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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to examine the pémepof South Carolina
public school superintendents regarding indivicarad organizational attitudes toward
innovation. Specific characteristics of South Ciabpublic school superintendents and
public school districts, including enrollment, poyeevel, school report card grades,
age, gender, and years of experience, were analgzgtermine individual
superintendents’ and their school districts’ or@iains toward innovationThe findings
have the potential to provide much-needed guidémeseperintendents in training so that
they may be better equipped to meet the challehgehwol reform and innovation in
relation tostudent achievement. In addition, the study mayestr provide guidance to
district and school-level staff working to suppitré plans for implementation of reform

and innovation.

The findings that emerged from this study incluae following: (1) The majority
of South Carolina public school superintendentsgige themselves as highly
innovative. They also perceive their districts éoHigh in innovativeness yet they rate the
districts lower than they rate themselves. (2) €hextists a weak positive relationship
between innovative public school district supemakents and innovative public school
districts. (3) Superintendents of larger distremsl districts with higher ESEA grades
rated their districts higher in organizational imation than smaller districts and those

with lower ESEA scores.
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CHAPTER ONE

Introduction

The first administrative task assigned to the Brgberintendent of education for
the Buffalo, New York school district was to hirdarse and buggy, then go out into the
city to find where the schools were located. Althlotioday’s superintendents would not
have any trouble finding the schools, many of theoald admit to feeling just as
isolated from what is really going on in schoolsl @lassrooms as that first Buffalo, New
York superintendent (Crowson, 1991). The positibaatmool superintendent was created
in response to the inability of urban school bodods\anage the rapidly increasing
enrollment in city schools. In the early staged@ining the superintendency, the duties
and responsibilities assigned to a superintendarteced on finances, facilities,

operations, and personnel.

Because of these administrative responsibilitiepegntendents were viewed
primarily as managers of district resources. Howeslese on the heels of these
administrative responsibilities came the perceiveed for the superintendent to be an
instructional leader. The evolution of the rolesaperintendent was in response to
increasing demand for reform and improved studehiezement. More recently, the role
of the superintendent has been defined by politiahdates at the local, state, and
federal levels. The demands and expectations placéde position call for a

superintendent to operate as an administrativd,@dmenstructional supervisor, and a



negotiator-statesman. Balancing the competing ddsproduced by managerial
imperatives, instructional requirements, and pmditconsiderations often leads to

conflicting obligations.

For decades, public education has faced mountitigiem for failing to serve the
needs of all students. At the forefront of thisuesss the persistent achievement gap that
exists among students of different racial, ethaing socio-economic backgrounds and
the low performance of American students compawedternational students. Data
gathered from recent research suggests that tf@pance of students in the United
Stated trails that of students in other developmdtries (Miller, Malley, & Owen,

2009). This presents a problem because the UntedsScommits more resources to
education than any other nation; however, the gguuntinues to produce mediocre
academic results (Hanushek & Lindseth, 2009).

Continuous unsatisfactory educational outcomes Hav@otential to place the
United States’ national prosperity at-risk, asriaéon could be ill prepared to meet the
demands for human capital of the 21st century (Ka&adPanis, 2004). In relation to
globalization, technological advances, and the ldgweent of the knowledge economy,
the American public school system must transforohaapt to remain competitive
(Freidman, 2007; Goldin, 2009). Innovation is cali¢to creating and maintaining a
competitive advantage (Dess & Picken, 2000). Inust@009, President Obama said,
“The United States led the world’s economies in288 century because we led the
world in innovation. Today, the competition is keerthe challenge is tougher; and that
is why innovation is more important than eversithe key to good, new jobs for the21

century” (Executive Office of the President, 2009).



As the motivation for innovation within the privatector has intensified, so too
has the demand for innovation in public and nonpsefctor organizations. An
explanation offered by institutional theory, propsshat the actions of organizations are
socially entrenched and constrained (Rowan & Misk899), and tend to reflect the
institutions around them (DiMaggio & Powell, 198B8)pnsidering this paradigm, as the
for-profit sector innovates, nonprofit and publiganizations will be compelled to do so
as well. Nonprofit and government organizationshsag schools that rely on public
resources are significantly influenced by theiriemvments (Scott, 2003). They are
subject to concerns put forward by a variety okakalders, including parents, policy
makers, and business leaders (Dee, Henkin, & Z#R). As the call for change
intensifies, public and nonprofit organizationsitgalarly those that depend on tax
exemption, government funding, or charitable cdttions, must make observable
changes in order to survive, even if the demanesat realistic (Marion, 2002).

To address these concerns, school districts ang lb@iced to restructure and
implement broad scale system reforms and innovaieform and innovation both
require shifting personal and professional habhsnging attitudes and behavior,
modifying programs and processes, adopting newctlum and instructional practices,
and providing ongoing staff development and teclrassistance (Lunenburg, 2004).
However, reform addresses improvement through theifroation of existing programs
and processes while innovation does so by intreduentirely new methods and
practices. Research substantiates the benefifegtefof innovation. In for-profit,
nonprofit and government organizations, innovatian positively strengthen operational

efficiency, improve performance, attract a skileorkforce, and cultivate knowledge



(Laforet, 2011). Innovation can bolster a competitadvantage in the marketplace and
operate to boost performance (He & Nie, 2008). H@®weinnovation on its own is not a
source of competitive advantage, but rather a mefreaching the most important
organizational goals.

The innovation process is guided by the objectofale organization which
determine the direction for all the efforts in trganization towards goal achievement
(He & Nie, 2008). Compared to reform and innovatanhe individual school level,
system-wide changes are more difficult to implentedause of the greater demand for
coordination between the various schools and dejgsts within a district. Successful
whole district efforts improve teaching, learniagd administration through the
identification of the best practices in individgahools, their application system-wide,
and the realignment of the entire organizatiorhsd ¢very component works toward

achieving the same goal (Palandra, 2008).

The majority of public school district superintentieare leading the largest and
most sophisticated business in their communitiesti€ally, they are responsible for
balancing the petitions of all stakeholder groupaking them a lightning rod for
controversy and conflict. Public school superintartd are caught between the
nonprofessional school board that establishesdiginlicy and the teachers and staff
who have to carry it out. Public school superintatd have been called upon to be
facilitators of state and federal mandates, fretjyevithout adequate resources to
accomplish the tasks. Because of their positicgy Hre vital to the prosperity and well-
being of their communities; however, their jobasely understood or fully appreciated.

In today’s educational climate, the authority af fhublic school superintendent has been



handicapped and disengaged, while the expectatiaves progressively increased.
Superintendents are expected to respond effectivalgried pressures while staying
focused on improving student learning. It is catito the transformation effort to
identify the elements and strategies of reform #natbeing used by successful public
school superintendents.

Until recently, the role of a superintendent wasmad as that of a district
manager, focused primarily on budget issues, grai@upervision, and board and
community relations. However, in response to tlredased demand for reform and
improved achievement, the role of the superintendas evolved. Today’s
superintendents are expected to be instructioadkles and charged with orchestrating
reform and system-wide improvement. Research hasrskthat the work of principals
and superintendents has a powerful, albeit indiregiact on student learning; second
only, to the quality of curriculum and teaching (s 2005). Critical to the success of
any reform effort is the sense of a common purplogeleaders promote by involving
others in developing and communicating a sharadrviZimmerman, 2008). Effective
school reform and improvement involves not justwimy what to do, but also when,
how and why to do it. In order to bring about sesfel, lasting change in a school
district, the superintendent must focus on thetrofimange and have a good understanding
of the process needed to bring about the changes$\@005). Marzano, (2003), What
Works in Schools: Translating Research into Actasserted that current research, if
utilized properly, could allow a vast majority diillic schools to develop into highly

effective institutions by employing effective schoeform strategies. Marzano cautioned



“although the guidance from the research is clemearchers and the public continue to
debate whether public education is up to the taséllowing it” (p.1).

Students in the United States are underperfornongpared to students
internationally and there is considerable pressut®ost achievement. The media,
political leaders, and the public are demandingltesSuperintendents play an important
role in this effort, because they have the capghii influence policies and allocate
resources that can increase student achievemeliin@iéa & Heck, 1998; Togneri &
Anderson, 2003). Superintendents must now sereatadysts of change by using
effective strategies that will increase the expesairall students to high quality
education opportunities. In the 2007 report, TreeSof the American School
Superintendency: A Mid-Decade Study, public sclsuperintendents are characterized
as having one of the “most responsible and comakss in modern society” (Glass &

Franceschini, 2007, p. ix).

The leadership of public school district superiatgmts is essential to the
transformation and innovation required in publib@als. To bring about effective,
ongoing innovation in a school district, the supmndent must concentrate on the right
change and have a good understanding of the proeest®d to bring about this change.
W. Edwards Deming, trailblazer in the field of madenanagement thinking is quoted
saying, “The job of a leader is the transformatibhis organization” (Brower, 2006, p.
58). Change expert Michael Fullan (2006, p.88)tasskeeadership is the turnkey to
system transformation”. The leadership and impleéaten of innovation are essential to

public school reform.



Statement of the Problem

Unique circumstances exist in every public schastridt; however, they all share
the task of educating the nation’s children. Pubdicool district superintendents are the
most highly paid and prominent school leadersottay’s educational landscape, this
leadership is especially significant and multidisienal as school districts confront the
growing demands for accountability and changehdffgiressure placed on public schools
to change would soon stabilize or at least leviltbé problems faced by public school
educators would become less troublesome. Howewast scholars suggest that the
intensity of demands will increase and that the ambhof stress placed on public schools
regarding change will increase over the next feeades (Pascopella, 2011). It is
unrealistic today for educational organizationseist significant global changes, such
as the advent of the knowledge era, new technabdivelopments, and globalization
given that these are rapidly becoming symbols efiodern world. Therefore,
educational organizations need to adjust theirtuiginal constructs, processes and
strategies to embrace these changes in the exem@bnment (Celik, 2013).

The current American education system was developad era when continuous
and high speed transformation was not so commamticzipated by society. Change
happened slowly and intermittently; however, thallemges that are now encountered in
public schools are not the same. The present giglshéconomy is generating more
opportunities and risks for everyone, pressingipwgahools to make substantial
improvements not only to compete and flourish s 0 simply endure in this new age
of accountability (Kotter, 1996). Similar to othastitutions developed during the

industrial age, public schools are captured inetver increasing currents of change. The



current frenzy associated with this new era of antability has resulted from
communities and school boards focusing much mortestrscores as a result of the
Child Left Behind Act.

The requirements of thdo Child Left Behind AqR2001) have significant
implications for all stakeholders, including poliogkers. As a result, educators and
policymakers have been hard at work attemptingutdhpe provisions of the legislation
into effect. In spite of the well-defined requireme of theNo Child Left Behind Actt is
less clear how school districts should go aboutawving the quality of student
achievement (Elmore, 2002). Public school distmotst demonstrate the leadership and
organizational capabilities required to transfoaw performing schools into high
performing learning communities (Reeves, 2005)sTaquires public school districts to
improve on or change their organizational practices

Presently, reformers, politicians, foundations, prnidate sector groups have
reached a stalemate on the topic of how to refarblip schools. This stalemate is
between the reformers who recommend radical chas@pposed to the stability and
gradual change sought after by school boards aminemities (Glass & Franceschini,
2007). Educators feel as though they are moreietsirand less able to innovate than
their counterparts in the private sector. As alteswany educators have come to believe
that significant change cannot take place undercangitions. A large number of
business people believe that the lack of compatisdhe reason public schools do not
innovate. The public school district superintendsrsituated right in the middle of this

dispute (Glass & Franceschini, 2007).



The considerable challenges that are faced bydahenis public schools cannot
be solved using the same level of thinking that usesd when they were created. There is
an obvious and urgent need for more innovatiorotalzat the social and economic
changes of unprecedented scale and variety, whittpuated procedures cannot contend
with and which instead require innovative respqi@nter, 1983). Oddly, neither
innovation nor characteristics of innovation leatgp are emphasized in the literature
among required competencies for the role of supardent. Additionally, there appears
to be a gap in the literature regarding the conoéptnovation and its relationship to the

superintendency.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to examine the péorepof South Carolina
public school superintendents regarding indivicarad organizational attitudes toward
innovation. Adair (2007) declares that to innovataot to reform; reform addresses
improvement through the modification of existinggrams and processes while
innovation does so by introducing entirely new roethand practices. Specific
characteristics of South Carolina public schoolksiumendents and public school
districts, including enrollment, poverty level, scihreport card grades, age, gender, and
years of experience, were analyzed to determingithehl superintendents’ and their

school districts’ orientations toward innovation.

Research Questions

The following questions guided the study:



1. What are the perceptions of South Carolina pultlhosl superintendents
regarding individual attitudes toward innovatiordamganizational attitudes

toward innovation?

2. lIs there a relationship between Individual attitutt®vard innovation and

organizational attitudes toward innovation?

3. Are differences in perceptions of South Carolinaost district superintendents
regarding innovations related to organizationalaldes including district

enrollment, financial resources and ESEA grade?

4. Are differences in perceptions of South Carolinaosd district superintendents
regarding innovation related to demographic facteckiding age, sex, and

experience?

Significance of the Study

This study will add to the body of scholarly literee by identifying the perceptions
of South Carolina superintendents regarding indi@icand organizational attitudes toward
innovation. ldentifying the factors that positively negatively influence the perceptions of
innovation of public school superintendents witbyide the superintendents and policy
makers with information pertaining to ways to irase the effective implementation of
innovation in public school districts. Also, thifermation could be used by school boards
by identifying areas that can be improved in otdancrease the longevity and effectiveness

of their districts and the overall performance @herintendents.
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The findings have the potential to provide muchdeeleguidance to superintendents
in training so that they may be better equippechéet the challenge of school reform and
innovation in relation tstudent achievement. In addition, the study mayestr provide
guidance to district and school-level staff workiogsupport the plans for

implementation of reform and innovation.

Summary of Methodology
A quantitative design was employed to examine ¢isearch questions. The data

was collected via a survey fielded to all of thélprschool district superintendents in
South Carolina. The survey was based on the wolkadfroskey (2006) Communication
Research Measures: Individual Innovativeness agad@zational Innovativeness.
Assumptions
The study assumed the following:

1. Superintendents would provide accurate responstbe tsurvey questions.

2. The data reported by the South Carolina DepartmmieBtucation was accurate
and uniform.

3. The chosen procedures and methods were appropriate.
4. The information gathered sufficiently addressedrésearch questions.

Limitations

The study included the following limitations:
1. The validity of the data was reliant upon the clmasstruments of measurement.
2. The ability or willingness of superintendents toygde accurate responses.

3. The ability to gain access to superintendents.

11



Definition of Terms
For the purpose of this study, the following tetans operationally defined as specified
below:

Adoption a decision of full use of an innovation as thstlm®urse of action
available.

Capacity building an action-based policy or strategy that increfisesollective
efficacy of a group to improve student learningtigh new knowledge, enhanced
resources, and greater motivation on the part oplgeworking individually and together.

Compatibility. the degree to which an innovation is perceivedeasg consistent
with the values, past experiences, and needs ehpat adopters.

Complexity This is the degree to which an innovation is pereias difficult to
understand and use.

Change agentgeople who positively influence innovation deciss, by
mediating between the change agency and the re¢lsgaral system.

Diffusion: the process in which an innovation is communicated through
certain channels over time among the members of a social system.

Early adopterspeople who tend to be integrated into the looalad system more
than innovators. The early adopters are considerbe localites, versus the cosmopolite
innovators. People in the early adopter categogynsi® have the greatest degree of
opinion leadership in most social systems.

Early majority. people who will adopt new ideas just before therage member
of a social system. They interact frequently widlegs, but are not often found holding

leadership positions.

12



Innovation an idea, practice, or project that is perceivedeas by an individual
or other unit of adoption.

Innovativenesshe degree to which an individual or organizai®relatively
earlier in adopting new idea than the other memobktise system.

Innovators people who are eager to try new ideas, to thetpanere their
venturesomeness almost becomes an obsession. largwaterest in new ideas leads
them out of a local circle of peers and into soddtionships more cosmopolite than
normal.

Laggards people who tend to be suspicious of innovationés @hange agents and
resist adopting until absolutely necessary.

Late majority people who are skeptical, adopting new ideasdfist the average
member of a social system. Their adoption may lwaeout of economic necessity and
in response to increasing social pressure. Thegargous about innovations, and are
reluctant to adopt until most others in their sbsystem do so first.

Observability the degree to which the results of an innovasienvisible to
others.

Opinion leaderspeople who have relatively frequent informal urgihce over the
behavior of others.

Rate of adoptiorthe relative speed with which an innovation is addppy
members of a social system.

Relative advantagehe degree to which an innovation is perceivededter than

the idea it supersedes.

13



Social System: a set of interrelated units engaged in joint problem solving to
accomplish a common goal.
Trialability: the degree to which an innovation can be experietewith on a

limited basis.

14



CHAPTER TWO

Literature Review

Introduction

The public education system in the United Statas eveated nearly 200 years
ago. It was designed to provide access to basicagidn to all citizens and access to a
higher education for a select group. That goal fittisg and praiseworthy for that time
but today a totally different world exists. The Yebtoday is constantly changing and
becoming more globalized. Howard Gardner (2007¢résshat present-day formal
education still prepares students essentiallyHentorld of the past, rather than for
possible worlds of the future. The lives of todagtsdents and families are vastly
different than they were in the 1800s. As a resaghools and districts must change to

meet these new demands of the global knowledgeoetpithat is upon us.

The role of school and district leaders, in thiarging world, has been compared
to building a bridge as one is walking over it (Qui2004). Today’s superintendents
have been assigned the task of leading and mantggraurrent system while also
leading the vision and creation of a new systemdiéaet al., 2006). However, in public
education there is a gap that exists between therdueality and the vision of a new

system. Leadership strategies that are innovatidgpaomote innovation are necessary to

15



challenge the status-quo and to create a new systeducate our students and prepare

them for the global economy they will live and wamk

The purpose of this study is to examine the peraeptof South Carolina public
school superintendents regarding individual ancoizational attitudes toward
innovation. Specifically, the relationship in pgstiens of public school superintendents
regarding individual and organizational attitudewdrd innovation and innovation
behaviors associated with organizational variabtesdemographic factors. The review
of literature is divided into the following subtapi school reform, organizational change,
organizational capacity, leadership and managimggé, and diffusion of innovations.
Subsections under the subtopic of diffusion of watmn concerning individual
innovativeness, innovation behaviors, and reseamatiiffusion of innovations are also

included.

School Reform

Schools today face extraordinary difficulties irparing students for the ever
changing demands of the new globalized workplatanl attempt to address these
demands, a number of state and federal policymefdrave been implemented. These
reforms have primarily focused on raising studehievement. Some rely largely on
measures introduced by tN® Child Left Behind ActThis type of reform leaves schools
searching for the solutions themselves. Other ne$dnave involved curriculum
adjustments, increased use of information technotwghanges in the way schools are
managed or structured, including charter schodiishegh school redesign. To date, the

evidence indicates that none of these initiativeagehhad a significant effect.
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During the pre-1950s’, progressive period of edocateform, intellectuals
cultivated ideas about how school might look andlifferent (EImore, 1995). In the late
1950s and into the 1960s, the U.S. federal govenhsgported major curriculum
reforms and organizational innovations, such as @b@&n schools, flexible scheduling,
team teaching, and more (Fullan, 2001). The postbahy boom of the 1950s occurred
and the K-12 enrollment skyrocketed from 25 to 3ien and the job of building
schools and hiring teachers became the primary(kask, 2008). During this period, two
major events would dramatically affect public ediarg the Supreme Court’s Brown
decision on segregation and the launch of Spufritik.repercussions of these two events
would forever change the function of governmeriboal education. Ramifications of the
lost space race included an invigorated emphasslwéation in math and the sciences.
This included the National Defense Act of 1958, ebhcommitted federal funds, rules,

and restrictions to strengthening education indlegas.

In 1958 the need to pursue excellence throughekeldpment of human capital
was emphasized with the release of the RockerfBliethers Fund reporf,he Pursuit of
ExcellencgFinn, 2008). In 1959, James B. Conant criticizezl American education
system inThe American High Scho®bday Conant asserted the need for more extensive
creation of comprehensive high schools with a g tracks for different types of
students, with an emphasis on keeping studentsfabé adult world and labor market
(Finn, 2008). The inequities in education highlgghin the 1960s and made more
disturbing by the civil rights movement gave risesimultaneous concerns for academic

excellence and equity for the socially and ethiyadisadvantaged (Fullan, 1993). These
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concerns were underscored by the passage of theektary and Secondary Act of 1965,

which channeled resources to education and emmtbsgual access.

By the 1970s, the evidence indicated that scamajyreal change had occurred
through previous attempts at educational refornriiguthe 1970's, the earlier attempts
of innovation in public school education came urstgutiny for a lack of
implementation on a national level. Fullan (1998)tended that most of the 1970’s was
a decade of recognized failure. He stated tha¢tb@omy was stagnant, there was a
surplus of teachers, and from an innovation petspedhe focus was on unsuccessful
implementation. The pressure and motivations tornefcontinued into the 1980s and

1990s.

In The Superintendent as CEBoyle, Bjork, Collier, and Glass (2005) described
the education reform movement that began in th@®488 occurring in three consecutive
waves. The first wave, roughly 1982 to 1986, wasaited by the repor® Nation at Risk
and focused on increased accountability. This naph&asis on accountability shifted
policymaking to the state level of government,nieshg local control. The second wave,
approximately 1986 to 1989, was a reiteration efrieed to improve student
performance for all children and articulated thed® strengthen teacher
professionalism (Hoyle et al., 2005). The third eafvom 1989 to 2003, stressed a more
comprehensive focus that centered on the welfaddesmmning of all children. Hoyle et
al. (2005) mentions three prominent federal refomtmtives that were put into service
during this period, America 2000: An Education &gy (U.S. Department of Education,
1991), Goals 2000: Educate America Act (1994), rande recently the No Child Left

Behind Act (NCLB, 2002). Considered in associatitiey highlight the significance of
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redesigning teaching to enhance learning, espgdaliat risk children. The increasing
and ongoing waves of reform call for new and inriiveaelements of leadership and yet
scarcely any attention has been given to supedeterieadership throughout these

waves of change.

The National Commission on Excellence in Educakahby Secretary of
Education Terrell Bell producedl Nation at Riskn 1983. With the release of this
document the federal government propelled itsétf the national education spotliglt.
Nation at Riskeportindicated that the federal government has the fongstdial
responsibility to identify the national interestaducation. The report also warned that
the educational fundamentals of our society aregoeiorn down by a rising tide of
mediocrity that endangers the very future as anand as a people. The report
emphasized both the need for higher standardsnapicbved content. It suggests that the
way to improve American education is by establighiigh academic standards for
students’ achievement and measuring progress teveatievement through the use of

standardized tests.

The United States Department of Labor’s Secretabgmmission on Achieving
Necessary Skills (SCANS) specified the skills anthpetencies that every person needs
in today’s school and workplaces in 1991. The cossion stressed the importance of
these skills and competencies in order for theddh@tates to preserve a competitive
economy. SCANS emphasized that high-performanc&evemneeded to show
comprehensive command of the following three funelatal skills: basic skills, thinking
skills, and personal qualities. Based on thesésskviorkers and students needed to be

able to exhibit the following competencies: resestanterpersonal skills, information,
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systems, and technology. The report instructedastio integrate these competencies

into school curricula from kindergarten to twel§irade as well as into workplaces.

During the 1990s, the federal government and e sfovernments worked
together to issue two documents focused on addgessaknesses in public schools by
focusing on national targets that would be attaioygthe end of the decade.America
2000(1991) the National Governors Association and iBleed George H. W. Busch
combined to issue a set of six educational godiesé& goals included all children in
America starting school ready to learn, the hidgiost graduation rate increasing to at
least 90%, American students leaving grades fogint,eand twelve having demonstrated
competencies in challenging subject matter inclgdinglish, mathematics, science,
history, and geography, United States studentsrbepfirst in the world in science and
math achievement, every adult American becomiregdie and possessing the
knowledge and skills necessary to compete in aagjletonomy, and every school in
America becoming free of drugs and violence androffy a disciplined environment
conducive to learning (p.19). In the second docunt&oals 200QEducate America Act,
1994), the nation’s governors partnered with PeggidVilliam J. Clinton to add two
more goals to the original list of six. The additb goals were increasing parental
involvement in education and creating and implemegnprograms for improving the

professional education of teachers.

The push for education reform by the federal gowemt continued with tho
Child Left Behind Act of 2002002).No Child Left Behindequired all states to institute
annual reading and mathematics tests for all stadergrades 3-8 and 11. Tests must be

administered to at least 95% of all students eedalh a given grade level. This
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legislation also mandates that every school andatis the country must demonstrate
adequate yearly progress each school year andvbat child must obtain proficiency in
every test by 2013-2014. Schools and districtadetjuate yearly progress targets
annually on their way to 100% proficiency. If a eohor district fails to meet the targets
for two consecutive years, they are categorized ased of improvement. In addition to
these mandates, the law requires that every clagsio the country must have a highly

gualified teacher.

In June 2010, South Carolina became the sixte¢ath ® become a member of the
Partnership for Z1Century Skills State Leadership Initiative. Théiomal initiative
encourages the teaching and learning 6f@mtury skills. Twenty-first century skills
have been identified by business leaders as thiltersecessary for young people to live
and work in today’s highly competitive, global ecomy. They include skills such as
critical thinking, problem solving, communicatideadership, and technology literacy. In
becoming a Partnership State, South Carolina nfealedmmitment to provide the
leadership and services required to ensure a systeoblic education in which all

students will become educated, responsible anduptivé citizens.

South Carolina alspined the Common Core State Standards InitiatB@€{S) in
2010. The State Board of Education and the Edut&nersight Committee (EOC)
approved the use of the Common Core State Standarfisuth Carolina’s Academic
Standards for K-12 English language arts and madtiesa The CCSS Initiative is a
voluntary, state-lehitiative to develop common standards in K—12 Esiglanguage
arts and Mathematics. The initiative is led by @muncil of Chief State School Officers

(CCSSO0) and the National Governors’ Associationt@eior Best Practices (NGA
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Center). The initiative focuses primarily on MatideéELA standards, includes rigorous
content and a focus on the application of knowlealga true measure of understanding.
The guiding principles were to create fewer, higlaed clearer standards that draw upon
the best practices and standards of leading statksountries and prepare students for
college and career. In addition, the principlesrasearch and evidence based and

include an emphasis on knowledge ahils.

To date, mandated school reform initiatives havenhensuccessful at improving
schools and increasing the organizational cap#t#lyis required to support innovation.
Seymour Sarason (1990) asserts that the histasfaim is brimming with examples of
interventions that either failed or had unfavoradffects, declaring that the road to hell is
paved with good intentions. The United States ades into the reform movement;
however, more than 1.1 million high school senfaited to graduate in 2009, according
to a study conducted by the Editorial Projectsdu¢ation (EPE) Research Center. This
information is featured in thRiplomas Count 2012: Trailing Behind, Moving Forwaa
report which provides a comprehensive review ohtsgghool graduation rates for every

U.S. state and district.

Christopher Swanson, Director of the EPE Reseasstiel argues that the nation and
several states face difficult challenges in graidgastudents from high school. These
challenges disproportionately affect poor, mingragd urban students. With the
graduation rate rising less than one percentage ponually in recent years, there is still
much work to do (Diploma Count 2012). This is jase of the numerous indicators that
attempts to reform have mostly been unsuccessiuillan (2007) asserts that widely

spread experiments are now emerging in many pexeslicymakers realize that
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virtually all strategies over the past decades Haled to achieve needed innovations.
Integrated high stake accountability practices Hailed to produce ownership as has
reorganized site-based management. Fullan (20@gests that the government must go
beyond standards and accountability and concerdgratapacity building linked to

results, which engages all levels of the system.

Clay Christensen et al. (2008),0nsrupting Classinsist that people can and should
believe that transformation of the public schodtewn is possible, as a theory of
disruptive innovation reveals that in fact the pekthool system has demonstrated some
improvement over time, however, it has not beep tdbkeep pace with the changing
definition of excellence, shifting landscapes alabglization. InLeading the Revolutign
Hamel (2002) addresses this kind of incrementajjgssion as an industrial age
accomplishment and in our age of transformatiosuggests discontinuous innovation as
the only answer. Christensen et al. (2008) conteatlby making school fundamentally
stimulating and assisting our children to maxinttzer individual potential through
disruptive innovation, our highest hopes for ouraads can be realized. Reform,
reorganization, remodeling or re-anything, for thmattter, has not and will not be
sufficient for the task. Innovation and transforioatare the solution to realizing our high

hopes for the schools of the future.

Organizational Change

One of the most basic realities of life is thatrop@ happens. It isn’t good, it isn’t
bad, it just is and always will be (McDermott & $ex, 2004). The Greek philosopher

Heraclitus is famous for his assertion that chaager-present in the universe. He is
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best known for his concept of panta rhei—No mar steps into the same river twice
(DeBrabandere, 2005). If an organization is ndtire with this concept, it will wither
and die. There are a variety of ways that changeéeadescribed; planned, unplanned,
incremental or radical, proactive or reactive, eexirrent. Change is typically concerned
with smaller adjustments or modifications to thinigat already exist. John Adair (2007)

asserts that all innovations are considered chamgfasot all changes are innovations.

Restructuring, reengineering, or reinventing direteange in the first order; they
do not indicate innovation. Kanter (1997) contetidd concepts such as reinvention,
reengineering and restructuring are ultimately kight means to move an organization
in a different direction, even when they only yishlibrt-term gains. Reengineering,
reinventing, reform, or re-“anything” would be ct#fged as a first-order change and not
an innovation (Kanter, 1997). Van de Ven and P{2084) asserted that change and
innovation may well fit into the category of fundamally disputed notions for which no
generally agreed upon definitions can be acquPegpite not having generally agreed
upon definitions, reform is not innovation. Ada200Q7) declares that to innovate is not to
reform; reform addresses improvement through thdiiication of existing programs
and processes while innovation does so by introduentirely new methods and
practices. Far too often, reform or change effaresdesigned to address problems in the
past rather than innovative efforts to cultivateeds and organizational performance

focused on the future (Kanter, 1997).

Organizational change is often influenced by etkbdemands, but can also be
set in motion by the internal needs of an orgamratlohansson & Heide, 2008). In

most instances, the stimulus for change is likellg¢ a combination of external and
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internal pressures attempting to adjust the wakwsdone and the expected outcomes
(Vakola & Nikolaou, 2005). Commonly, organizatioralange is considered a macro-
level process, focusing on the entire organizaai®the object in need of reform (Elias,
2009). This perspective disregards the vital rod thange agents and change recipients
play in the implementation of effective organizaabchange (Ford, Ford, & D’Amelio,
2008).

Organizational change theory offers useful fourateti information for managers
in the public and private sector engaging in thenge process (Andrews, Cameron, &
Harris, 2008). Regrettably, the change procespiagen to be more problematic for the
public than the private sector (Doyle, Claydon, &Banen, 2000). The problems
associated with the change process in the pulbdiosean be attributed to the climate of
public policy, which has a tendency to rely on tigwn management involving threats
for failure, inflexible timelines, limited plannin@nd failure to consider the logistical and
legal pressures that will influence the change gge¢Doyle et al., 2000).

Organizational change usually falls into two wideging categories. The first is
transformational change, which is particularly digive in its tactics of challenging the
paradigm and mind-sets of those working within egaaization (Gilley, Gilley, &
McMillan, 2009). Transformational change has theepbal to lead to enhanced
competitiveness and differentiation of service with marketplace, when executed well
(Gilley et al., 2009). The second type of changgeelopmental change. Organizations
that take part in developmental change have a rmyde frequently modify current
practices through timely evaluation of internal @xdernal pressures (Gilley et al.,

2009). Change of this nature is much less disrand tends to result in higher levels of
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intrinsic motivation, growth, and development idlividuals as well as in the
organization (Gilley & Maycunich, 2000).

Researchers continually emphasize that leadersagtipe significantly impacts
the success or failure of organizational changéti{Baa, Gilmartin, Sengul, Pache, &
Alexander, 2010; Fernandez & Rainey, 2006; Foral.e2008; Gilley et al., 2009;
Johansson & Heide, 2008). Battilana et al. (2058gds that the execution of planned
organizational change has three elements; thegaanenunicating the imperative for
change, organizing others in support, and evalgatiplementation. These fundamental
categories offer a basis for examining how lea@efgpmance impacts the change
process.

To communicate the necessity for change requigedels to generate a sense of
urgency, motivation, and readiness. In order tpinesconfidence in future possibilities,
the communication must be frequent and enthusiéstley et al., 2009). Organizing
others in support of change helps to cultivateatmtation, which has been shown to
improve the probability of organizational changecass (Sims, 2002). Involving all
stakeholders in the creation of the change platistémincrease commitment and
creativity as a result of individuals having a eesinterest in the process (Gilley et al.
2009).

In many cases, leaders fail to evaluate changesimgahtation as a part of the
organizational change process (Andrews et al., R008s oversight likely has an effect
on the rapid departure from reform efforts thafjrat glance, appear to have failed.

Instead of giving up on the change effort afterasicble outcomes, leaders should
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function as advocates for reflection and adjustmettributes that serve to stimulate the
process (Andrews et al., 2008).

There are many challenges that exist for leadersoiking with reform agents to
cultivate the change process. Leaders must grayfiieemployee attitudes and employee
commitment to change (Elias, 2009). When employaee favorable attitudes towards
the change process, they tend to behave in focdséetmined, and purposeful ways that
support success. However, when employees do neep®shis level of commitment or
resist the change process, little is achieved dadge remains insignificant (Elias,
20009).

Resistance to change cannot always be attributsdues related to the
employees. In many cases, the resistance can lgateslt from a failure on the part of
leadership to effectively initiate and support apauiFord et al., 2008). Theoretically, this
resistance can candidly offer an important perspethat can be used to provide
valuable feedback. This feedback could improvart@ementation and commitment of
employees when confronted in meaningful and colialibce ways by leaders (Ford et al.,
2008).

The world is ever changing and the rate at whidnge is occurring is not likely
to slow down. If anything, globalized competitionmost areas will probably cause the
rate of change to speed up over the next few decdgpically, conventional
organizations have not operated well in this rapailanging environment. Their
structure, systems, practices, and culture haes difeten more of a strain on change than
a catalyst (Senge et al., 2000). To date, majormefinitiatives have helped many

organizations acclimate to these rapidly changomggions. However, in far too many
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situations, the improvements have been unsatisfadfotter (1996) noted that some of
the most common errors that have caused much afishppointment are allowing too
much complacency, failing to create a sufficieqibyverful guiding coalition,
underestimating the power of vision, permittingtales to block the new vision, failing
to create short-term wins, and neglecting to anchanges firmly in the corporate
culture (p. 16). Neither of these errors would b#ichental in a slower-moving and less
competitive world. However, moving gradually andilaerate is no longer the norm.
Making any of the errors common to reform effords biave severe consequences
in interfering with the new initiatives, generatingnecessary resistance, discouraging
employees, and sometimes completely quashing neddadye (Kotter, 1996). Any of
these errors could cause an organization to becaassful at achieving the desired
results. However, these errors are not inevitdbbdter (1996) asserted that the answer
lies in understanding why organizations resist edathange, what exactly is the process
that can overcome the destructive indifference amakt of all, how the leadership that is
needed to guide that process in an encouragingweayns more than good management.
In the bookGood to GreatJim Collins (2001) examined various companies to
uncover the extraordinary characteristics that emasnpanies to go from good to great.
Over a five year period, he analyzed 28 compafielins (2001) determined that these
companies had a particular kind of leader, thegctetl team members carefully, they
had a vision, they are skilled in more than a aea,aiscipline was very important, they
utilized technology to accelerate them to greatresd radical transformation programs
did not foster greatness (pp. 12-14). He presehiedesearch to allow us to believe that

the right type of leadership, philosophy, and peniance can achieve greatness. Collins
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(2001) stated, “Good is the enemy of great. Andl ivane of the key reasons why we
have so little that become great. We don’t havatgsehools principally because we have
good schools...Few people attain great lives, indgrart because it is just so easy to
settle for a good life” (p. 1).
Organizational Capacity
Capacity building can be defined as an action-tbase powerful policy or
strategy that increases the collective efficacg gfoup to improve student learning
through new knowledge, enhanced resources, antegreativation on the part of
people working individually and together (Fulla®0B). The emphasis on capacity
building at the early stages is consistent withitii@'mation that exists about how people
change. In order to acquire new attitudes and higkgectations people must be exposed
to new experiences that lead them to differenefeljFullan, 2006). Fullan (2008)
expressed that capacity building involves compeaésncesources, and motivation.
Individuals and groups are high in capacity if tipegsess and continue to develop
knowledge and skills, if they attract and use resesiwisely, and if they are committed
to putting in the energy to get important thingseaollectively and continuously.
Superintendents must commit to building capacitinitheir districts and
schools if student achievement and school reforto e successful (Rorrer et al., 2008).
Left without support from the district office, isded pockets of successful schools will
continue and student achievement reform as a whidll&il (Togneri & Anderson,
2003). If schools had the capacity to improve airtbwn then wide scale reform would
be unnecessary (Elmore, 2002). Consequently, schstoicts must take steps to identify

needs and to facilitate growth in professional pcac
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Building organizational capacity is an ongoinggass and should be at the center
of an organization’s mission. Fullan (2007) asskttet capacity building is a system of
guiding and directing people’s work, which is cadriout in a highly collaborative
professional learning environment. The system’scped need to be aligned to reduce
distractions and coordinate resources for contisumprovement. In most cases, this
proves to be extremely difficult, but failure to daneans that a system will continue to
have small scale successes that even in the Iz=st bave little likelihood of lasting (p.
57).

The methodology or the design associated withrozgdéional capacity is never
the central issue. The issue involves changindpémavior of people. All change
solutions also face the too-tight, too-loose dileanifhe solution to motivating people is
to establish the right blend of tightness and laess (Fullan, 2008). Hersey, Blanchard,
and Johnson (2008) contended that the study ofvatain and behavior requires a search
for answers to questions about human nature. Qzganmins must recognize the
importance of the human element in any changetefivery person has a unique
combination of needs, all of which are competing.tiNo people have exactly the same
combination. One person may be driven by achievémbile another may be influenced
by the need for security. Leaders must know theapte to understand what motivates
them. Hersey, Blanchard and Johnson (2008) prontb&edtudy of the behavioral
sciences to increase a leader’s ability to undedstaredict, and control people

individually and in groups.
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Leadership and Managing Change

When it comes to innovating, leadership mattensouation takes place and
flourishes in an environment where people havenaesef belonging to an organization
with high-quality leadership (Bennett & Tibbitt986). Leaders who are advocates for
innovation promotes, encourages, urges, suppardsgaides the innovation in their
organizations. These leaders take responsibilityailitating the collaboration that is
required inside and outside of the organizationrfopvation to be successful. These
caretakers of innovation recognize the skills aasburces of collaborators, both internal
and external, and work to create the desirable spimere at the right time for the best
possible results. Iffhe Tipping Point: How Little Things Can Make a Bigference
Gladwell (2000) describes three roles that leadenrsnovation should be able to
function as to be successfalavenshave deep knowledge and are passionate about
sharing salesmernfluence others to take action, armwhnectorhave strong
relationships across many functions and fields witdny people.

The most effective leaders will be people who tnsgrtinfluences to achieve the
desired results (Hersey, Blanchard, and Johnsd@8)2Qeadership, change,
implementation, and results will be the operatideains used in today’s new globalized
world. These terms will become the principal inflaes on an organization’s
environment, significantly affecting the leadersbfpeffective organizations (Hersey,
Blanchard, and Johnson, 2008).

Research has been conducted to examine whethet thvane are gender
differences in leadership. Until recently, leadgygdositions have predominantly been

held by men and men were consequently stereotypled more effective leaders.
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Globally, women experience particular challengesnvaspiring for leadership positions
and assuming leadership roles. These specificastgdls are double burden, confidence,
and a disadvantage from perceptions and stereofipa¢sl & Buiting, 2013). In general,
men are described as more confident than womeecedly regarding financial
decisions. Women'’s lower confidence, especialhardigng financial matters, is also
reflected in the fact that businesswomen generapgrt lower levels of profitability
(Patel & Buiting, 2013).

Leadership is centered around social interactietwéen leaders and their peers,
supervisors, and subordinates. These interacti@$g nature, influenced by intra-
psychic processes, including gender-role oriemadiad the attitudes and values related
to these roles (Merchant, 2012). One of the pralagpmponents that influence
leadership style is the social interaction or retaghips between a leader and his or her
followers. These interactions are where men and evodiffer greatly in their leadership
approaches. Primarily, women, by nature of themicmnication style, value workplace
relationships more than men. This suggests thatlfeleaders may foster closer bonds
with their followers than male leaders. Converseign’s status and power-oriented
communication style projects a more controllinghautative leadership approach
(Merchant, 2012).

Leaders must become aware of each situation aallbeo use the leadership
style appropriate to that situation. Hersey, Blamdhand Johnson (2008) assert that the
pace of technical, social, economic, and poteshahge has quickened in the past few
decades. This accelerated pace has made it antiexadly exciting period for

understanding and practicing leadership. Theregi®aing awareness that the success of
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our organizations directly dependent upon the tgtiii effectively lead people (Hersey,
Blanchard, and Johnson, 2008).

Virtually all the extreme, extensive, and insisterablems we face in our lives
can be solved. These problems can be solved betteysdo not call for solutions that
encroach upon the laws of nature; they only redegeders to behave differently
(Patterson, Grenny, Maxfield, McMillian, and Sweg|2008). The findings made by
most influence experts are that a great deal dfente comes from leaders focusing on
just a few essential behaviors. Even the most widesl problems will often yield
changes if a few high leverage behaviors are akwnodividuals will make an effort to
change behavior if they believe it will be benefland they can do what is required. It is
vital that the individuals experience the beneditthe proposed behavior for themselves
(Patterson, Grenny, Maxfield, McMillian, and Sweégl 2008).

Even the U.S. armed services, institutions thattwosild say are mulish and firmly
immersed in hierarchy and established past pradienee begun to see the need for
innovative leadership. An August 2005 report stdfElse change in mindset required is
adoption of the ‘culture of innovation’... [and] s@ds and leaders who demonstrate
agility (adaptability, innovation and learning)” €Bler, 2005, p. 5).

Fullan (2001), irlL,eading in a Culture of Changexplained that two things have
become apparent that aid in the study of effeda@aeership. The knowledge base has
broadened and many more successful models of tranafions, in both business and
education, are available. Institutions are begignunderstand that new ideas,
knowledge creation, and sharing are critical irpogesling to a changing society. Fullan

(2001) pinpointed five elements that leaders shtakd into account in order to lead
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successful change initiatives: moral purpose, wstdading change, developing
relationships, knowledge building, and coherenakling. “Clearly these are exciting
times---there is a lot going on. Not the leasthafse developments is the new realization
that leadership is the key to large scale improvenet must be radically different than

it has been” (p. xii).

Marzano, Waters, and McNulty (2005) conductedcéofaanalysis to determine
why innovations are unsuccessful. They concludatlttie leadership supporting an
innovation must be consistent. If leadership pcastido not correspond with the type of
change required, the innovation will almost cefitafail. Some innovations require
changes that are gradual and delicate; othersreegianges that are radical and
dramatic. First order change occurs in stageavtilves adjustments within the existing
structure, no new learning is required, and is ic@mred non-transformational. It is
usually thought of as the most apparent next stegkie in a school or district. Second
order change occurs in an abrupt fashion. It ine®la& new way of seeing things, requires
new learning, and necessitates transformation todwething significantly or
fundamentally different from what has been donefe{Marzano, Waters, and

McNulty, 2005).

The common response is to address all problertieoagh they were first-order
change issues. People tend to consider new prolftemshe perspective of their
experiences, as issues that can be solved usimgtheious repertoire of solutions. This
tendency is explained in terms of “mental maps” (dao, Waters, and McNulty, 2005).
Individuals and organizations have mental mapsrdagg how to act in situations. When

faced with a new situation, they consult one orerafrtheir mental maps. From a
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reactive-responsive predisposition, this concepery appealing because with this
concept, individuals and organizations would hypttally be prepared to respond
appropriately to any situation. However, using toscept would prepare an individual
or organization for situations that are familiadgredictable at best. Regrettably,
answers to most chronic modern-day problems regusecond-order perspective
(Marzano, Waters, and McNulty, 2005).

Conversely, undertaking a second-order changevisrreesimple task. Second-
order change is so complex that it should not bpgsed without extensive research and
it should not be attempted apprehensively (FURA®1). There are seven priorities that
leaders should have when engaging in second-ohderge initiatives. These priorities
include being knowledgeable about how the innovesvd! affect curricular,
instructional, and assessment practices, beindritimg force behind the new
innovation, being knowledgeable about the reseanchtheory regarding the innovation,
challenging the status quo and being willing to mméuward on the innovation without a
guarantee of success, continually monitoring theaich of the innovation, being both
directive and non-directive relative to the innowatas the situation warrants, and
operating in a manner consistent with his or healsl and beliefs relative to the
innovation (Marzano, Waters, and McNulty (2005).

Marzano, Waters, and McNulty (2005) also conclutled some of the leadership
responsibilities that they identified are negatvaffected by second-order change. These
responsibilities are culture, communication, or@ad input. Second-order change has
the greatest negative affect on culture. The leadest work to create a sense of unity

and teamwork as well as watch for any destabibzatif the culture as a result of the
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innovation. Communication can also destabilize sssalt of the innovation. To prevent
this, leaders must keep clear lines of communioatigen both to and from those affected
by the innovation. Second-order change initiati@s also cause a deterioration of order.
Leaders need to establish procedures and routin&féetr a sense of structure and
consistency to maintain order during the secon@ottdange. New innovations affect the
level of input experienced by all. The leader naisve to include all those involved as
much as possible to create a sense of inclusianglthre implementation the new
innovation.

The solution to creating and maintaining a sudoéssenty-first century
organization is effective leadership (Kotter, 1998aving a good executive in charge is
sufficient to be successful in a slow-moving, isethenvironment. However, in today’s
fast paced globalized atmosphere, teamwork is meiyeimportant and invaluable in
virtually every situation. In an environment of stent change, no one person, even the
most knowledgeable and talented will not have ehdirge or expertise to properly
grasp all the rapidly shifting competitor, custoraad technological information
involved (Kotter, 1996). The shortage of a sufintiamount of leaders has an extremely
negative affect on the vision, communication andficence-building that is central to
any transformation effort.

In the current political climate of accountabildgpd educational reform,
superintendents not only strive to follow theirtd@’s vision and increase student
achievement but they must also negotiate the psldf the position in order to maintain
their employment. Unsuccessful attempts to navitiegeolitical rapids cause rapid

turnover in many cases. The leadership providesupgrintendents has less impact when
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there is rapid turnover in the superintendent’scef{fPascopella, 2011). Superintendent
turnover creates an insecure atmosphere that taksstency in instructional initiatives
and overall supervision. In the majority of instasceven three years in the
superintendency is inadequate to guide any sueddssfsformation effort (Pascopella,
2011).

Collected works by such authors as Howard Gardleemifer James, James
Canton, and Daniel Pinks all address issues retatte future, future trends, future
thinking, and skills and competencies necessabgtsuccessful in the changing world.
In Five Minds for the FutureGardner (2007) indicates that to flourish in thelaido
come people will need to develop disciplined, sgsthing, creating, respectful, and
ethical minds. Daniel Pinks (2005) supposes thagedlwho desire to prosper in the
emerging new world will need to acquire six essgraptitudes: design, story, symphony,
empathy, play, and meaning. In her work, JamesgLl§9eaks of eight essential skills to
think future tense: perspective, pattern recognjtaultural knowledge, flexibility, vision,
energy, intelligence, and global values. Jame&bedi these create the principal
foundation to seeing, comprehending, and adapbirmfpange and that they are critical for
anyone in leadership positions.Bxtreme FutureCanton (2007) connects the future of
America to people’s ability to pay proper attenttoreducation, immigration, the
environment, security, leadership, and other sicgnilt objectives.

Diffusion of Innovations

Innovation is the concept of establishing new garas through solutions that

meet new requirements and includes implementatioew standards. The term may

refer to both radical and incremental changes ddyets, processes or services. Adair
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(2007) asserts that creation, invention, and disgofocus on the conception of the idea;
innovation covers the whole process whereby theidew s cultivated into practical use.
O’Hare (1988) broadly described innovation as neaysof generating customer
approval. McDermott and Sexton (2004) consider vation to be the value-added
function of a creative idea. Further insight imaavation suggests that innovation is a
positive term and is usually taken on faith as §diapeful until after the fact of

implementation (Kanter, 1991).

There are several prominent characteristics tigaassociated with innovation.
Innovation indicates change to the organizations, tistal process, is systematic, comes in
different types and categories, does not acknovel@agossible, challenges the status
quo, is not imitation, carries an degree of risid & a human process engineered by
humans (Bennett and Tibbitts, 1986). Managemengregeter Drucker believes that
being able to put an innovation into practice is ofthe greatest leadership challenges;
he further contends that innovation is revolutioattgives rise to a new dimension of
performance (Hesselbein et al., 2002). Transformamg@rganization is inherently
innovative. According to Duffy (2004), transformiag organization requires seven vital
elements: triggered by disruptions (discontinu)tiessystemic and revolutionary,
requires a new organization paradigm, is drivesdryior and line managers, requires
innovation and learning, requires reshaping ofalganization’s culture, and requires
courageous, passionate and visionary leaders.

The history of innovation has shown that, in maages, it takes far too long for
proven concepts and programs to become a partofipe. One of the best examples of

this concept was the recognition that, althougtusijuice was shown effective in
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preventing scurvy in 1601, the British merchantyndi not begin using citrus juice as a
part of sailors’ shipboard diets until 1795, neawyp hundred years later (Oldenburg &
Glanz, 2008). The process of adopting new innownatitas been studied for over 30
years. One of the most established adoption masleddionalized by Everett Rogers in
his bookDiffusion of Innovation$2003). According to Sahin (2006), Rogers’ diffusi
of innovations theory is the most suitable for saiming the adoption of technology and
innovations in educational environments. Rogergailly published his theory of
diffusion of innovation in 1962. He has subsequeunfidated and changed his theory
several times and has published the most recetiveds” edition) in 2003.

Diffusion is the process by which an innovatiocasveyed through particular
channels over time among members of a social sySteeprimary factors in the
diffusion of new concepts are the innovation, a eamication channel, time, and
members of the system (Rogers, 2003). An innovasi@iconcept, practice, or object
perceived as new by an individual or other unih@dption. The rate of adoption is
determined by the characteristics of an innovafidre characteristics associated with
innovations are relative advantage, compatibiymplexity, trialability, and
observability. A communication channel is the meaysvhich messages get from one
individual to another (Rogers, 2003). The innovaititecision process, innovativeness,
and the innovation’s rate of adoption are all festaf the diffusion process associated
with time. Innovativeness is the extent to whichratividual or other unit of adoption is
comparatively earlier in adopting new ideas thdreomembers. A social system is a
group of interrelated units that are engaged irpecative problem solving to achieve a

common goal (Rogers, 2003).
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The number of education diffusion studies haseased over time, beginning
with 23 in 1961 and 359 in 1994. Since that tirhe,tumber of educational diffusion
publications has slowed (Rogers, 2003). A numbelifeérent types of diffusion analysis
have been identified. These include the earliné&ks@wing about an innovation by
members of a social system, the rate of adoptiathffgrent innovations in a social
system, the innovativeness of members of a sogsés (individuals or organizations),
opinion leadership in diffusing innovations, diffois networks, the rate of adoption of
innovations in different social systems, communarathannel use, and the
consequences of an innovation (Rogers, 2003).

To a large extent, the most popular diffusion regetopic has been to study
variables related to individual and organizatianabvativeness. Approximately two-
thirds of all the empirical generalizations disseatéd in diffusion publications examine
innovativeness (Rogers, 2003). Because schoolggasiaations are involved in the
adoption of educational innovations, educationasgepractice can, theoretically, make
valuable contributions to diffusion research. Thagority of teachers and administrators
are engaged in collaborative and/or authority iration decisions. Schools are
organizations and so organizational constructsiaseirprisingly involved in educational
adoption decisions (Rogers, 2003).

Individual Innovativeness

An innovation within a social system is almost @eadopted by all individuals at
the same time (Rogers, 2003). This makes it extiyemmgportant to categorize each
individual adopter in a system in terms of his er time of adoption. Adopter categories

are used as the classification systems for mendfersystem on the basis of their
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innovativeness. Each adopter category is made upmlniduals with a comparable
degree of innovativeness (Rogers, 2003). More @svknabout innovativeness than about
any other concept in diffusion research. Increasedvativeness is a key objective of
numerous change agencies and it has become tharprd@pendent variable in diffusion
research. Innovativeness is the explicit, fundaaldrghavior change in the diffusion
process.

The theory of individual innovativeness is baspdruwhich individuals adopts
the innovation and when. A bell shaped curve igdemntly used to illustrate the

percentage of individuals that adopt an innovation.

2.5%
Innovators Early
Adopters Early Majority Late Majority Laggards
13.5% 34% 34% 16%

Sowcw: Evpra? Paagen (Ko Awesons s sl

Adopter Categorization on the Basis of Innovatiwsn@&ource: Diffusion of Innovations, fifth edition
by Everett M. Rogers. Copyright (c) 2003 by TheeHreess. Reprinted with permission of the Free £res
A Division of Simon & Schuster.)

Figure 2.1: Rogers’ Diffusion of Innovation

The first group of adopters is innovators (2.5%inavators are the risk-takers and
trailblazers who lead the way. The second grolmasvn as the early adopters (13.5%);

early adopters embrace the innovation early angl $y@lead the word about the
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innovation to others. The third group is the eanljority (34%); the early majority
adopts new ideas just before the average memlzesydtem and are influenced by the
innovators and early adopters. The next group optats is the late majority (34%); the
late majority approach innovation with a skepti@atl guarded manner and do not adopt
until most others in their system have done so.fifta group is the laggards (16%);
laggards tend to be suspicious of innovations dathge agents and resist adopting until
absolutely necessary. In many cases, they nevet #uminnovation (Rogers, 2003).

Earlier research has shown several importantréifiges that exist between earlier
and later adopters of innovations. Comparativélgré appears to be no significant
difference in age between earlier and later adsptea social system; however, they
have more years of formal education, are moreylikidrate, have a higher degree of
upward social mobility, and larger-sized units,lsas farms, companies, schools, and so
on. Earlier adopters have a generally higher seoio@mic status than do later adopters
(Rogers, 2003).

Rogers (2003) also found that adopter categoreeslifferent in their
communication behaviors. Earlier adopter categdeed to have more social
participation, are typically more connected toititerpersonal networks of their system,
have more contacts with change agents, have gmegtesure to interpersonal
communication channels, engage in more active nmfion seeking, have a more
profound knowledge of innovations, and a higherdegf opinion leadership than do
later adopters.

Organizational Innovativeness
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Research related to the diffusion of innovatiogdrewith the analysis of
individual decision makers, primarily farmers. Tiegsearch was later broadened to
include teachers; however, the early studies didak® into consideration that teachers
function as a part of a school organization (Rogg083). Organizations are made up of
alliances of individuals who work together to acleieommon goals. They also have an
established hierarchy of leadership and a speadaifigdion of labor. Considering the
fundamentally stable nature of an organizationatild seem that the adoption of an
innovation would be uncommon. However, innovatiakes place on a regular basis in
most organizations (Rogers, 2003). In organizatguth as schools, farms, companies,
and health care settings the effective applicatican innovation may involve the
initiation of particular programs or services, chas in policies or regulations, and
changes in the roles and functions of specificqarsl| (Glanz, Rimer, & Viswanath,
2008).

A great deal of emphasis on the diffusion of iretgwns had been placed on
studying individuals. However, organizations adoptnerous innovations on a regular
basis. The characteristics of more or less innegairganizations are identified using
diffusion studies of organizational innovativenéRegers, 2003). For instance, larger-
sized organizations have typically been found tonleee innovative. Several independent
variables such as individual leader characterisiinternal organization structural
characteristics, and external characteristics gdoizations have been found to be linked
to organizational innovativeness.

These organizational studies provide a fundamem@érstanding of the

landscape of the innovative process and human b@hessorganizations change
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(Rogers, 2003). However, organizational innovatassnstudies have one weakness that
should be mentioned; these studies are subjekbetadcuracy of the data provided by the
organization. Given that data are customarily pitediby the chief executive officer
there is no way to determine if the data characgethe entire organization (Rogers,
2003). Despite this issue, much useful knowledgelde®n acquired from the
organizational innovativeness studies, and a numberntemporary studies are still
being carried out today (Rogers, 2003).

Innovation Behaviors

Organizations adopt some innovations quickly amdged to comprehensive
implementation while other innovations take a cdesably longer to time to adopt and
never arrive at comprehensive implementation. Mdiffysion research studies have
examined adopters of innovations but far fewerisgiiave been devoted to exploring
how particular organizational behaviors affecttéte of adoption. This research
approach can be useful in predicting organizatioespponses to innovations. These
responses can then be adapted and customizedtmbedase the rate of adoption
(Rogers, 2003).

Critical to the diffusion of innovations modeltige concept of the perceived
attributes or innovation behaviors. Rogers’s thewfrgerceived attributes (innovation
behaviors) described the relationship betweengereeived attributes of an
innovation—relative advantage, compatibility, talaility, observability, and
complexity—and the adoption and implementatiomobiations in various

organizations, fields, and socioeconomic classegé€ks, 2003). The theory is based
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upon the concept that individuals or organizatiisadopt an innovation if they

perceive that the innovation exhibits the fiveihtites.

At the outset, the innovation must demonstrateesmetative advantage over an
existing innovation or the status quo. Relativeaadages the degree to which an
innovation is perceived as better than the conitépke the place of. The degree of
relative advantage may be assessed in economis,tbunsocial prestige, convenience,
and satisfaction are also significant elementsettaken into consideration. The objective
advantage of an innovation does not matter a giest \WWhat does matter is whether an
individual perceives the innovation to be beneficitae more profound the perceived
relative advantage of an innovation, the more sigftate of adoption will be (Rogers,
2003).

It is essential that the innovation be compatibii \existing values and practices.
Compatibilityis the degree to which an innovation is perceivetiegng on a par with the
existing values, past experiences, and needs ehpal adopters. A concept that is
incompatible with the values and norms of a sagyatem will not be adopted as swiftly
as an innovation that is compatible. The adopticanancompatible innovation generally
requires the previous adoption of a new value systehich is a comparatively sluggish
process (Rogers, 2003).

To increase the likelihood of adoption, the inn@vattannot be too complex.
Complexityis the degree to which an innovation is perceinvgeditiicult to understand
and apply. A number of innovations are readily usti®d by most members of a social

system; others are more complex and will be adomieict slowly. New concepts that are
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easier to understand are adopted more swiftly iti@@vations that call for the adopter to
acquire new skills and understandings (Rogers, 2003

For an innovation to stand a serious chance attexhopt must have trialability.
Trialability is the degree to which an innovation may be expamted with on a limited
basis. Innovative concepts that can be testedem#tallment plan will generally be
adopted more swiftly than innovations that aredheisible. An innovation that is
trialable conveys less uncertainty to the individubo is considering it for adoption,
who can learn by doing (Rogers, 2003).

Additionally, the innovation must produce obsereatdsults. Observabilitg the
degree to which the results of an innovation apaegnt to others. The easier it is for
individuals to see the results of an innovatioe, riiore they tend to adopt it. Such
visibility encourages peer discussion of a new idsdriends and neighbors of an
adopter frequently request innovation-evaluatidarmation about it (Rogers, 2003).
Research on Diffusion of Innovations

French sociologist Gabriel Tarde is credited withaucting the first diffusion
research as early as 1903. Tarde attempted tovaisaa explanation as to why some
innovations are adopted and disseminated, whilersthre disregarded. He introduced
the original S-shaped diffusion curve. The S-shapede conceived by Tarde remains of
current importance because the majority of inn@vetihave an S-shaped rate of adoption
(Rogers, 1983). The variance in the rate of adagies in the slope of the "S". A number
of new innovations diffuse swiftly generating aegies-curve; other innovations have a

slower rate of adoption, generating a more grasdiogle of the S-curve (Rogers, 1983).
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Several decades later, Ryan and Gross (1943) peblitheir influential study
which described the diffusion of hybrid seed camoag a group of lowa farmers. At the
time of the study, U.S. farms were gradually beingverted into business enterprises
rather than family subsistence units. As corporetioegan to change agriculture into an
industry, concerns with higher productivity, eféocy, competiveness, and agricultural
innovations became a part of the business. RyarGansk sought to study the process in
which innovations in agriculture were adopted. THesgovered that diffusion was a
social process through which subjective assessnoéatsinnovation disseminated from
earlier to later adopters rather than one of IdgE@onomic decision making (Valente,
2010). The study incorporated each of the fourédeynents of diffusion: an innovation,

communication channels, time, and a social syg$iwogers, 2003).

Ryan and Gross (1943) also documented that thefaigoption among those
researched followed an S-curve when plotted omautative basis over time. This
reinforced the work of Tarde that was reported déry previously, and rekindled the
interest in diffusion theory. In addition, Ryan a@dss (1943) classified the lowa
farmers into five adopter categories. These categancluded: innovators, early
adopters, early majority, late majority and laggaiyan and Gross (1943) determined
that those famers most likely to adopt were mossrapolite and belonged to a higher

socioeconomic status than members of the othegoaés.

Paul Lazarsfeld and his colleagues introducedwioestep flow of
communication hypothesis in 1944. The study focusethe 1940 presidential election,
investigating one small city in Ohio. They disca@that the media had far less direct

impact than expected, but that conversations artawad residents about the election
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were the greatest source of influence (Lazarstdelson, & Gaudet, 1944). It was
apparent that much of the information had origidateradio broadcasts or newspaper
stories, but it had been received, interpreted,saded through a network of local
opinion leaders. These observations led to theldpreent of the two-step
communication model which contradicted the emergiotgon that media had significant
direct impact on individual thinking and behavi@kécQuail, 2005).

Katz and Lazarsfeld (1955) introducid theoretical framework of concepts and
ideas for understandinge influence of thenedia thatvas profoundly differenfrom earlier
thinking about the media.ie emphasis of their framework was the notion m¥@step
flow of communication that was initially discoverby Lazarsfeld and his colleagues in
1944 (Katz & Lazarsfeld, 1955Lontradictory to earlier beliefs that assumed aair
flow of information and influence from the mediart@ss audiences, the two-step flow
concept proposed a transfer of information andsdieam the media to opinion leaders
and from them to other people in their social nekwin short, Katz and Lazarsfeld
(1955) theorized that mass media communicatiorigente people’s knowledge,
attitudes, and behaviors through the stimulatiomt&rpersonal communication about
the messages’ content among friends and colleagliesnake up their social networks.

Coleman et al. (1957) pioneered a landmark studyemiffusion of
Tetracycline, which at the time was a newly introgl antibiotic. The study focused on
the role of social networks in the diffusion of #uatibiotic in four medical communities
in the American Midwest during the mid-1950s. lofgen credited with documenting
innovation diffusion as a social process in whidbgtion is driven by social contagion

(Rogers, 2003).
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The results of the study suggested that the ptgxgerof adoption of Tetracycline
followed the S-curve, but the rate of Tetracyclaumption was faster than the rate of
other innovations adoption. The researchers alioatbthat doctors who were more
cosmopolite were likely to adopt the new drug. ©@hthe most significant findings was
that doctors who had more interpersonal networkg®dl the new drug more quickly
than those that did not (Rogers, 2003).

Richard O. Carlson (1965) contributed a significasiticational diffusion study
examining the spread of modern math among schovirastrators. He analyzed the role
of opinion leaders in diffusion networks, variabtetated to innovativeness, perceived
characteristics of innovation and their rate ofggdm, and the consequences of
innovation. The study was most notable becauskeoirisight that it offered into the
diffusion networks through which modern math sprigach school to school (Rogers,
2003).

He found that the initial adopters were too innoxato function as an
appropriate role model. Most superintendents waiteatiopt until the opinion leaders
supported the innovation. Carlson’s emphasis @arpersonal networks in diffusion
represented a shift forward from Ryan and Grosbtidyseed corn study, which did not
seek to measure social relationships (Rogers, 2003)

Everett Rogers (1962) proposed that diffusionpsagess by which an innovation
is communicated through certain channels over imeng the members of a social
system. Rogers (1962) asserts that there are faur @ements, working in conjunction
with one another, which influence the spread oéa rdea: the innovation,

communication channels, time, and a social syskugers (1962) also identified five
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categories of adopters: innovators, early adopéandy majority, late majority, and
laggards. Rogers (1962) contends that the diffusfannovations manifests itself in
different ways in various cultures and fields amdtlighly subjective to the type of
adopters and innovation-decision process.

Holloway (1977) was one of the first to do researnlthe attributes of innovation
in education settings. He examined the percepti@@condary school personnel, parents,
and students on a collaborative program betweeac8ge University and several New
York secondary schools. The findings supported Rogategories of five attributes. In
another related study (Holloway, 1977) with 100hhéghool principals, he found similar
results. Likert-type scale items, which measuredréspondents' perceptions of new
educational ideas to derive the attributes, wectofeanalyzed. The factor analysis
established general support for the existing fraoreynalthough the distinction between
relative advantage and compatibility lacked a cthtierentiation and the status-
conferring aspects of educational innovations eetkas a sixth dimension for predicting
rate of adoption. (Holloway, 1977).

Studies Based on Rogers’ Theory

Lowery (1994) completed a study to examine howadmlration could be
successfully incorporated as an instructional egnain a class of adult learners. He
found that Rogers’ diffusion of innovation modehdze especially useful in
understanding how to better promote an instructiomovation like that of
collaboration. He offered a checklist of questibased upon the diffusion theory to
prompt thought and discussion among students authées on how to promote the

instructional innovations that they want to try.
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Rogers’ diffusion theory was used by Jacobsen (1998) to study the adoption
patterns and characteristics of faculty who incorporate computer technology for
teaching and learning in higher education. Both qualitative and quantitative
methods were used to analyze the characteristics of early adopters and the
difference between early adopters and mainstream faculty. The factors chosen to be
investigated were patterns of computer use, computer expertise, generalized self-
efficacy, participant information, teaching and learning changes, motivators to
integrate technology for teaching and learning, impediments to integrating
technology for teaching and learning, learning about technology, methods for using
and integrating technology in teaching and learning, and evaluating the outcomes of
using technology for teaching and learning.

Medlin (2001) used Rogers’ diffusion of innovations theory to investigate the
factors that might influence a faculty member's desire and decision to adopt new
electronic technologies in classroom instruction. The findings were organized into
three groups: social, organizational, and personal motivational factors. As social
factors, friends, mentors, peer support, and students were recognized as being
important predictors that may guide a faculty member’s decision to adopt electronic
technologies in the classroom. Organizational factors, including physical resource
support and mandates from the university, also were statistically significant in
projecting the faculty members’ use of electronic technologies in the classroom.
Personal interest in instructional technology, in the enrichment of teaching, and in
boosting student learning were mentioned as three personal motivational variables

that might affect faculty members’ decision to adopt instructional technologies.
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However, Medlin did not discover a significant difference between the self-identified
adopter behavior categories based on Rogers’ theory in terms of social,
organizational, and personal motivational factors.

Rogers’ diffusion of innovations theory was used by Less (2003) to examine
faculty adoption of computer technology for instruction in the North Carolina
Community College System in a quantitative research study. The faculty members
were classified based on Rogers’ five categories of innovation adoption and
compared on demographic variables of age, gender, race/ethnicity, teaching
experience, and highest degree attained. A significant relationship emerged between
Rogers’ adopter categories and their years of teaching experience and highest
degree attained; however, the results did not indicate a noteworthy difference
between faculty adopter categories and age, gender, and race/ethnicity. Less also
categorized the faculty as users in any of Rogers’ five categories and non-users of
computer technology in instruction. No significant difference was found between
users and non-users in demographic characteristics of age, gender, race/ethnicity,
teaching experience and highest degree attained (Less, 2003).

Smith (2004) determined that Rogers’ diffusionrofavation theory has been one
of the most robust and powerful models promotedrfore than four decades. He was
examining models for social change. Smith (2004texnded that the five key principles
of Rogers’ diffusion theory have continually demivated dependability and should be
part of any such attempted social change. The fot&snith’s work was to improve
breastfeeding behaviors. Smith declared that tipéeimentation stages specified by

Rogers perfectly mirrored what happened duringotieastfeeding promotion program.
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A component of Rogers’ theory of diffusion of irvadions was used by Berger
(2005) in a study examining adult literacy instasst perceptions of the consequences of
adopting the internet into their classrooms. Thielgprovides information about the
types of consequences they observed and theirgienee about the desirability,
predictability, and directness of those consequenteenty instructors from six states
were asked how they utilized the internet, whatsegiuences they observed, and how
they felt about those consequences. 60 changesremded and of those, 56 were
deemed desirable. They included students were ermgowthe classroom become more
collaborative, and instructors saw a change i tiode to more of a facilitator. The most
significant discovery was that while many of th@sequences were desirable, less than
half were anticipated (Berger, 2005).

Summary

Attempts to understand educational change havégf late from the volume
and diversity of researchers, policy makers, amagtigroners who are working together to
stimulate significant improvement in public schods a result, the wellspring of
information related to change is becoming more tsuhisl and available. Answers can
be found in individuals, particularly in their imgetion with others, to equip themselves
with the knowledge of the change process, to takeip self-examining action, and to
compare what they know against the information ihatailable in the literature on
change. The most common behaviors required to lafdogit successful educational
change have been identified as capacity buildegyning in context, sustainability, and

system leaders in action.
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Changing the system requires the participationcmamitment of leaders at all
levels of the organization. Educational changegsiicant because it operates to
strengthen a set of highly regarded principlesdogbs so by bringing the best
information to bear on issues that are criticdh®success of the education system. An
educational change effort works because when iivaiets multitudes of change agents
to find meaning in collaborative action to imprdweman kind (Fullan, 2007).

The leadership and direction that Superintendenmatgige is critical to districts
undertaking innovation and reform efforts in a tiof@ccountability for student
achievement outcomes. The notion is that all stisdeill be successful and that district
offices are accountable for supporting studenteacgment (Sherman, 2008).
Superintendents encounter numerous hurdles inufrseip of student achievement
reform and innovation (Fuller et al., 2003). Howegiperintendents can exercise the
combined capability of the district’'s leadershipoie@rcome the many obstacles that they
and their districts face (Togneri & Anderson, 2003)

The call to build capacity in the areas of knowlkedgsources, and motivation to
produce viable educational change initiatives iob@ng more essential. This can
basically be described as capacity building witlearphasis on results (Fullan, 2007). To
address these issues, more information is needdte®uperintendent’s specific
leadership characteristics as well as the orgaorzatcharacteristics and the attributes of
the innovation implicated. The factors and prinegpldentified by the literature are used
in this study and the research builds on this wtdading.

Chapter 2 contained a review of relevant litemt@amd research related to school

reform, organizational change, organizational capamanaging change, and diffusion
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of innovations. Chapter 3 outlines the methodoltb@t was utilized to obtain
information for analysis. The analysis of the datpresented in Chapter 4, with Chapter
5 devoted to a summary of the study and findingaeclusions from the study, a

discussion, and recommendations for further study.
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CHAPTER THREE
Methodology
Introduction

This chapter outlines the methodology and procegdilrat was used to conduct
research relating to the perceptions of South Gegublic school superintendents
regarding individual and organizational attitudesdrd innovation. This chapter
includes: research questions, research design)giapuand sample, instrumentation,
data collection procedures, data analysis procsdarel reliability and validity.

The purpose of this study was to examine the pémepof South Carolina public
school superintendents regarding individual ancwizational attitudes toward
innovation. Specific characteristics of South Ciabpublic school superintendents and
public school districts, including enrollment, poyeevel, school report card grades,
age, gender, and years of experience, were analgzgtermine individual

superintendents’ and their school districts’ oraiains toward innovation.

Research Questions

The following questions guided the study:
1. What are the perceptions of South Carolina pulalhos! superintendents
regarding individual attitudes toward innovatiordamganizational attitudes

toward innovation?
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2. lIs there a relationship between Individual attitutt®vard innovation and

organizational attitudes toward innovation?

3. Are differences in perceptions of South Carolinaost district superintendents
regarding innovations related to organizationalaldes including district

enrollment, financial resources and ESEA grade?

4. Are differences in perceptions of South Carolinaosd district superintendents
regarding innovation related to demographic facioeckiding age, sex, and
experience?
Research Design

A quantitative, non-experimental design was chdeethis study. Quantitative
data was collected from practicing South Carolinblic school superintendents through
the use of a survey.
Population and Sample

Each of the 83 public school superintendents ctigreerving public school
districts in South Carolina were the populationsidared in this study. The data and
superintendent contact information for this inquargs collected from the 2013 South
Carolina Association of School Administrators (S@)Superintendent list. The total
number of public school district superintendentip@ating in this study is 43.
Additionally, public domain information from the 2P South Carolina Department of
Education District Data files for all public schatricts in South Carolina was

examined.
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Instrumentation

A survey instrument was used to acquire datahigrdtudy. The survey was
based on James C. McCroskey’s (2006/mmunication Research Measures: Individual
Innovativeness and Organizational Innovativen@$gse are measures that have been
developed by researchers who are, or at one time, faeulty members or graduate
students at West Virginia University. They were eleped for use by researchers and
may be used for research or instructional purpddes remainder of the survey related to
individual superintendent demographics was supphéeaeby the researcher.

The Individual Innovativeness (Il) instrument wastfintroduced by Hurt,
Joseph, and Cook (1977). The scale is a measureamiihat determines the categories
of innovativeness individuals belong to and ideesittheir level of innovativeness on the
basis of self-reports (Hurt, Joseph & Cook, 19B&sed on the scores found out through
the scale, individuals are found to fall into fidéferent categories in terms of
innovativenessinnovators, Early Adopters, Early Majority, Late &ty andLaggards.
Initially, the items of the scale were scored térdethe creative and inventive individual
through 53 items of seven-point Likert-type itemss'@trongly Agreéand “Strongly
Disagreé. Later, the items of the scale were reduced tar2freorganized to the form of
five-point Likert-type as a result of improvemetidies. The internal reliability
coefficient of the whole scale was found 0.89 dreddplit-half reliability coefficient was
found 0.92 (Hurt, Joseph & Cook, 1977).

The Organizational Innovativeness (Ol) instrumeas first introduced by Hurt
and Teigen (1977). They developed a direct measfyserceived organizational

innovativeness that would permit the researchéetermine from employees their
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perceptions of their organizations’ willingnessctange. Hurt and Teigen (1977) used
teachers and administrators in the developmertef instrument. After rigorous testing,
the resulting scale 25 items worded negatively@ositively using a 7-point Likert-type
scale. Later, the items of the scale were reorgaia the form of five-point Likert-type

as a result of improvement studies. They repotatithe measure when used produced a
range of 25 to 160 with higher score indicatingghlr perceived organizational
innovativeness. The maximum range was 25 to 17&.ofiginal normative group
produced a mean score of 98 with a standard dewiafi 28. The split-half reliability of

the instrument was reported as .96 (Hurt and Teig@n7).

The survey was divided into three sections. Sediwa questions 1-5, contained
items related to demographic information aboutphielic school district superintendents
completing the survey. The superintendents weredagkcomplete statements regarding
age, gender, and years of experience. Sectiongmastions 6-25, contained items related
to public school district superintendents’ peroapsi of individual innovativeness.
Section three, questions 26-50, contained itenaga@lto public school district
superintendents’ perceptions of organizational wativeness.

Public school superintendents were asked to sp#wiy level of agreement with
each of the survey items in section two and theszd on a five-point Likert scale. The
scale included the options dbtrongly Agree’equaling five points,Agree” equaling
four points, Neutral” equaling three pointsPisagree” equaling two points, and
“Strongly Disagree’equaling one point. Based on the responses frastgus 6-25 an
Individual Innovativeness Score and adopter categ@ais determined for each

responding public school district superintendemts&l on responses from questions 26-
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50 and Organizational Innovativeness Score andtadoptegory was determined for the

district of each responding public school distsiaperintendent.

Data Collection

Approval for data collection was obtained from W@versity of South Carolina
Institutional Review Board (Appendix C). Data fbetstudy was collected through a
survey of all the public school district superirdents in South Carolina. Using the
Survey Monkey online software, each superintencegived an email explaining the
purpose of the study and to solicit their partitipa (Appendix A). The email document
was comprised of a request for participation ingtely and assurances of participant
confidentiality. Instructions for completing thergay were also included. Completing
the consent form by typing their name served aslegtronic signature. After completing
the consent form, superintendents were taken tirecthe Il and Ol survey (Appendix
B). The superintendents were given two weeks tpard after which time a follow-up
email was sent to non-respondents as a remindegn\WWdsponses are received, the data
was downloaded from Survey Monkey for analysis.

For research questions land 2, data was collesied sections two and three of
the Il and Ol survey. For research question 3, dais collected using sections two and
three of the Il and Ol survey as well as 2012 Sdidlolina District Data files and the
2013 Elementary and Secondary Education (ESEA) ¥vaata. District enrollment was
determined using the 2012 Report Card Performatecerhe poverty levels of each

district were determined using the School Reportd@®verty Index file. For research
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guestion 4, data was gathered using all threeasectf the 1l and Ol survey in

conjunction with the 2012 SCASA Superintendent.List

Table 3.1 provides information on variables, thgetpf data, and the statistics for

analysis for each research
Table 3.1

Variable Matrix

question.

Questions

Variables

Source of Data

Statistics

What are the perceptions
of South Carolina public
school superintendents
regarding individual

Independent
South Carolina
Superintendents

Individual and
Organizational
Innovativeness
survey.

Mean Scores

enrollment, financial
resources and ESEA
grade?

Card and ESEA
Waiver data.

attitudes toward Dependent Standard
innovation and Individual and Deviations
organizational attitudes | Organizational
toward innovation? Innovativeness
survey scores
Is there a relationship Independent Individual and Pearson
between Individual Organizational product-
Individual attitudes toward Innovation Innovativeness moment
innovation and survey. correlation
organizational attitudes | Dependent coefficient
toward innovation? Organizational (Pearson’sr)
Innovation
Are differences in Independent Individual and Analysis of
perceptions of South Organizational Organizational Variance
Carolina school district | data Innovativeness (ANOVA)
superintendents regarding survey.
innovations related to Dependent
organizational variables | Perceptions of South Carolina Unpaired t-
including district Superintendents | School Report tests
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Table 3.1 continued

Are differences in | Independent Individual and

perceptions of Demographic data | Organizational

South Carolina Innovativeness

school district Dependent survey. Unpaired t-tests
superintendents | Perceptions of

regarding Superintendents SCASA District

innovation related Superintendent List

to demographic
factors including
age, sex, and
experience?

Purpose of the StudyThis study examines superintendents’ perceptiogarding
individual and organizational attitudes towardsoweation.

Data Analysis

Research Question What are the perceptions of South Carolina puldizosl
superintendents regarding individual attitudes togveonovation and organizational
attitudes toward innovation?

Survey items 6-50 were calculated based on thrses from South Carolina
public school superintendents. Items 6-25 of threesuprovided information on their
perception of individual innovativeness. Items Z6eb the survey provided information
on their perception of organizational innovativenfs their school district. Descriptive
statistics were used to summarize the data. Means galculated to determine the
central tendency and standard deviations were leaézlito determine the dispersion of
the data. The responses to the survey instrumenet avealyzed using MS Excel and
SPSS version-19 statistical software. The .05 le¥/slgnificance was used for all

statistical analyses.
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Research Question & there a relationship between Individual attitadeward
innovation and organizational attitudes toward ination?

Composite mean scores and standard deviationkd@uperintendents’
perception of individual and organizational innavaness were calculated for each
respondent. A separate Pearson product-momentatarecoefficient (Pearson’s r) for
individual innovativeness and organizational inrtaxeness was also calculated to
determine if a relationship exists between indiaidattitudes toward innovation and

organizational attitudes toward innovation.

Research Question Bre differences in perceptions of South Carolinaost district
superintendents regarding innovations related tgamizational variables including

district enroliment, poverty levels and ESEA grade?

One way analyses of variance (ANOVAS) were comptaetktermine if there
are differences in the perceptions of South Caagbublic school superintendents
regarding individual and organizational innovatiges related to district enrollment and
poverty level. ANOVAs were used to test for difiaces because both enroliment and
poverty level were divided into three groups. Ampained t test was computed to
determine if there were differences based on ESiBAeas. A t test was used to test for

difference because ESEA grades were divided inlptaro groups.

Research Question Are differences in perceptions of South Carolinaost district
superintendents regarding innovation related to dgraphic factors including age, sex,

and experience?
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Unpaired t tests were computed to determine ifetlaee differences in the
perceptions of South Carolina public school supgendents regarding individual and
organizational innovativeness related to age, @ed,experience. T tests were used to test
for differences because age, sex, and years ofierpge were all divided into two

groups.

Validity of Data Collection

The 2012 South Carolina District Data and Povkrtiex files were used to
gather demographic data. An online survey wastsegit South Carolina public school
district superintendents to determine their sghieréed perceptions regarding individual

and organizational innovativeness.

The responses given by the public school superiietets to items 6-25 were used
to determine an Il score and adopter category.isgevas calculated using a three step
process. In step one the scores for items 9, 1115,218, 20, 22, and 25 were added. In
step two the scores for items 6, 7, 8, 10, 1316417, 19, 21, 23, and 24 were added. In
step 3 the following formula: (Il = 42 + total sedior Step 2 - total score for Step 1) was
completed to determine final score and categorgredcabove 80 are classified as
Innovators. Scores between 69 and 80 are classifidthrly Adopters. Scores between
57 and 68 are classified as Early Majority. Scdretsveen 46 and 56 are classified as
Late Majority. Scores below 46 are classified agdaads/Traditionalists. In general
people who score above 68 and considered hightyative, and people who score

below 64 are considered low in innovativeness (Hloseph, & Cook, C. D., 1977).
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The responses given by the public school supeietets to items 26-50 were
used to determine an Ol score and adopter catelyosyep one the scores for the
following items: 26, 28, 31, 33, 37, 39, 40, 42, 43, and 48 were added. In step two the
scores for the following items: 27, 29, 30, 32, 33, 36, 38, 41, 44, 45, 46, 49, and 50
were added. In step three the following formulal: €®6 + total from Step 2 - total from
step 1) was completed to determine the final Otesemd category. Scores above 110
indicate the organization are classified as inngeaScores between 91 and 110
indicated the organization as an early adopterntesdoetween 71 and 90 indicated the
organization was in the early majority. Scores laetv50 and 70 indicated the
organization was in the late majority. Scores beb@awndicated the organization was
classified as a laggard or traditional. Generatganizations which score above 90 are
high in innovativeness. Those scoring below 50@nein innovativeness. Those scoring

between 50 and 90 are moderate in innovativenass &Teigen, 1977).

Tukey’s Honestly Significant Difference (HSD) pdsie test followed all
ANOVAs (Research Question 3) to determine whiclugsodiffer significantly from
others. Tukey’s HSD is used to clarify which gro@psong the sample in specific have
significant differences aniésts all pairwise differences while controllifngg tprobability
of making one or more Type | errofiche .05 level of significance was used for all

statistical analyses utilized in this study.

Summary

This chapter reviewed the research methodolodjgedi for this study. A

description of the research design, procedurepddicipant selection, instrumentation,
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data collection and data analysis procedures weseribed. The following chapter will

present the findings of the data analysis anddletead statistical tables.
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CHAPTER FOUR
Results

This chapter summarizes the information obtainethfthe survey instrument and
data analyses related to the perceptions of Saatbli@a public school superintendents
regarding individual and organizational attitudesdrd innovation. Included in this
chapter are the purpose of the study and reseaestigns, a description of the survey
instrument response rate, a description of theoradgnts’ demographic information, and
the description and analyses of the data for eeséarch question. Data related to each
research question are presented in tables throtug®ehapter and are accompanied by
narratives describing significant findings.

The purpose of this study was to examine the péorepof South Carolina public
school superintendents regarding individual ancoizational attitudes toward
innovation. Specific characteristics of South Ciabpublic school superintendents and
public school districts were analyzed by charastes of individual and organizational
innovativeness. The characteristics of individual arganizational innovativeness were
compared to determine individual superintendemtd’ their school districts’ orientations

toward innovation.

Research Questions

The following questions guided the study:
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1. What are the perceptions of South Carolina pultlhosl superintendents
regarding individual attitudes toward innovatiordamganizational attitudes

toward innovation?

2. lIs there a relationship between Individual attitutt®vard innovation and

organizational attitudes toward innovation?

3. Are differences in perceptions of South Carolinaost district superintendents
regarding innovations related to organizationalaldes including district

enrollment, financial resources and ESEA grade?

4. Are differences in perceptions of South Carolinaosd district superintendents
regarding innovation related to demographic facteckiding age, sex, and
experience?
Survey Instrument Response Rate

Each of the 84 public school district superinteridém South Carolina were
emailed a survey and asked to respond to theiviohaial innovativeness and their
district’s organizational innovativeness. This ud®d the South Carolina Public Charter
School District and the Palmetto Unified Schooltbes (Department of Juvenile
Justice). The superintendents were given two waeksspond after which time a follow-
up email was sent to non-respondents as a remiAdetal of 43 (51.1%) of the public

school district superintendents in South Caroliagleted the survey.
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Perceptions of Individual and Organizational Innovaiveness

Research question one examined the perceptionsuth £arolina public school
superintendents regarding individual attitudes toMmanovation and organizational
attitudes toward innovation. Responses to sunagst6-25 examined individual
innovativeness. Responses to items 26-50 examigashizational innovativeness. Mean
scores and standard deviations were calculateelfcr of the survey items. Additionally,
adopter category scores were calculated indivigdal respondents related to their

perceptions of individual and organizational innoxeness.

Individual Innovativeness

Mean scores were calculated individually for respeoris based on their
responses to items 6-25 on the survey instruméaterkto their perceptions of individual
innovativeness. South Carolina public school supenidents were more supportive of
the statements that “I seek new ways to do thiigls= 4.48), “I am receptive to new
ideas” (M = 4.44), and “I enjoy trying new idea® € 4.37). South Carolina public
school superintendents were less supportive oftdtements that “I am aware that | am
usually one of the last people in my group to atsemething new” (M = 1.79), “l tend
to feel that the old way of living and doing thingghe best way” (M = 1.83), and “I
must see other people using new innovations béfark consider them” (M = 1.97).
Descriptive statistics reflecting South Carolindltischool superintendents’ perceptions

of individual innovativeness are summarized in €ahll.
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Table 4.1

Perceptions of Individual Innovativeness

M SD
| seek new ways to do things. 4.48 0.592
| am receptive to new ideas. 4.44 0.502
| enjoy trying new ideas. 4.37 0.578
| must see other people using 1.97 0.706

new innovations before | will

consider them.

| tend to feel that the old way 1.83 0.652
of living and doing things is

the best way.

| am aware that | am usually 1.79 0.638
one of the last people in my

group to accept something

new.

Adopter category scores were calculated indivigualt respondents based on
their responses to items 6-25 on the survey ingnimrelated to their perceptions of
individual innovativeness. Step 1: add the scoveséms 4, 6, 7, 10, 13, 15, 17, and 20.
Step 2: add the scores for items 1, 2, 3, 5, 81912, 14, 16, 18, and 1Step 3:
complete the following formula: Il = 42 + total sedor Step 2 - total score for Step 1.
Scores above 80 are classified as Innovafustes between 69 and 80 are classified as
Early AdoptersScores between 57 and 68 are classified as Eafjlyrit§a Scores
between 46 and 56 are classified as Late Majority.

Scores below 46 are classified as Laggards/Tradilists.In general people who

score above 68 and considered highly innovative,pople who score below 64 are
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considered low in innovativeness. Based on respaiasthe individual innovativeness
portion of the survey instrument by South Caropiélic school superintendents,
30.23% were classified as Innovators, 44.18% wassified as Early Adopters, and
25.58% were classified as Early Majority. Frequeany percentages reflecting South
Carolina public school superintendents’ individundovativeness classifications are
summarized in Table 4.2.

Table 4.2

South Carolina Public School Superintendents luftial Innovativeness Adopter Categories

N %
Innovators 13 30.23
Early Adopters 19 44.18
Early Majority 11 25.58

Organizational Innovativeness

Mean scores were calculated individually for respeoris based on their
responses to items 26-50 on the survey instrunedatied to their perceptions of
organizational innovativeness. South Carolina puddhool superintendents were more
supportive of the statements that “My organizatgowilling and ready to accept outside
help when necessary” (M = 4.13), “My organizatioaintains good communication
between supervisors and employees” (M = 4.0), &gldrganization seeks out new
ways to do things” (M = 3.90). South Carolina paldchool superintendents were less
supportive of the statements that “My organizatiener satisfactorily explains to
employees the reasons for procedural changes” (M3), “My organization rarely

involves employees in the decision making procéss= 2.0), and “My organization is
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usually one of the last of its kind to change tteav method of operation” (M = 2.06).
Descriptive statistics reflecting South Carolindltischool superintendents’ perceptions

of organizational innovativeness are summarizethinle 4.3.

Table 4.3

Perceptions of Organizational Innovativeness

M SD
My organization is willing and ready to accept 4.13 0.675
outside help when necessary.
My organization maintains good 4.00 0.872
communication between supervisors and
employees.
My organization seeks out new ways to do 3.90 0.647
things.
My organization is usually one of the last of its 2.06 0.798
kind to change to a new method of operation.
My organization rarely involves employees in 2.00 0.872
the decision making process.
My organization never satisfactorily explains to 1.93 0.668

employees the reasons for procedural changes.

Adopter category scores were calculated indivigualt respondents based on
their responses to items 26-50 on the survey imstni related to their perceptions of
organizational innovativeness. Step 1: Add theesctor the following items: 1, 3, 6, 8,
12, 14, 15, 17, 18, 22, and 23. Step 2: Add theescior the following items: 2, 4, 5, 7, 9,
10, 11, 13, 16, 19, 20, 21, 24, and 25. Step 3: @Wetm the following formula: Ol = 66 +

total from Step 2 - total from step 1. Scores @arge between 25 and 125. Scores above
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110 indicate the organization can be classifiethasvative. Scores between 91 and 110
indicate the organization is an Early Adopter. 8sdretween 71 and 90 indicate the
organization is in the Early Majority. Scores betwé&0 and 70 indicate the organization

is in the Late Majority.

Scores below 50 indicate the organization can éssdied as a
Laggard/Traditional. Generally, Organizations whécilore above 90 are high in
innovativeness. Those scoring below 50 are lommovativeness. Those scoring
between 50 and 90 are moderate in innovativenessedon responses to the
organizational innovativeness portion of the sumvsyrument by South Carolina public
school superintendents, 2.32% of districts werssilieed as Innovative, 67.44% were
classified as Early Adopters, and 18.60% were ifladsas Early Majority, and 11.62%
were classified as late majority. Frequency andgrgages reflecting South Carolina
public school superintendents’ organizational iratoreness classifications are

summarized in Table 4.4.

Table 4.4
Organizational Innovativeness Adopter Categories
N %
Innovative 1 2.32
Early Adopter 29 67.44
Early Majority 8 18.60
Late Majority 5 11.62
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Relationship Between Perceptions of Individual an@rganizational Innovativeness

Research question two examined the relationshipden South Carolina public
school superintendents’ perceptions of individnalovativeness and organizational
innovativeness. The composite mean scores andasthddviations for respondents’
perceptions of individual and organizational innibx@ness were calculated. A Pearson
product-moment correlation coefficient (r) was cgdted as well as the proportion of
variance accounted for using the coefficient oedwination (f). The results of the
Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient(0)288 and the coefficient of
determination @) = 0.083. The r value of .288 indicates a wealktjescorrelation
between South Carolina public school superintersdg@etrceptions of individual and

organizational innovativeness. The results of éimalysis are summarized in table 4.5.
Table 4.5

Relationship Between Perceptions of Individual @mdanizational Innovativeness

M SD r r?
Individual Innovativeness 3.34 0.206
0.288 0.083
Organizational Innovativeness 3.12 0.194

Perceptions of Innovativeness related to District ®riables

Research question three examined the differengasroeptions of South

Carolina public school superintendents regardilgvidual and organizational
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innovativeness related to organizational variabiiekiding district enroliment, district
poverty level, and Elementary and Secondary Eduecact Federal Accountability
Rating System (ESEA) grade. The data for enrolbnmoverty level, and ESEA grade
were collected from the South Carolina Departmémidoication. Frequencies and

percentages were calculated for each variable.

District Enrollment

The 2012 district enrollment data, the latest nersieleased, were used. The
information was collected from the 2012 South GaeDepartment of Education School
Report Card data files. Twenty (46.51%) of the cesjents’ districts had 5000 or less
students, twelve (27.90%) of the districts had leetw5001-10,000 students, and 11
(25.58%) of the respondents’ districts had more th 000 students in 2012. Frequency
and percentages reflecting South Carolina pubhoskcdistrict 2012 student enrollment

are summarized in Table 4.6.

Table 4.6

2012 District Enrollment

Enroliment N %

0 — 5000 20 46.51
5001 - 10,000 12 27.90
More than 10,000 11 25.58
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The composite mean scores reflecting South Carglublic school
superintendents’ perceptions of individual and orgaional innovativeness were
calculated. The 2012 district enrollment was didid&o three categories: (a) 0-5000
students, (b) 5001-10,000 students, and (c) ma 10,000 students based on
frequencies and percentages. A one-way analysiar@nce (ANOVA) was calculated
for individual and organizational innovativenessletermine whether a significant

relationship exists between innovativeness anddaroollment.

The results of the one way analysis of variandd@&A) for individual
innovativeness indicated that differences in meames did not differ significantly based
on enrollment, F(2, 40) = .429, p = .654. The rssof the analysis indicated that the
mean score for districts with 0-5000 students (BL32) was not significantly different
than districts with 5001-10,000 students (M = 3.8 districts with more than 10,000

students (M = 3.35). The results of this analysesssammarized in Table 4.7.

Tukey’s Honestly Significant Difference (HSD) pdgic test was conducted to
determine significant differences between groupsted to individual innovativeness.
The results of this analysis indicated that theas wo significant difference in mean
score between districts with 0-5000 students astlickis with 5001-10,000 students (t =
.092), there was no significant difference in msanre between districts with 5001-
10,000 students and districts with more than 10€00ents (t = .046), and there was no
significant difference between districts with 0-B0fiudents and districts with more than

10,000 students (t = .038). The results of thidyammaare summarized in Table 4.7.
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The results of the one way analysis of variance @Q¥A) for organizational
innovativeness indicated that differences in meames did differ significantly based on
enrollment, F(2, 40) = 4.183, p = .022. The resoltthe analysis indicated that the mean
score for districts with 0-5000 students (M = 3.0@s significantly different than
districts with 5001-10,000 students (M = 3.25) districts with more than 10,000

students (M = 3.13).

Tukey’s Honestly Significant Difference (HSD) pdsie test was conducted to
determine significant differences between groupsted to organizational
innovativeness. The results of this analysis inédtahat there was no significant
difference in mean score between districts witt00&bstudents and districts with 5001-
10,000 students (t = .286), there was no signifid#fference in mean score between
districts with 5001-10,000 students and districithwnore than 10,000 students (t =
.158), and there was no significant difference leetwdistricts with 0-5000 students and
districts with more than 10,000 students (t = .10B results of this analysis are

summarized in Table 4.7.

Table 4.7

Enroliment and Superintendents’ Perceptions of \ration

(0-5000) (5001-10,00p (10,000<)
N =20 N=12 N=11 F p
Individual Innovativeness 3.32 3.39 3.35 429 654

Group 1-2 Group 2-3 Group 1-3  ----

HSD Post-Hoc Test (II) t=.096 t=.046 t=.048 --- -
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Table 4.7 continued
Organizational 3.06 3.25 3.13 4.183 .022
Innovativeness

Group 1-2 Group 2-3 Group 1-3  ----

HSD Post-Hoc Test (Ol) t=.286 t=.158 t=.103 ----

District Poverty Level

The 2012-2013 district poverty level data were u3ée information was
collected from the 2013 South Carolina Departméiitducation School ESEA
Flexibility Waiver. Three (6.97%) of the respondgristricts had poverty levels
between 0-15.9%, twenty-six (60.46%) of the disdritad poverty levels between 16-
30.9%, and fourteen (32.55%) of the respondensdtidis had poverty levels between
31-45% in 2012-2013. Frequency and percentagesctigity South Carolina public

school district 2012-2013 poverty levels are sunirearin Table 4.8.

Table 4.8

2012-2013 District Poverty Levels

Poverty Level (%) N %
0-159 3 6.97
16 - 30.9 26 60.46
31-45 14 32.55
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The composite mean scores reflecting South Cargplifdic school
superintendents’ perceptions of individual and orgational innovativeness were
calculated. The 2012-2013 district poverty levedsevdivided into three categories: (a)
0-15.9%, (b) 16-30.9%, and (c) 31-45% based oruragies and percentages. A one-
way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was calculatedifatividual and organizational
innovativeness to determine whether a significalationship exists between

innovativeness and district poverty level.

The results of the one way analysis of variance @V for individual
innovativeness indicated that differences in meames did not differ significantly based
on poverty level, F(2, 40) = 7.663, p = .992. Tésults of the analysis indicated that the
mean score for districts with poverty levels betw8el5.9% (M = 3.33) was not
significantly different than districts with poverigvels between 16-30.9% (M = 3.34)
and districts with poverty levels between 31-45%=K.35). The results of this analysis

are summarized in Table 4.9.

Tukey’s Honestly Significant Difference (HSD) pdsie test was conducted to
determine significant differences between groupsted to individual innovativeness and
poverty level. The results of this analysis indechthat there was no significant
difference in mean score between districts withgotylevels between 0-15.9% and
districts with poverty levels between 16-30.9% (068), there was not significant
difference between districts with poverty levelswren 16-30.9% and districts with
poverty levels between 31-45% (t = .014 ), andelhveais no significant difference
between districts with poverty levels between B¥and districts with poverty levels

between 31-45% (t = .015). The results of thisysialare summarized in Table 4.9.
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The results of the one way analysis of variance QMA) for organizational
innovativeness indicated that differences in meames did not differ significantly based
on poverty level, F(2, 40) = .232, p = .79. Thautessof the analysis indicated that the
mean score for districts with poverty levels bew8el5.9% (M = 3.18) was not
significantly different than districts with povergvels between 16-30.9% (M = 3.13)
and districts with poverty levels between 31-45%=K.10). The results of this analysis

are summarized in Table 4.9.

Tukey’s Honestly Significant Difference (HSD) pdsie test was conducted to
determine significant differences between groufsted to organizational innovativeness
and poverty level. The results of this analysisaatkd that there was no significant
difference in mean score between districts withgotwlevels between 0-15.9% and
districts with poverty levels between 16-30.9% (044), there was no significant
difference between districts with poverty levelswmen 16-30.9% and districts with
poverty levels between 31-45% (t = .043 ), andehwegis no significant difference
between districts with poverty levels between ¥ and districts with poverty levels

between 31-45% (t = .064). The results of this ysislare summarized in Table 4.9.

Table 4.9

Poverty Level and Superintendents’ Perceptionsiadvation
(0-15.9% (16-30.999 (31-45%
N=3 N =26 N =14 F p
Individual 3.33 3.34 3.35 7.663 .992

Innovativeness
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Table 4.9 continued

HSD Post-Hoc Test

Organizational

Innovativeness

HSD Post-Hoc Test

Group 1-2

t=.008

3.18

Group 1-2

t=.044

ESEA Accountability System Grade

Group 2-3

t=.014

3.13

Group 2-3

t=.043

Group 1-3

t=.015

3.10

Group 1-3

t=.064

232 .79

The 2012-2013 ESEA grade data were used. The iattwmwas collected from

the 2013 South Carolina Department of EducatioroS8ICESEA Flexibility Waiver.

Eleven (25.58%) of the respondents’ districts h&EE grades between 0-74.9% and

thirty-two (74.41%) of the districts had ESEA gradetween 75-100%. Frequency and

percentages reflecting South Carolina public schettict 2012-2013 ESEA grades are

summarized in Table 4.10.

Table 4.10

District ESEA Grades
ESEA Grade (%)
0-74.9

75-100

11

32

81

%

25.58

74.41



The composite mean scores reflecting South Cargplifdic school
superintendents’ perceptions of individual innovatiess and organizational
innovativeness regarding ESEA grades were calallétéwo-tailed, unpaired t test was
conducted for individual and organizational innow@tess. No significant difference was
found between South Carolina public school distnweith ESEA grades between 0-74.9
(M = 3.28) and districts with ESEA grades betweBsl?0 (M = 3.36) regarding
superintendents’ perceptions of individual innovariess, t (41) = 1.123, p = .268 (two-
tailed). A significant difference was found betwesputh Carolina public school districts
with ESEA grades between 0-74.9 (M = 3.02) andidistwith ESEA grades between
75-100 (M = 3.16) regarding superintendents’ peifoap of organizational
innovativeness, t (41) = 2.12, p = .04 (two-tailéth)e results of this analysis can be

found in Table 4.11.

Table 4.11

District ESEA Grades and Perceptions of Innovation

Individual Innovativeness (ESEA grades) N M t p
0-74.9 11 3.28

1.123 .268
75-100 32 3.36
Organizational Innovativeness (ESEA grades) N M t p
0-74.9 11 3.02

212 .04
75-100 32 3.16
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Perceptions of Individual and Organizational Innovaiveness related to

Demographics

Research question four examined the differencesgliceptions of South Carolina
public school superintendents regarding indivicarad organizational innovativeness
related to demographic factors including age, aesd, years of experience. The data for
age, sex, and years of experience were collectaa fuestions 1-3 of the survey

instrument. Frequencies and percentages were atdduior each variable.

Age

A total of 43 respondents indicated their age @nsilirvey instrument. The survey
responses indicated that eight (18.6%) of the medgats were between the ages of 30-49
and thirty-five (81.39%) of the respondents werenvieen the ages of 50-69. Frequency
and percentages reflecting South Carolina pubhogkdistrict superintendents’ ages are

summarized in Table 4.12.

Table 4.12

Superintendents’ Ages

Age N %
30 -49 8 18.6
50 -69 35 81.39

The composite mean scores reflecting South Carplitdic school
superintendents’ perceptions of individual innovaiess and organizational

innovativeness related to age were calculated.;taaMled, unpaired t test was conducted
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for individual and organizational innovativeness. dignificant difference was found

between South Carolina public school district supgendents with ages between 30-49

(M = 3.43) and superintendents with ages betwee®®BM = 3.32) regarding

superintendents’ perceptions of individual innovariess, t (41) = 1.296, p = .202 (two-

tailed). No significant difference was found betwé&wouth Carolina public school district

superintendents with ages between 30-49 (M = Zafd)superintendents with ages

between 50-69 (M = 3.10) regarding superintendgreésteptions of organizational

innovativeness, t (41) = 1.501, p = .140 (two-tHileThe results of this analysis can be

found in Table 4.13.

Table 4.13

Superintendents’ Ages and Perceptions of Innovation

Individual Innovativeness (Age) N
30-49 8
50-69 35
Organizational Innovativeness (Age) N
30-49 8
50-69 35
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Gender

A total of 43 respondents indicated their gendethensurvey instrument. The
survey responses indicated that thirty-two (74.4b%ihe respondents were male and
eleven (25.58%) of the respondents were femal@uerecy and percentages reflecting
South Carolina public school district superinteridegender are summarized in Table

4.14.

Table 4.14

Superintendents’ Gender

Gender N %
Male 32 74.41
Female 11 25.58

The composite mean scores reflecting South Cargplifdic school
superintendents’ perceptions of individual innovaiess and organizational
innovativeness related to gender were calculategioAtailed, unpaired t test was
conducted for individual and organizational inndw@tess. No significant difference was
found between South Carolina public school dissigierintendents that are male (M =
3.36) and superintendents that are female (M =)3&&farding superintendents’
perceptions of individual innovativeness, t (41).835, p = .306 (two-tailed). No
significant difference was found between South @aaqublic school district

superintendents that are male (M = 3.14) and sofeedents that are female (M = 3.08)
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regarding superintendents’ perceptions of orgaiaizat innovativeness, t (41) = .810, p

= .422 (two-tailed). The results of this analysas be found in Table 4.15.

Table 4.15

Superintendents’ Gender and Perceptions of Innowati

Individual Innovativeness (Gender) N M t p
Male 32 3.36

1.035 .306
Female 11 3.29
Organizational Innovativeness (Gender) N M t p
Male 32 3.14

.810 422
Female 11 3.08

Years of Experience

A total of 43 respondents indicated their totalrgeaf experience as a
superintendent on the survey. The survey respandested that thirty-four (79.06%) of
the respondents had between 1-6 years experierecsugerintendent and nine (20.93%)
of the respondents had 7 or more years experienaesaperintendent. Frequency and
percentages reflecting South Carolina public sch@ifict superintendents’ years of

experience are summarized in Table 4.16.
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Table 4.16

Superintendents’ Years of Experience

Yrs. Exp. N %
1-6 34 79.06
7 or more 9 20.93

The composite mean scores reflecting South Cargplifdic school
superintendents’ perceptions of individual innovatiess and organizational
innovativeness related to superintendents’ yeaexpérience were calculated. A two-
tailed, unpaired t test was conducted for individaral organizational innovativeness. No
significant difference was found between South @aaqublic school district
superintendents with 1-6 years of experience (M35)3and superintendents with 7 or
more years of experience (M = 3.32) regarding sopardents’ perceptions of individual
innovativeness, t (41) = .302, p = .763 (two-tailédb significant difference was found
between South Carolina public school district sipendents with 1-6 years of
experience (M = 3.13) and superintendents with ihore years of experience (M = 3.09)
regarding superintendents’ perceptions of orgalmmat innovativeness, t (41) = .604, p

= .548 (two-tailed). The results of this analysas be found in Table 4.17.
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Table 4.17

Superintendents’ Ages and Perceptions of Innovation

Individual Innovativeness (Yrs. Exp.)

1-6

7 or more

Organizational Innovativeness (Yrs. Exp.)

1-6

7 or more

Summary

The data presented in this chapter examined tloeepions of South Carolina public
school superintendents regarding individual ancoizational attitudes toward

innovation. Specific characteristics of South Ciapublic school superintendents and

N

34

34

3.35

3.32

3.13

3.09

.302

.604

.763

.548

public school districts were analyzed by charastes of individual and organizational

innovativeness. The characteristics of individuad arganizational innovativeness were

compared to determine individual superintendemsd’ their school districts’ orientations

toward innovation.

The primary features of the data were describeausescriptive statistics including

frequencies, percentages, means, and standardidesiaConclusions from the data
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were drawn using inferential statistics includirtgdts, analyses of variance (ANOVAS),
Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient, nkiey’'s Honestly Significant

Difference (HSD) post-hoc tests. Data were analymedg MS Excel and SPSS version-
19 statistical software. The .05 level of significa was used for all statistical analyses.

Chapter 5 will summarize the findings, and presemiclusions and recommendations for

future research.
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CHAPTER FIVE
Summary, Conclusions, Discussion and Recommendati®n
This chapter includes a review of the purpose state and the research questions
that guided the study, a summary of the researc¢hadelogy, and an overview of
significant findings. The chapter culminates whle tonclusions based upon the findings

and recommendations for practice and further study.

Purpose

The purpose of this study is to examine the peraeptof South Carolina public
school superintendents regarding individual ancoizational attitudes toward
innovation. Adair (2007) declares that to innovataot to reform; reform addresses
improvement through the modification of existinggrams and processes while
innovation does so by introducing entirely new roethand practices. Specific
characteristics of South Carolina public schoolksiumendents and public school
districts, including enrollment, poverty level, scihreport card grades, age, gender, and
years of experience, were analyzed to determingithehl superintendents’ and their

school districts’ orientations toward innovation.

The following questions guided the study:
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1. What are the perceptions of South Carolina pultlhosl superintendents
regarding individual attitudes toward innovatiordamganizational attitudes

toward innovation?

2. lIs there a relationship between Individual attitutt®vard innovation and

organizational attitudes toward innovation?

3. Are differences in perceptions of South Carolinaost district superintendents
regarding innovations related to organizationalaldes including district

enrollment, financial resources and ESEA grade?

4. Are differences in perceptions of South Carolinaosd district superintendents
regarding innovation related to demographic facteckiding age, sex, and

experience?

Methodology

Each of the 83 public school superintendents ctigreerving public school
districts in South Carolina were the populationsidared in this study. The data for this
inquiry was collected from the 2013 South Carolszociation of School
Administrators (SCASA) superintendent list. Theatatumber of public school district
superintendents participating in this study is 8B.1%). Additionally, public domain
information from the South Carolina Department dfiation for all public school
districts in South Carolina was examined.

A survey instrument was used to acquire data fsrdtudy (Appendix B). The

survey was based on James C. McCroskey’s (2006)munication Research Measures:
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Individual Innovativeness and Organizational InntwanessThese are measures that
have been developed by researchers who are, aediroe were, faculty members or
graduate students at West Virginia University. Thweye developed for use by
researchers and may be used for research or iistrakcpurposes with no individualized
permission. The remainder of the survey relatadetoographics was developed by the
researcher.

The survey was divided into three sections. Sediwa questions 1-5, contained
items related to demographic information aboutpihlelic school district superintendents
completing the survey. The superintendents weredagkcomplete statements regarding
age, gender, and years of experience. Sectiongmastions 6-25, contained items related
to public school district superintendents’ peroapsi of individual innovativeness.
Section three, questions 26-50, contained itenaga@lto public school district

superintendents’ perceptions of organizational wativeness.

Summary of Findings

Forty-three (51.1%) of South Carolina public schegberintendents participated
in this study by completing the survey. Additiodaka were collected on their districts
from the South Carolina Department of Educatioradiées. The following findings are

the result of an analysis of the data collectetthénstudy.

Research Question 1What are the perceptions of South Carolina pulgiosl
superintendents regarding individual attitudes toWwanovation and organizational

attitudes toward innovation?
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Individual Innovativeness

South Carolina public school superintendents wayeersupportive of the
statements that “I seek new ways to do things” (M48), “| am receptive to new ideas”
(M = 4.44), and “l enjoy trying new ideas” (M = Z)33 South Carolina public school
superintendents were less supportive of the stattntieat “I am aware that | am usually
one of the last people in my group to accept somgthew” (M = 1.79), “I tend to feel
that the old way of living and doing things is thest way” (M = 1.83), and “l| must see

other people using new innovations before | withsider them” (M = 1.97).

Based on responses to the individual innovativepesson of the survey
instrument by South Carolina public school supendents, 30.23% were classified as
Innovators, 44.18% were classified as Early Adaptend 25.58% were classified as

Early Majority.

Organizational innovativeness

South Carolina public school superintendents weseersupportive of the
statements that “My organization is willing anddg&o accept outside help when
necessary” (M = 4.13), “My organization maintairmd communication between
supervisors and employees” (M = 4.0), and “My oigation seeks out new ways to do
things” (M = 3.90). South Carolina public schoopstintendents were less supportive of
the statements that “My organization never satisfdg explains to employees the

reasons for procedural changes” (M = 1.93), “Myamiigation rarely involves employees
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in the decision making process” (M = 2.0), and “bhganization is usually one of the

last of its kind to change to a new method of opena (M = 2.06).

Based on responses to the organizational innovesgeportion of the survey
instrument by South Carolina public school supendents, 2.32% of districts were
classified as Innovative, 67.44% were classifieGtady Adopters, 18.60% were

classified as Early Majority, and 11.62% were dfgess as late majority.

Research Question 2Is there a relationship between Individual attisitvard

innovation and organizational attitudes toward watmon?

The results of the Pearson product-moment coroslatpefficient (r) = 0.288 and
the coefficient of determination’r= 0.083. The r value of .288 indicates a weaktjves
correlation between South Carolina public schopkesintendents’ perceptions of

individual and organizational innovativeness.

Research Question 3Are differences in perceptions of South Caroliclaos!
district superintendents regarding innovationsteeldo organizational variables

including district enrollment, poverty level and ESgrade?

District Enrollment

Twenty (46.51%) of the respondents’ districts h@@®or less students, twelve
(27.90%) of the districts had between 5001-10,@00ents, and 11 (25.58%) of the

respondents’ districts had more than 10,000 stsdar2012.
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The results of the one way analysis of variance QM) for individual
innovativeness indicated that differences in meames did not differ significantly based

on enrollment, F (df = 2) =.429, p = .654.

The results of Tukey’s Honestly Significant Difface (HSD) post-hoc test,
related to individual innovativeness, indicated thare was no significant difference in

mean score between districts based on enrollment.

The results of the one way analysis of variance @Q¥A) for organizational
innovativeness indicated that differences in meames did differ significantly based on

enrollment, F (df = 2) = 4.183, p =.022.

The results of Tukey’s Honestly Significant Difface (HSD) post-hoc test,
related to organizational innovativeness, indicaked there was no significant difference

in mean score between districts based on enrollment

District Poverty Level

Three (6.97%) of the respondents’ districts hadepigMevels between 0-15.9%,
twenty-six (60.46%) of the districts had povertydis between 16-30.9%, and fourteen

(32.55%) of the respondents’ districts had povitels between 31-45% in 2012-2013.

The results of the one way analysis of variance @V for individual
innovativeness indicated that differences in meames did not differ significantly based

on poverty level, F (df = 2) = 7.663, p = .992.
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The results of Tukey’s Honestly Significant Difface (HSD) post-hoc test,
related to individual innovativeness indicated tihare was no significant difference in

mean score between districts based on povertydevel

The results of the one way analysis of variance QM) for organizational
innovativeness indicated that differences in meames did not differ significantly based

on poverty level, F (df = 2) =.232, p =.79.

The results of Tukey’s Honestly Significant Difface (HSD) post-hoc test,
related to organizational innovativeness indicaked there was no significant difference

in mean score between districts based on povergide

ESEA Accountability System Grade

Eleven (25.58%) of the respondents’ districts h&EE grades between 0-74.9%

and thirty-two (74.41%) of the districts had ESEAdes between 75-100%.

No significant difference was found between Souginoina public school
districts with ESEA grades between 0-74.9 (M = 3&8& districts with ESEA grades
between 75-100 (M = 3.36) regarding superintendgetseptions of individual

innovativeness, t (41) = 1.123, p = .268 (two-tile

A significant difference was found between Southoliaa public school districts
with ESEA grades between 0-74.9 (M = 3.02) andidistwith ESEA grades between
75-100 (M = 3.16) regarding superintendents’ petioap of organizational

innovativeness, t (41) = 2.12, p = .04 (two-tailed)
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Research Question 4Are differences in perceptions of South Caroliclaos!
district superintendents regarding innovation egldb demographic factors including

age, sex, and experience?

Age

The survey responses indicated that eight (18.6%)eorespondents were between
the ages of 30-49 and thirty-five (81.39%) of thgpondents were between the ages of

50-69.

No significant difference was found between Soudinoina public school district
superintendents with ages between 30-49 (M = JaA8)superintendents with ages
between 50-69 (M = 3.32) regarding superintendgreésceptions of individual

innovativeness, t (41) = 1.296, p = .202 (two-tile

No significant difference was found between Soudinoina public school district
superintendents with ages between 30-49 (M = Jafd)superintendents with ages
between 50-69 (M = 3.10) regarding superintendgresteptions of organizational

innovativeness, t (41) = 1.501, p = .140 (two-tile

Gender

The survey responses indicated that thirty-two4¥%) of the respondents were male

and eleven (25.58%) of the respondents were female.

No significant difference was found between Soudinoina public school district

superintendents that are male (M = 3.36) and sofgerdents that are female (M = 3.29)
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regarding superintendents’ perceptions of individmaovativeness, t (41) = 1.035, p =

.306 (two-tailed).

No significant difference was found between Soutinoina public school district
superintendents that are male (M = 3.14) and soijgerients that are female (M = 3.08)
regarding superintendents’ perceptions of orgaiaizat innovativeness, t (41) = .810, p

= .422 (two-tailed).

Years of Experience

The survey responses indicated that thirty-four@8%) of the respondents had
between 1-6 years of experience as a superinteaddntine (20.93%) of the

respondents had 7 or more years of experiencesagegintendent.

No significant difference was found between Soudinoina public school district
superintendents with 1-6 years of experience (M35)3and superintendents with 7 or
more years of experience (M = 3.32) regarding sofmrdents’ perceptions of individual

innovativeness, t (41) = .302, p =.763 (two-tajiled

No significant difference was found between Soudinoina public school district
superintendents with 1-6 years of experience (M18)3and superintendents with 7 or
more years of experience (M = 3.09) regarding sofmrdents’ perceptions of

organizational innovativeness, t (41) = .604, p48.(two-tailed).
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Conclusions

The purpose of this study was to examine the pémepof South Carolina
public school superintendents regarding indivicarad organizational attitudes toward
innovation. The following conclusions were drawonfr the findings and results of the

analysis of the data collected for this study.

The majority of South Carolina public school distisuperintendents perceive
themselves as highly innovative on the individmalavativeness survey administered in
the study. They also perceive their districts tdlggh in innovativeness yet they rate the
districts lower on the organizational innovativensarvey than they rate themselves. The
largest adopter category for South Carolina pudsttool superintendents is “early
adopters”. According to Rogers (2003) this categdrgdopter tends to embrace the
innovation early and a higher degree of opiniomégahip than do later adopters. The
largest adopter category for South Carolina pusstool districts is also “early
adopters’. According to Rogers (2003) this categidrgdopter tends to have a high
degree of opinion leadership, they are respectemthsr districts, and are commonly the

districts to confer with before adopting a new idea

In South Carolina, there exists a weak positivatr@hship between innovative public
school district superintendents and innovative jgudthool districts. This indicates that
South Carolina public school superintendents vieswrtinnovative leadership as an

important element in their districts’ capacity ® innovative.
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In South Carolina, there exists a difference inesupendents’ perceptions of
organizational innovativeness based on enrolimedte2SEA grades. Superintendents of
larger districts and districts with higher ESEAdga rated their districts higher in

organizational innovation than smaller districtsl &mose with lower ESEA scores.

Discussion

This study examined the perceptions of South Gaglublic school
superintendents regarding individual and orgarorati attitudes toward innovation.
Specific characteristics of South Carolina pubticaol superintendents and public
school districts were analyzed by characteristiagadividual and organizational
innovativeness. The characteristics of individual arganizational innovativeness were
compared to determine individual superintendemtd’ their school districts’ orientations

toward innovation.

Each of the 83 public school superintendents atigreserving public school
districts in South Carolina were the populatiorveyed for this study. The
superintendents were asked questions concerniirgotreeptions of individual and
organizational innovativeness. Based on respowostietsurvey items, each responding
superintendent and district was assigned an infmvatopter category. South Carolina
public school superintendents were also askedawige demographic data about their
age, gender, and years of experience. Districtllemeat, poverty level, and ESEA grade
data was collected for the respondents’ districisifthe 2012 South Carolina school

report card data files and the 2013 ESEA Flexipilitaiver.
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This study of South Carolina public school supgendents regarding their
perceptions of individual innovativeness indicatieak 30.23% perceived themselves as
innovators, 44.18% early adopters, and 25.58% wearky majority. The percentage of
innovators and early adopters are much higher taorted by Rogers (2003) for a
representative population which is 2.5% innovatord 13.5% early adopters. The
percentage of early majority is less than repoote&ogers (2003) as 34% for a
representative population. Interestingly, no Sdtéholina public school superintendent
perceived themselves as late majority or laggafisiwRogers (2003) reports as 34%

and 16%, respectively, for a representative pojmurat

These data reveal that the majority of South Caagtiublic school
superintendents perceive themselves as highly etnevat a rate much higher than the
average population based on Rogers’ diffusion thaad other statistics that are reported
regarding the level of innovation that is actudlgéing observed in South Carolina. This
is evident by the absence of both late majority lagdard adopter categories among
respondent superintendents. This self-inflationldde the result of expectations
perceived by the superintendents. These percei@ectations would cause the
superintendents to rate themselves at the levethibg believe they are expected to be at
despite not innovating at that level in reality.diebnally, some superintendents may
honestly believe that they are far more innovatian they really are. This presents a
problem for districts because if superintendentebe that they are highly innovative

but really are not, they will not make the necegsaljustments in order to change.
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This study indicated that 2.32% of South Caroliohlig school superintendents
perceived their districts as innovative, 67.44%prred their districts as early adopters,
18.60% early majority and 11.62% perceived thestrdits as late majority. The
percentage of districts being reported as innoeas\slightly lower than the 2.5%
reported by Rogers (2003). The 67.44% of reporsely @dopters is much larger than the
13.5% reported by Rogers (2003) for a represemadpulation. The percentages of
reported early and late majority are both much lotvan the 34% reported by Rogers
(2003) for a representative population. No Southol@a public school superintendent
perceived their district as being a laggard. Tlizga reveal that the majority of South

Carolina public school superintendents perceive thstricts as innovative.

The results of a Pearson product-moment correlaefficient indicated a weak
positive correlation between South Carolina pusticool superintendents’ perception of
individual and organizational innovativeness. Thag& indicate that most South
Carolina public school superintendents perceive thstricts to be innovative yet rate
the district lower than they rate themselves. Thigld be linked to internal factors at
work within the districts including superintenddadard relations, the overall political
climates and the lack of access to adequate ressiurbe data could also support the

notion that superintendents find it easier to htipeate their districts than themselves.

However, these finding indicate that South Casopablic school
superintendents view their innovative leadershiprasnportant element in their
districts’ capacity to be innovative. Additionallaking into consideration the response

rate of 51.1%, the data could support the notian dnly those South Carolina public

102



school superintendents who perceived themselveshairddistricts favorably in regards
to innovation were the ones to respond to the sutvader this assumption, those
superintendents with less than favorable perceptidrthemselves and their districts
were unwilling participate. This could explain ttneusually high rate of individual and
organizational perceptions by South Carolina pudtitool district superintendents in this

study.

The results of a one way analysis of variance (MA®for organizational
innovativeness indicated that there was a sigmifidé#ference in mean scores between
districts based on enrollment. Districts with studenrollment numbers of 5001-10,000
had the largest mean score (M = 3.25) based oorganizational innovativeness scale.
The difference in mean scores, based on enrollncantpe linked to resources and the
ability to implement an innovation. Smaller distsiecnay not have the resources required
to adequately support the implementation of a ddsimnovation. However, larger
districts may have difficulty being able to effeegly implement innovations system wide

due to the logistics and sheer number of peoplevtbald have to be involved.

Data gathered from the 2012 South Carolina schegmint card poverty index files
indicated that 6.97% of South Carolina public s¢htistricts had poverty levels between
0-15.9%, 60.46% of districts had poverty levelsassn 16-30.9%, and 32.55% of South
Carolina public school districts had poverty levadgween 31-45%. In 2012 the U.S.
Census Bureau (2012) reported that more than 1@¥eqgiopulation of the United States
lived in poverty. Based on the data gathered i shudy, South Carolina public school

districts report poverty levels 5 times greatenttiee national poverty rate. Although
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increased poverty levels have been linked to paatesnit achievement, the results of one
way analyses of variance (ANOVAS) for individuabdaorganizational innovativeness
indicated that there was no significant differemcenean scores between districts based

on poverty levels.

Based on data gathered from the 2013 South CarDlapartment of Education
School ESEA Flexibility Waiver, this study indicdtéhat 25.8% of South Carolina
public school districts had an ESEA grade betweé&n.0 and 74.41% of the districts had
ESEA grades of 75-100. Data analysis noted thagrsutendents in districts with higher
ESEA grades had higher composite mean scores Inifdividual and organizational
innovativeness. However, the results of a two-thilepaired t test indicated that there
was no significant difference found between dissrigith ESEA grades between 0-74.9
and districts with ESEA grades between 75-100 dhggrsuperintendents’ perceptions
of individual innovativeness. The results of a tt@ded, unpaired t test regarding
organizational innovativeness did indicate a sigarit difference between districts with
ESEA grades between 0-74.9 and districts with E§Eales of 75-100. This finding
could be due to the assumption made by superintémtleat the innovative practices

employed by their districts are responsible fohleigESEA grades.

Demographic data on South Carolina public schopksntendents gathered from
the survey instrument indicated that 18.6% of supemdents in South Carolina were
between the ages of 30-49 and 81.39% were betweesges of 50-69. The demographic
data for South Carolina public school district sugendents regarding age resembles the

national data collected by the American AssociaabBchool Administrators (AASA).
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The AASA (2013) reported that the mean age of sof@rdents in the United States is
between 54 and 55 years. Data analysis notedubpatiatendents with ages between 30-
49 years had higher composite mean scores in hdividual and organizational
innovativeness. These data indicate that youngeersitendents perceive themselves as
more innovative. This could be due to energy, tt@tement about the new leadership
position, and a better knowledge of current techgpkrends. Additionally, younger
superintendents may be expected to be more invevedi that is how they perceive
themselves. However, the results of two-tailed,aimgal t tests for individual and
organizational innovativeness indicated no sigaificdifference between South Carolina

public school superintendents based on age.

This study indicated that 74.41% of South Caropahlic school superintendents
were male and 25.58% were female. These data porrdsvith data collected by the
America Association of School Administrators (AASAhe AASA (2013) reported that
21.7% of public school superintendents are femadethat the number of female
superintendents has been steadily increasing ower Data analysis noted that male
superintendents had higher composite mean scoteghnndividual and organizational
innovativeness. This could be due to the notiohrtien are generally more confident
and optimistic, whereas women have a higher sseiaitivity (Patel & Buiting, 2013).
However, the results of two-tailed, unpaired tgdst individual and organizational
innovativeness indicated no significant differebeéween South Carolina public school
superintendents based on gender.

This study indicated that 79.06% of public schagberintendents in South

Carolina had between 1-6 years of experience aparistendent and 20.93% had 7 or
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more years of experience as a superintendent.ddaigsis noted that South Carolina
public school superintendents with 1-6 years ofegigmce had higher composite mean
scores in both individual and organizational inrtoxeness. This could be due to the
energy, enthusiasm, and excitement of the posmidhe early years. However, the
results of two-tailed, unpaired t tests for indivédl and organizational innovativeness
indicated no significant difference between Sou#inaina public school superintendents

based on years of experience.

Recommendations for Future Study

Based on the findings of this study, future reslears may want to consider the

following recommendations:

1. Future research should be conducted regardingistgr@ients’ perceptions of
individual innovativeness and organizational inrtoxeness using a mixed
methods approach. Using qualitative analysis ime@rdata in addition to
guantitative analysis data gathered by survey whald to reduce the effect of

self-inflation.

2. Future research should replicate this study withdaand smaller populations in
other states. This would allow researchers to kanldl examine national and
regional estimates of superintendents’ perceptdmsdividual and
organizational innovativeness. Data gathered fioese studies could provide
important information regarding perceptions andialcperformance related to

innovativeness.
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3. Future research should include the superintendpatseptions of innovativeness
related to their school boards. Superintendent@dbmard relations are critical to
the success of public school districts. Superirgatsiwho perceive their school
boards as being more or less innovative will likedgpond accordingly regarding

the introduction and implementation of innovatiams$heir districts.

4. More in depth research should be conducted regarddividual and
organizational innovativeness and their relatiopsbistudent achievement.
Innovative leaders and organizations lead to hitghezis of intrinsic motivation,
growth, and development in individuals as wellrathie organization (Gilley &
Maycunich, 2000). Based on this assumption, sutgrdents and districts that
are indeed innovative should show increases irestuachievement over time.
Student achievement elements that should be mehswlede attendance,
standardized test scores (HSAP, EOC, PASS, SAT, Agiaduation rates, and

ESEA Waiver grades.

Recommendations for Practitioners

Based on the significant findings of this studygggitioners may want to consider

the following recommendations:

This study indicated that a weak positive relatiopexists between innovative

public school district superintendents and innaxapublic school districts in South
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Carolina. This suggests that South Carolina puaimol superintendents view their
innovative leadership as an important elementeir @istricts’ capacity to be innovative.
The leadership of public school district superidiamnts is essential to the

transformation and innovation required in publib@als. To bring about effective,
ongoing innovation in a school district, the supmndent must concentrate on the right
change and have a good understanding of the proeesied to bring about this change.
Superintendents should commit to building capawithin their districts and schools if
innovation and student achievement are to be ssftte€onsequently, school districts
should take steps to identify needs and to fataliggowth in professional practice. This
can be done through professional development, supedents and other school leaders
acquiring advanced degrees, and the exchangead tdeough memberships in
professional organizations. School boards sholklel tate that investing in building
capacity in the superintendency and organizatioaphcity district-wide is a critical
factor in cultivating innovation.

Data gathered in this study indicated that a dffiee exists in South Carolina public
school superintendents’ perceptions of organizatiomovativeness based on
enrollment. Superintendents of larger districtedaheir districts higher in organizational
innovativeness than did smaller districts. The fogdnd available fiscal resources
associated with larger districts afford them thiitgdio invest more, financially, in
practices that are perceived to be more innovalisa smaller districts. To address this
issue, superintendents and school boards in snaidigicts should make the most cost-

effective decisions possible related to their fiseaources. This will allow them to
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eliminate waste and free up resources that canvasted in some of the innovative

practices employed by the larger districts.

This study indicated that there is a differenc&auth Carolina public school district
superintendents’ perceptions of organizational vativeness based on ESEA grades.
Superintendents of districts with higher ESEA geadged their districts higher in
organizational innovation than districts with lowe8EA grades. Higher ESEA grades
can lead superintendents to believe that the pardennovative practices at work in

their districts are responsible for the higher gsad

Several factors, primarily standardized test dathgraduation rates, are assessed to
determine district ESEA grades. The most successstricts focus on their teaching
practices. These districts wisely invest in theadhers and the effectiveness of their
teachers. They do not focus on programs; they foausindamental, traditional
academic content and they continuously work at awinlg the pedagogical practices of
their teachers. Unsuccessful districts tend to dpeitlions of dollars adopting programs
trying to find a quick fix for their problems. Taldress this issue, school boards and
superintendents in districts with lower ESEA graslesuld be prepared to invest
resources into developing teacher effectivenessegsattempt to promote innovation

and student achievement in their districts.
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Appendix A
Letter of Invitation and Consent

Dear (Superintendent Name),

My name is Alfred Williams and | am a doctoral calade at the University of South
Carolina in the school of Educational Leadershig Bolicies and a fellow South
Carolina educator. | am currently conducting aaede study entitled Perceptions of
Innovations: An Examination of South Carolina Suptendents.

The purpose of this study is to examine the peirgepiof South Carolina public school
superintendents regarding individual and orgarozaii attitudes toward innovation. In
order to obtain the information required to suctidgscomplete the study, all public
school superintendents in South Carolina will beted to participate in the study by
completing a survey. The survey takes approximdt8lyninutes to complete and your
participation is completely voluntary.

There are no known risks associated with partioigah this study. Your identity will be
kept confidential and the information that you pdavwill be added to the body of data
related to innovation and the superintendency.héeiyou nor your school district will
be identified in connection with any results oragmg.

Please respond to this survey by September 2, 20diB.send one follow-up email if
you do not respond by September 3.

| would greatly appreciate your participation. Tdwempletion of the attached survey will
imply your consent to participate in this study. &dhyou click the link below you will be
directed to the survey.

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/LJFDHWK

If clicking on this link does not work, please cognyd paste the link in to the address bar
of your Internet browser.

| deeply appreciate your cooperation and suppioybu require any additional
information, please do not hesitate to contact ynerbail atwilli442 @email.sc.edwr at
(803) 325-4415.
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Respectfully,

Alfred L. Williams

Doctoral Candidate in Educational Leadership anitiee
University of South Carolina

IMPORTANT: The contents of this email and survey link are icenitial. They are
intended for the named recipient only.
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Appendix B

Survey Instrument

Procedures and Confidentiality

Perceptions of Innovations: An Examination of SouthCarolina Superintendents

You are being asked to participate in a researdystonducted by Alfred Williams,
Doctoral Candidate from the Department of Educatideadership and Policies at the
University of South Carolina. The results of thisdy will contribute to my dissertation,

in partial fulfillment of the requirements for actoral degree. You have been selected as
a possible participant in this study because yewnabouth Carolina public school
superintendent.

Purpose of the study:

The purpose of this study is to examine the pergepiof South Carolina public school
superintendents regarding individual and orgarorai attitudes toward innovation.

Procedures:

If you decide to participate in this study you vii# asked to complete a short survey
related to your perceptions of your individual amdanizational attitudes toward
innovation. The survey will be delivered using SayrWonkey and takes approximately
15 minutes to complete.

Potential Risks:

There are no potential risks associated with thidys

Potential Benefits:

This study will add to the body of scholarly literee by identifying the perceptions of
South Carolina superintendents regarding individunal organizational attitudes toward
innovation. It will provide public school superintdents and policy makers information
regarding the implementation of innovation in patdchool districts.

Confidentiality:

Your identity will be kept confidential and the arfation that you provide will be added
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to the body of data related to innovation and thgesintendency. Neither you nor your
school district will be identified in connectiontWiany results or reporting.
Confidentiality will be maintained by means of sspaord protected file that will be
accessed by this researcher only. Any hard copiesrdidential materials will be kept in
a locked cabinet in my office and will be acceslsgdhis researcher only.

Participation and Withdrawal:

Your participation in this study is completely votary and you can choose to withdraw
at anytime.

If you have any questions or concerns about thidysiplease feel free to contact me by
email at willi442@email.sc.edu or at (803)325-4415.

Alfred L. Williams,

Doctoral Candidate in Educational Leadership anitiee
University of South Carolina
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Demographic Information

Directions: Please respond to the following inform@on about yourself.

1. What is your age?

E 301039

E 401049

E 501059

E 601069

E 70 or older

2. Gender

e Male e Female

3. Total years of experience as a superintendent?
E 15

6-10

11-15

16-20

21 or longer

OooOonn

4. In what district are you currently employed?

5. How long have you been in your current position?
Eo13
4-6
7-9

10 or more

Oo0on
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Individual Innovativeness

Directions: People respond to their environment irdifferent ways. The statements
below refer to some of the ways people can respond.

Please indicate the degree to which each statemepplies to you by marking
whether you: Strongly Disagree = 1; Disagree = 2; are Neutral = 3; Agree = 4;
Strongly Disagree=5
Please work quickly, there are no right or wrong aswers, just record your first
impression.

6. My peers often ask me for advice orrmédion.

7. 1 enjoy trying new ideas.

8. | seek out new ways to do things.

9. | am generally cautious about acceptavgideas.

10. | frequently improvise methods for s@\wa problem when an answer is not
apparent.

11. I am suspicious of new inventions awl ways of thinking.

12. I rarely trust new ideas until | canwbether the vast majority of people
around me accept them.

13. | feel that I am an influential membiemg peer group.
14. 1 consider myself to be creative angiral in my thinking and behavior.

15. I am aware that | am usually one ofdakepeople in my group to accept
something new.

16. 1 am an inventive kind of person.
17. 1 enjoy taking part in the leadershgpomsibilities of the group | belong to.

18. | am reluctant about adopting new wagoimg things until | see them
working for people around me.

19. | find it stimulating to be originalnmy thinking and behavior.

20. I tend to feel that the old way of lyy@nd doing things is the best way.
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21. 1 am challenged by ambiguities and wesioproblems.

22. | must see other people using new intremsbefore | will consider them.
23. | am receptive to new ideas.

24. 1 am challenged by unanswered questions.

25. | often find myself skeptical of newade

Organizational Innovativeness

Directions: Organizations respond to change in diefrent ways. The statements
below refer to some of the ways members of organizans perceive their
organizations' to be.

Please indicate the degree to which you agree thie statement describes your
organization by marking whether you:

Strongly Disagree = 1; Disagree = 2; are Neutral = 3; Agree = 4; Strongly Disagree=5

Please work quickly, there are no right or wrong aswers, just record your first
impression.

My Organization is:
26. cautious about accepting new ideas.
27. a leader among other organizations.
28. suspicious of new ways of thinking.
29. very inventive.
30. often consulted by other organizationadvice and information.
31. skeptical of new ideas.
32. creative in its method of operation.
33. usually one of the last of its kindhange to a new method of operation.
34. considered one of the leaders of s.ty

35. receptive to new ideas.
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36. challenged by new ideas.

37. follows the belief that "the old waydoing things is the best."
38. very original in its operational procexdu

39. does not respond quickly enough to sacgshanges.

40. reluctant to adopt new was of doingghimtil other organizations have
used them successfully.

41. frequently initiates new methods of apens.

42. slow to change.

43. rarely involves employees in the decisnaking process.

44. maintains good communication betweearsigors and employees.
45. influential with other organizations.

46. seeks out new ways to do things.

47. rarely trusts new ideas and ways oftiomiag.

48. never satisfactorily explains to empdsythe reasons for procedural
changes.

49. frequently tries out new ideas.

50. willing and ready to accept outside dipn necessary.
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Appendix C

IRB Approval Document

5
>
?ﬁm
UNINTRSITY OF

SOUTH CAROLINA

DFFICE OF RESEARTH COMPLIANCE
August 12, 2013

Mr. Affred Williams

Caollege of Education

Education Leadership & Policies
\Wardliaw

Columbia, 5C 28208

Re: Pro00027904
Study Title: Perceptions of innovations: An Examinafion of Soufy Carofing Supenntendents

F¥l: University of South Carolina Assurance number: FWA QOO0404 / IRB Registration number:
Dear Mr. Williams:

In accordance with 45 CFR 48.101(b)}{2), the referenced study received an exemption from Human
Research Subject Regulations on 8/1212043. Mo further action or Institutional Review Board (IRB)
oversight is required, as long as the project remains the same. However, you must inform this office of
any changes in procedures invobving human subjects. Changes to the cument research protocol could
resuit in a reclassification of the study and further review by the IRB.

Because this project was determined o be exempt from further IRB oversight. consent document(s), if
applicable, are not stamped with an expiration date.

Research related records should be retained for a minimum of three years after termination of the
shudy.

The Office of Research Compliance is an administrative office that supports the USC Institutional
Review Board. If you have questions, please contact Arlene McWhorter at grepem@scedy or
{BO3) 777-7005.

Lisa M. Johmson
IRE Manager

cc: Edward Cox

Uriversiy of SoUlh Caniing » COLMDE, SOUlh CAring 23206 + B05-777-5458
An Equal Opportunity institution

127



	Perceptions of Innovations: An Examination of South Carolina Superintendents
	Recommended Citation

	Microsoft Word - 249860_supp_undefined_2F51E8CC-5648-11E3-B680-4725EF8616FA.docx

