rééééﬁ@ﬁ of the past

decades, most recently articulated by Ajzen and Fishbein (1980):



" o

Within the instructional model offered, 1earn11g is conceptualized as’ g '
three integrally related constructs: a cognitivé component, an affective com-
ponent, and a behavioral rampdhéht Cognitive 1&arning is defined as exposure
to, attention, perception Vcomprehens10n and retention of khowiédéé - Af-

i

fective 1ééﬁﬁ?ﬁ§.ié viewed as the development of favorable or unfavorable
attitudes toward this knowledge. The performance of behaviors that are called
for or implied by this knowledge is viewed as péﬁéviorai Tea?ning, For &%-
ample, the learning of a conflict-resolution strategy entails the.COmpréhéhim
sicn of information about that §iFéEé§y; thé déVé]obment of ?évbrabié or un-* ¢

resolution behavior. Arrang1ng “the cond1t1on= to fac1]1t1te th1s 1earn1ng
process 1s the process of instruction (Sne]becker— 1974)

Instruction is defined s a systemic, comunication process directed
toward changes in student know]edge attitudés and/Or'béhavior (1éarnihé)’
Any explanation of c]éasroom 1nstruct1on must acknow1edgc tnat the 1nstruc-
tional process is systemic. Instruction is systemic in as much as it involves
a set of organized, iﬁfé?débéhdéht componerits (téachér; content, student;
etc.) with a spec1f1c goa] or function (Faéiiitaéihg.iea“nihg) Through the
mutual. interaction of the elements in this 1ﬂstruct1ona] system, cogn1t1ve
af fective, and behav1ora|\1earn1ng goa]s are acéomp]1shed. : .

Cothn{cation is EentréT to the ?ﬁéffuttidhéT‘pFGCéSS'ih is much as dteis
the vehicle tﬁFéUéH ﬁﬁiéh-éhaégé‘dccufs, 1 the eiasskoom.a Thé interaction of
teacher ans student and the variablés within the iﬂétruCaonai environment
affect1ng this inte ract1on underly classroom 1nstruct1on. As Rogers éha

Adhikarya (1979) point out “the purpose of communication is to br1ng about

certain desired effects on;the part of the recéivér; altératicn of the k;a~;g

N
-
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change in his overt behav1or "

Clearly what is néédéd;is a COmprehensive theory of instruction that (1)
“acknowledges ‘that communication is central to instruétﬁong (2) recognizes that
instruction involves changes in student knowledge, affect and behavior, and
(3) reflects a systemic orientation to instruction. The literature'in dif-
F'u'éi‘éﬁ; particularly the work of Ragéf’g and Shoemaker (1971'); ih' the communi-

substantiated, (c.f., Rogers and Shoemaker; 1971; HaveTocki 1970; Huberman;

1$73); however, it is only rcently that this approach has been applied within
the confines of the classroom. | “

Communication of innovation concerns the adoption-Or rejection af inno- .
vations by ihdividuais (ﬁogérs and Shoemakér5!1971); JInnovation refers to "an
idea, practice or ob3°ct perce1ved as new by an individual® kRogérs and

§hoemaker> 1971, p. 19). In effect, the process undergone by a student\Jn the

classroom is the adopt1on of an 1nnovat1on Students are repeated]y ca11ed
upon to accept new ideas or pract1ces within the instructional sett1ng

&

Rogers and Shoemaker (1971) note that the pr1nc1p1es of ‘the diffusion of inno-
vation at the11nd1v1dua1 1eve1 have of ten been termed 1earn1ng Morover; |
Regers and Adhikarya: (1979) assert that'- "The learning process, the di%fdsion_
process and the change process bas1ca11y 1nvo]ve the comnun1cat1on of new \
ideas" (p. 69) _ . | - [

’of 1nnovat1on mooe] to the 1nstruc-

The app11cat1on of the commun1cat1on
V tional setting is dep1cted below. The élements depicted are described in

detail in the remaining sections of the paper-



L Insert Figure 1 Here
\_

\

of elements within the diffusion process: Among the d?1maryré1eménts affect-
ing the sucessful 66&huhitétﬁ05 of én innovation are: A i

o innovation - decision process

0 change agent characterlstlcs

o ‘attributes of the 1nnovat10n
These three areas.and their role- w1th1n the instructional environment are

déSéFiBéd-béibw;

Learning As An Innpvation-Decision Process
Similarities between the diffusion paradigm and learning paradigm are
evident elsewhere: The learning process is essentially a function of the

first three stages of the 1nnovat1on decision procass. The innoVétiéh--

>

decision process refers to’ “the mental process-through which an 1nd1v1dua1

and to confirmation of this decision” (chers and ShOémakér5_197l, p. 25).
The. first function of the innovation decfSion process, knowledge, is repre-
sented by cogntive learning: Rogers éﬁaisﬁééﬁakéF‘(ié?i) conceptualized the

knowledge function as "an 1nd1v1duaJ s exposure to 1nformat1on about an inno-
vation and ga1n1ng understand1ng of how it funct1%g§ (p. 25). Th1s closely

approximates the conceptua11zat1on of cogn1t1ve 1earn1ng artlcuIated sarlier,

”

N

w1th an 1nnovat1on is 11ke1y to come 1ater in the 1nnovat10n

P ,
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dec ision process: Persuas1on, the second funct1on d1scussed by Rogers and
Shoemaker' (1971), 1nvo1ves the format1on of favorab]e or unfavorab]e'att1tude§
toward the innovation: This; too; is isomorphic with the definition of af-
fective ]earn1ng of fered ear11er 'The,thifd fahetden’ot the innovation
détiSidh-prOeéss decns1on, is c]ose]y a]11gned with behav1roa] ]earn1ng The
1nd1‘vé-duai's choice to adopt.or reject the innovation is the focus of concern
in the decision funct1on (Rogérs ahd'Shoemaker 1971)- Aabbtiéﬁ'dF rejection
of behaV1ors in line with know]edge given is present wtth1n both the decision
process and behav1ora] 1earn1ng. Consitent with Ajzen and Fishbein's (1980)
conceﬁtua1ization of the attitude-behavior Féiét?bﬁéﬁfb we wcuid argue that |
the persua51on dec1s1on re]at1on Hip 15 med1ated by behav1ora] intent: COn;
'ceptua1_s1m11ar1ty between the/f)S

WO processes c]ear]y 1nd1cate that 1earn1ng

can be considered to be a unique case of thé communication of innovation.

Insert Figure 2 Here

— ’

Change Agent Character1st1cs . : .

< Centra] to the communication of 1nnovat1on parad1gm is the ro]e of the '

change agent. Rogers and Shoemakéer (1971) 1nd1caterthat the role of the

change agent is to bring about "overt behav1or change, tﬁét is the édépttdh or

1

rejection of new ideas rather than just changes in know]edge or attitudes"
(p,lB};' The teacher, in essence, is a change agent'wzth1n the unique conteXﬁ
of tﬁe 1hstructi0na1 setting. Iﬁ.tﬁe,éTaSSFéom situation we éénéraiiy find
the teacher 1ntrodUt1ng ifeas and pract1ces that are.not on]y unfam1]1ar to
the étu&éﬁt but also a1med at bringing~aout changes\1n the student S behav-

.
e

ior, knowledge, and attidudesz A : o



COMMUNICATION OF INNOVATION |
MODEL OF JNSTRUCTLON : . -
, : s ' : ,
e R g S S
Instructor || Course ' || Instructional | | tearners || Learning -
' (Change | _Content - |Media/Materials| | (Adopters} ||(Innovation-
| - Agent) | (Perceived (Communication | | - | Decision)
i : — | Attributes; | Channels) -> | S Y
.| e.g., relative ’ :
| {advantage)' ' N L
L b —
- Primary Path
- Secondary Effécts.
o
§
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Bne of the most important aspects of chaﬁéé ageq; behavior is the rela-
tionzhip between the change agent and the adopter. Homophily, or the degree
to which pairs of individuals who interact are similar in certain attributes
such as beliefs, attitudes, values, education and social status, plays'a sig-
“nificant role in the diffusion of jnﬁovaticn (Rogers and Shoemaker, 1971):
Research clearly indicates that more effective communication occurs between
individuals that are homophilous (Alpert and Anderson; 1973; R&gerg and
Shoemaker, 1971; Roger$ and Bhowmik; 1970): Rogers and Bhowmik. (1970)

maintian that "communication is effective when tfie transfer of an idea from a
sorce to a recdiver results in change in krowl'edge; attitude or overt
behavior on the part of the Féééiveif_(p;iSZQ); A variety of studies have .
aﬁdxéerého; 1973) While homoﬁh{iy Has béén.shown to be :an important S
commun{catgph élefient in a vaﬁiéty of Sétfingé;'ﬁogers and Shoemaker (1971)
note tﬁét.tﬁééé desired effects may be negated‘i% sourcé and récéjver are too
homophilous. - ‘ -

A number of scholars haVé”Sﬁggested thétvmodé?até dissimilarity along a
few selected dimensions. of ‘homophily i fieFdases eominication effectiveness,
and cehseaueht1y_th¢'suceés§ of the commuiiication -of innovation (Scott and

Hurt, 1978; Alpert and Andersen, 1973; King and Sereno, 1973). Research sug-

. average client on all variables except for technical competénce about the in-

novation promoted (Rogers and Shoemaker, 19713 Rogers and Bhowmik, 1970).

This concept is referred to by Rogers and Shosmaker (1971) as optial heters

ophily. Research findings have repeatedly reaffirmed this relationship as the

o~ . ’

5
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Moyer, 1970; Aip'é'r‘t and Ahdér‘SOn, 1973; Richmond 1974; Scott and Hurt;
1977.) Reésearch clearly supports the significance of optimal heterophi .. 1n
. the diffusion of innovation.

The important role of homophily and optimal heterophily in tne inStruc-
tional setting has been verified by Elliot and Scot: (1978). Their findings
indicBe that the most effective instructional outcomes are produced when
; teacher and student are similtar along most dimensions and moderately dis-

simiiar'in ierms of competénce (El1liot and Scott, 1978).

Course Content Attributes

Rogérsiand Shoemaker (1971) suggest that five primary attributes of an in-
novation 5;e related to the adoption of the irnovation within a sccial system-
.-4c§mpiexity; Compatibiifty, observability, relative advaniagé, and trial-
“ability: gg@g;ggggz refers to "the degree to which an innovation is perce1ved

as relatively difficult’ to understand and uset (Rogers and Shoemakér; 1971,

p. 154). (Rogers and Shoemaker; 1971; p. 145) is-the focus oﬁ;compatabi]ity;

Observability references "the degree to which the results of an innovation are
visible to others" (Rogers and Shoemaker, 1971, p. 138). The conceptuali-
zation of triaiabiijty centers around “"the dééféé to which an innovation may
be experimented witH’Sn a 1imi£éd basis." (Rogers and Shoemaker; 1971, o.
155); | |

Aifﬁéugh Rogers' and éhoém?kersi (i§7i) concliusions regarding the role or
these attributes in the d]ffus1on process are based pr1mar1]y on the litera-
ture in-raral soczo]ogy, it seems reasonable to suggest that the comp]ex1ty,

M /

canpat1b111ty, observat111ty; relative advantage, and trialability of
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Slassroom 15 systemic. While certainly not a new or shocking éuggesfioh,
“rere appears to be a gJap between the conceptual argument for a systemic
inneoodch and tre researcn that follows. Clearly, if we are to substantiate

f5770 fharacter of instractienal interaction; our -2search models must

sn suurci for turther investigation of instructional phenomena, but that it
AT, 31753 orovsde 4 Jsertul model for the practitioner: We have found (and
Soeeomer symiar roports from our colleagues) that this model offérs a use-
wnruacn o ne gesian and instruction of college courses. To our know1-
.. iivece appliciticn of the mocel has been limited to communication
v me aodlo expect that application of the model to other content areas
a T Lemvmtary, secondary and college level curriculum would be as suc-
41 nare successful) than within communication courses. Within
G oL L iredn srowhach specific behaviors are called for (e.g., biology lab
Loy pmyieal nldcation) we expect the greatest abbiication; the model 1is

Cwir Liviavior cnange, and as such is likely to be most adoptable to

© vt snotructional content. Similarly, using this approach within
Cetii i, arporate training (as opposed to traditional education), where the

St i tion ot specatic behaviors is the primary goal, is likely to meet with

O
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