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ABSTRACT

MICHIGAN'S STATEWIDE FOREST RESOURCES PLAN:
A CASE STUDY IN INNOVATION

By

Karen P o t t e r  Olson

The F o res t  Management D iv is io n  of th e  Michigan Department of 

N a tu ra l  Resources has been implementing i t s  S ta tew ide  F o re s t  Resources 

P lan n in g  p ro c e ss  (SFRP) s in c e  e a r ly  1978. The SFRP i s  a comprehensive 

p la n  which a s s e s s e s  a l l  f o r e s t  r e so u rc e s  in  Michigan and recommends 

d i r e c t i o n s  fo r  f o r e s t  management s ta te w id e .  M ich igan 's  S ta tew ide 

F o re s t  Resources P lan  as  a case  s tudy  of in n o v a tio n  in  an o r g a n iz a t io n  

i s  examined in  t h i s  d i s s e r t a t i o n .

A rev iew  of in n o v a tio n  d i f f u s io n  l i t e r a t u r e  i s  used to  develop 

a framework f o r  a n a ly z in g  the  f a c t o r s  t h a t  in f lu e n c e  the  s u c c e s s fu l  

ad o p tio n  of an in n o v a t io n .  The f a c to r s  which in f lu e n c e d  the  develop­

ment and im plem entation  of M ich ig an 's  S ta tew ide  F o re s t  Resources P lan  

a r e  d e sc r ib e d  u s in g  t h i s  framework. The development and im plem entation  

o f M ich igan 's  S ta tew ide  F o re s t  Resources P lan  i s  then  c r i t i q u e d  w ith  

r e s p e c t  to  how e f f e c t i v e  th e  s t r a t e g i e s  used to  implement the  SFRP 

were a t  v a r io u s  s ta g e s  in  th e  p ro c e s s .  The support of th e  c h ie f  execu­

t i v e  of th e  D iv is io n ,  th e  use of o u ts id e  a id  and th e  use o f s p e c ia l  

teams f o r  each s ta g e  in  th e  SFRP p ro c e ss  a re  a s se s se d  as  be ing  e s p e c i a l l y  

im portan t in  th e  development and im plem enta tion . S ugges tions  fo r  

f u tu r e  im plem enta tion  a c t i v i t i e s  a re  a l s o  made.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Problem Statem ent 

S ta tew id e  f o r e s t  r e so u rc e s  p lan n in g  (SFRP) I s  an In nova tion  in  

s t a t e  l e v e l  p la n n in g .  Like th e  p lan n in g  done under th e  f e d e r a l  Resources 

P lan n in g  Act (RPA, PL93-378), i t  a s s e s s e s  and p la n s  fo r  timber* r e c r e a ­

t i o n ,  f i s h ,  w i l d l i f e ,  range and a l l  o th e r  f o r e s t  r e s o u rc e s .  The g u id e ­

l i n e s  fo r  s t a t e  l e v e l  p la n n in g ,  however, have been much l e s s  r ig o ro u s  

than  fo r  f e d e r a l  RPA p la n n in g .  Each s t a t e  t h a t  has  undertaken  compre­

h e n s iv e  f o r e s t  re so u rc e  p lan n in g  h a s ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  developed i t s  own, 

p a r t i c u l a r ,  approach . These s t a t e  p lan n in g  e f f o r t s  v a ry  by the  agency 

doing th e  p la n n in g ,  th e  l e v e l  in  th e  b u reaucracy  in  which i t  i s  done, 

th e  l e v e l  of d e t a i l  in  t h e i r  p l a n s ,  how q u a n t i t a t i v e  they  a r e ,  and 

th e  aud ience a t  which they  a r e  aimed. The o r g a n iz a t io n a l  s i t u a t i o n  

and environment in  which the  p la n s  a r e  done a l s o  v a r i e s .  S ta tew ide  

f o r e s t  r e so u rc e s  p la n s  vary  a s  to  th e  l e v e l  o f  s t a t e  su p p o rt  they  

have , th e  d o l l a r s ,  time and w orkforce  a l l o c a t e d  to  th e  p r o j e c t ,  and 

th e  a t t i t u d e s  toward th e  p la n  by agency p e rso n n e l  and p e rso n n e l  of 

o th e r  ag en c ies  a f f e c t e d  by th e  p la n .

D e sp i te  th e  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  s ta te w id e  f o r e s t  re so u rc e  p lan n in g  

e f f o r t s ,  t h e r e  a r e  common e lem ents  in  th e  o r g a n iz a t io n a l  and en v iro n ­

m ental s i t u a t i o n s  faced  by s t a t e  f o r e s t  r e so u rc e  p la n n e r s .  P lan n e rs  

who must develop and implement an in n o v a t iv e  p lan n in g  p ro c e ss  may not

1



reco g n ize  t h a t  many of th e  problems they  en co u n te r  a r e  common to  a l l  

c a se s  where an in n o v a tio n  i s  b rough t in to  an o r g a n iz a t io n .  Recognizing 

th e se  problems and examining them as  problems in  th e  d i f f u s io n  of 

an in n o v a t io n  i s  a major s te p  toward t h e i r  s o lu t io n .  P lan n e rs  can 

then  choose among s t r a t e g i e s  s p e c i f i c a l l y  designed  f o r  c a se s  of imple­

menting an in n o v a t io n  and use them to  so lv e  t h e i r  p lan n in g  problem s.

Coals

The g o a ls  o f  t h i s  d i s s e r t a t i o n  a r e :

1) to  p ro v id e  a documented case  s tu d y  o f  a s ta te w id e  f o r e s t  

r e so u rc e s  p lan n in g  p ro c e ss  and

2) to  i l l u s t r a t e  th e  u s e fu ln e s s  o f in n o v a tio n  d i f f u s io n  

th e o ry  a p p l ie d  to  t h i s  p la n n in g .

I t  i s  hoped t h a t  t h i s  exam ination  o f  a  case  s tudy  o f s ta te w id e  

f o r e s t  r e so u rc e s  p la n n in g  (SFRP) in  Michigan w i l l  en ab le  o th e r  p la n n e rs  

to  l e a r n  from M ich ig an 's  su cc e sse s  and sho rtcom ings. M ich igan 's  S t a t e ­

wide F o res t  Resources P lan  i s  used to  i l l u s t r a t e  th e  ty p e s  of s i t u a t i o n s  

and o rg a n iz a t io n a l  environm ents t h a t  a re  l i k e l y  to  be faced  by p la n n e rs  

who must implement in n o v a t iv e  p la n n in g .  In n o v a tio n s  which a re  i n t r o ­

duced in to  o rg a n iz a t io n s  w i l l  meet r e s i s t a n c e .  This r e s i s t a n c e  a r i s e s  

fo r  v a r io u s  re a so n s  and v a r i e s  a s  to  s t r e n g th  and m a n i f e s t a t io n s .

T h is  s tu d y ,  th u s ,  a l s o  i l l u s t r a t e s  some of th e  in n o v a tio n  d i f f u s io n  

s t r a t e g i e s  a v a i l a b l e  to  p la n n e rs  to  p rev en t  o r  overcome r e s i s t a n c e ,  

and p ro v id e s  g u id e l in e s  f o r  th e  use o f th e se  s t r a t e g i e s .
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Methods

In o rd e r  to  meet the  g o a ls  d e f in ed  above, the  h i s t o r y  of M ich igan 's  

S ta tew ide  F o re s t  Resources P lan  i s  d e sc r ib e d  from l a t e  1977 to  e a r ly  

1981, r e s e a rc h  on the  d i f f u s io n  of in n o v a t io n s  i s  reviewed and the  

m e r i t s  and d e f i c i e n c i e s  of th e  e x ecu tio n  of M ich igan 's  SFRP in  l i g h t  

of in n o v a tio n  d i f f u s io n  r e se a rc h  a re  d is c u s s e d .

The SFRP h i s t o r y  d e sc r ib e d  below in c lu d e s  both  o b je c t iv e  and 

s u b je c t iv e  p o r t io n s .  The au th o r  was one of the  p r i n c i p a l s  of the  

SFRP from A p r i l  1978 to  March 1981. During t h i s  time a log book was 

kep t o f p ro c e d u re s ,  major e v e n ts ,  a c t i v i t i e s  and m ile s to n e s  in  M ich igan 's  

SFRP. This log  book i s  used as  the  prim ary source  fo r  th e  case  h i s t o r y  

d e t a i l e d  below.

Two d ev ices  a re  used to  examine s u b je c t iv e  views of the  h i s t o r y  

of M ich ig an 's  SFRP. In te rv ie w s  of p r in c ip a l  Michigan Department of 

N a tu ra l  Resources (DNR), F o re s t  Management D iv is io n  and Michigan S ta te  

U n iv e r s i ty  s t a f f  were conducted . These in te rv ie w s  were designed to  

e s t a b l i s h  what th e  p r i n c i p a l s '  p e r s p e c t iv e s  were of th e  need fo r  a 

SFRP and what were im portant e v e n ts ,  a c t i v i t i e s ,  p e rso n n e l  and work 

a rrangem ents  in  i t s  development.

A survey of twenty-one DNR and U.S. F o re s t  S e rv ice  p e rsonne l 

who had been d i r e c t l y  involved  In the  development of th e  SFRP was 

a l s o  tak en .  This survey recorded  and analyzed  p e rc e p t io n s  of the 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of M ich igan 's  SFRP which might make i t  e a s i e r  o r  more 

d i f f i c u l t  to  implement.

S ta tew ide  f o r e s t  re so u rc e s  p lan n in g  i s  an in n o v a tio n  in  f o r e s t  

management a t  th e  s t a t e  l e v e l .  The a p p l i c a t i o n  o f in n o v a tio n  d i f f u s io n  

th eo ry  can p ro v id e  s ta te w id e  f o r e s t  re so u rce  p la n n e rs  w ith  v a lu a b le
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t o o l s .  I t  can h e lp  them a n t i c i p a t e  r e s i s t a n c e  to  in n o v a tio n  and to  

develop p ro ced u res  and use a c t i v i t i e s  which w i l l  f a c i l i t a t e  the  su ccess  

of th e  in n o v a t io n .  The d is c u s s io n  of in n o v a tio n  d i f f u s io n  below concen­

t r a t e s  on th e  environm enta l and o r g a n iz a t io n a l  f a c t o r s ,  which i f  unrecog­

n ized  o r t r e a t e d  in a p p r o p r ia t e ly ,  can cause an in n o v a tio n  to  be r e j e c te d  

or can impede i t s  ad o p t io n .  Also d e sc r ib e d  h e r e in  a re  ty p es  of in nova tion  

d i f f u s io n  s t r a t e g i e s  and th e  c o n d i t io n s  under which each a r e  e f f e c t i v e .

The c r i t i q u e  of M ich ig an 's  S ta tew ide  F o re s t  Resources P lan  i l l u s ­

t r a t e s  how some approaches and s t r a t e g i e s  a re  or a r e  no t e f f e c t i v e

in  a g iven  s i t u a t i o n .  The env ironm enta l and o r g a n iz a t io n a l  f a c t o r s

which in f lu e n c e d  M ich ig an 's  s i t u a t i o n ,  th e  im portan t c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

of th e  SFRP I t s e l f ,  and the  s t r a t e g i e s  used in  th e  SFRP p ro c e ss  a r e  

d e s c r ib e d .  The p ro g re s s  of M ich igan 's  SFRP i s  then  e v a lu a te d  a s  to  

the  s t r a t e g i e s  which were or were no t e f f e c t i v e  and th e  s t r a t e g i e s  

which might have been more e f f e c t i v e  a r e  i d e n t i f i e d .

I t  i s  recogn ized  th a t  case  s tu d i e s  in  which th e  a u th o r  was a

p a r t i c i p a n t  have the  p o s s i b i l i t y  of b i a s .  E f f o r t  has  been taken  in  

t h i s  r e s e a r c h  to  l im i t  t h i s  b ia s  a s  much a s  p o s s ib l e .  I t  i s  the 

a u t h o r 's  b e l i e f  t h a t  th e  i n s ig h t  gained through  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in  the 

SFRP p ro cess  outweighs the  a s s o c ia te d  problems o f b i a s .  I t  i s  t h i s  

in s ig h t  in to  the  problems of s ta te w id e  f o r e s t  r e so u rc e s  p lan n in g  th a t  

should  be v a lu a b le  to  o th e r  p la n n e rs  and re so u rc e  econom ists .



CHAPTER II

THE HISTORY OF MICHIGAN'S STATEWIDE FOREST RESOURCES PLAN

I n tro d u c t io n

M ich ig an 's  S ta tew ide  F o re s t  Resources P lan  (SFRP) i s  a p ro cess  

to  develop and recommend f o r e s t  p o l ic y  f o r  Michigan and d i r e c t io n  

fo r  a l l  p u b l ic  f o r e s t r y  programs in  th e  s t a t e .  The SFRP p ro c e ss  has  

th r e e  p h ases :  (1) g a th e r in g  in fo rm a tio n  on th e  s i z e ,  e x t e n t ,  c o n d i t io n

and use o f  the  f o r e s t  r e so u rc e s  o f  th e  s t a t e  and on th e  programs which 

a f f e c t  th e  r e s o u r c e s ,  (2) d e te rm in in g  th e  major a r e a s  o f  co n tro v e rsy  

over the  use  o r  management o f  th e  s t a t e ' s  f o r e s t  r e so u rc e s  and, (3) 

recommending p o l ic y  and program d i r e c t i o n  f o r  f o r e s t  management in  

th e  s t a t e  based upon th e  r e s u l t s  o f  th e  f i r s t  two phases  o f th e  p ro c e s s .

Begun in  l a t e  1977, th e  SFRP i s  be ing  conducted by th e  F o res t  

Management D iv is io n  o f th e  Michigan Department o f  N a tu ra l  Resources 

(DNR). F in a n c ia l  and T ech n ica l  A ss is ta n c e  to  th e  p la n  has been provided  

by the  U.S. F o re s t  S e rv ic e .  Through a c o o p e ra t iv e  agreement w ith  Michi­

gan S ta te  U n iv e r s i ty  s u b s t a n t i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  from members o f th e  MSU 

F o re s t ry  Department was p rov ided  to  the  DNR f o r  th e  SFRP p r o j e c t .

The two major documents produced in  th e  SFRP a r e  an assessm ent 

o f  M ich ig an 's  f o r e s t  r e so u rc e s  and a recommended program f o r  f o r e s t  

r e so u rc e  management in  th e  s t a t e .

M ich ig an 's  F o re s t  Resources 1979—An A ssessm ent, p u b lish e d  in  

1979, i s  th e  f i r s t  in  a s e r i e s  o f assessm en ts  p lanned to  be re p e a te d

5
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a t  10-year i n t e r v a l s .  The Assessment examines M ich ig an 's  f o r e s t  

r e so u rc e s  ( w i l d l i f e ,  t im b e r ,  f i s h ,  w a te r ,  and ou tdoor r e c r e a t i o n ) .

For each r e s o u r c e ,  d e s c r ip t io n s  and d a ta  a re  p rov ided  on what i s  known 

about th e  supply  (or c o n d i t io n )  o f  th e  re so u rc e  and th e  demand fo r  

(or use o f)  th e  r e s o u rc e .

M ich ig an 's  F o re s t  R esources—A Recommended Program (D raft 

February  1981) when com pleted , w i l l  be th e  f i r s t  i n  a s e r i e s  of program 

documents to  be r e p e a te d  a t  f iv e - y e a r  i n t e r v a l s .  This  d r a f t  program 

d is c u s s e s  f iv e  major f o r e s t  r e so u rc e  i s s u e s ,  summarizes th e  use and 

c o n d i t io n  of th e  f o r e s t  r e so u rc e s  t im b e r ,  w i l d l i f e ,  f i s h  and r e c r e a t i o n ,  

an a ly z e s  th e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  of th e se  r e so u rc e s  and th e  i s s u e s  and , based 

upon t h i s  a n a l y s i s ,  recommends f o r e s t  p o l ic y  d i r e c t i o n  and co u rses  

of a c t io n .  Like th e  A ssessm ent, th e  Recommended Program i s  s ta te w id e  

in  scope. The i s s u e s  i t  i d e n t i f i e s — economic developm ent, energy , 

n o n in d u s t r i a l  p r iv a t e  f o r e s t s ,  u rban  f o r e s t r y ,  and p u b l ic  f o r e s t s — 

a re  r e l e v a n t  to  th e  e n t i r e  s t a t e  and , to g e th e r ,  they  span a l l  f o r e s t  

ow nersh ips . The recommended p o l ic y  d i r e c t i o n  i s  in ten d ed  to  g ive  a 

common sense  of d i r e c t i o n  to  a l l  th o se  involved  in  f o r e s t  management 

in  M ichigan. The recommended c o u rses  of a c t i o n ,  o r  g o a ls  and s t r a t e g i e s ,  

which fo llo w  from t h i s  p o l ic y  d i r e c t i o n  a re  meant to  more s p e c i f i c a l l y  

guide f o r e s t  management s ta te w id e .

By d e s ig n ,  M ich ig an 's  SFRP u ses  p u b l ic  and o th e r  agency p a r t i c i ­

p a t io n  in c lu d in g  th a t  o f :  (1) DNR d iv i s io n s  o th e r  than  th e  F o re s t

Management D iv is io n ,  (2) o th e r  p u b l ic  a g e n c ie s ,  (3) p u b l ic  i n t e r e s t  

g ro u p s ,  (4) f o r e s t  i n d u s t r i e s ,  (5) p r iv a t e  f o r e s t  landow ners, and 

(6) u n i v e r s i t i e s .  These in d iv id u a l s  and groups reviewed s e v e r a l  d r a f t s  

of th e  Assessment  and th e  d r a f t  Recommended Program, p a r t i c i p a t e d  in



workshops* recommended and ranked i s s u e s ,  and in  some c a se s  p rovided  

te c h n ic a l  in fo rm a t io n .  In  a d d i t i o n ,  th e  s t a t e ' s  N a tu ra l  Resources 

Commission, a governor ap p o in ted  p o l ic y  making body, w i l l  be asked 

to  approve th e  Recommended Program p re se n te d  to  them by th e  DNR.

P re -P lan n in g

In  th e  p re -p la n n in g  phase o f  th e  SFRP d e c is io n s  were made on how 

su p p o rt  f o r  th e  SFRP p ro c e ss  would be developed , how work on th e  SFRP 

would be s t r u c t u r e d ,  and what t e c h n ic a l  e x p e r t i s e  would be r e q u i re d .

These s te p s  a re  summarized in  F igu re  2 .1  under th e  head ing  o f  p re ­

p la n n in g .

At l e a s t  a s  e a r l y  a s  1977, F o re s t  Management D iv is io n  Chief Webster 

had decided  t h a t  th e  D iv is io n  should  develop a s ta te w id e  f o r e s t  r e so u rc e s  

p la n .  In  l a t e  1977, th e  D iv is io n  compiled a  "F o re s t  Goals and I s s u e s  

S ta tem en t"  a s  p a r t  o f  M ich ig an 's  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in  th e  U.S. F o re s t  Ser­

v i c e ' s  1980 RPA A ssessm ent. D iv is io n  Chief Webster a l s o  announced 

t h a t  th e  D iv is io n  would use t h i s  in fo rm a tio n  in  th e  p r e p a ra t io n  o f 

i t s  S ta tew ide  F o re s t  Resources P la n .  The p a r t i c i p a t i o n  o f  26 r e p re s e n ­

t a t i v e  a g e n c ie s ,  o r g a n iz a t io n s  and in d iv id u a l s  I n te r e s t e d  in  f o r e s t  

management in  th e  s t a t e  was used by th e  D iv is io n  to  d r a f t  th e  s ta te m e n t .  

T h is  group o f  p a r t i c i p a n t s  formed th e  base  upon which much of th e  l a t e r  

SFRP p u b l ic  involvem ent was b u i l t .

Although th e  F o re s t  Management D iv is io n  was to  develop  th e  p la n ,  

th e  co o p e ra t io n  and sup p o rt  o f  o th e r  d iv i s io n s  in  th e  DNR was n e c e s sa ry  

fo r  th e  SFRP to  be com prehensive. Support was, th u s ,  a l s o  sought from 

h igh  l e v e l s  o f  th e  DNR. By a rrangem en t,  in  March o f  1978 Howard Tanner, 

D ir e c to r  o f  th e  Department o f  N a tu ra l  R esou rces ,  announced th a t
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p r e p a ra t io n  of a S ta tew ide  F o re s t  Resources P lan  fo r  Michigan had 

begun. He a l s o  appo in ted  M. L. P e tosky , A s s i s ta n t  Chief of the  DNR's 

Bureau of Renewable Resource Management, to  be r e s p o n s ib le  fo r  co o rd in ­

a t in g  th e  p lan  ( r e f e r  to  F igu re  2 .2  f o r  th e  D i v i s i o n 's  inc luded  on 

th e  B u re a u ) .

D ir e c to r  Tanner a l s o  announced th e  e s ta b l is h m e n t  of a c o o p e ra t iv e  

agreement between th e  DNR and th e  F o re s t ry  Department of Michigan 

S ta te  U n iv e r s i ty .  Through t h i s  agreement Dr. Robert Manthy of Michigan 

S ta te  U n iv e r s i ty  was to  work w ith  th e  F o re s t  Management D iv is io n  in  

the  development of th e  SFRP. D ir e c to r  Tanner in v i t e d  Manthy*s p a r t i c i ­

p a t io n  because o f th e  l a t t e r ' s  e x p e r ien ce  with the  U.S. F o re s t  S e r v ic e 's  

RPA p la n n in g .

S h o r t ly  t h e r e a f t e r ,  th e  s t r u c t u r e  o f th e  SFRP work was de te rm ined .

A team which would in c lu d e  members from th e  D i v i s i o n 's  P lann ing  Unit 

( r e f e r  to  F ig u re  2 .3 )  and th e  MSU F o re s t ry  Department was to  be the  

prim ary work group. Under th e  le a d e r s h ip  of Chief W ebster, Gerald 

Rose, then  P lann ing  Unit Leader in  th e  D iv is io n  was to  c o - d i r e c t  the  

SFRP w ith  P ro fe s s o r  Manthy. They were to  guide th e  p ro g re s s  of the  

SFRP and have prim ary  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  fo r  i t s  developm ent. Jim Olmstead, 

P lann ing  A nalys t in  the  D iv is io n ;  and the  a u th o r  o f  t h i s  d i s s e r t a t i o n ,  

then  s p e c i a l i s t  in  re so u rc e  assessm ent a t  MSU's F o re s t ry  Department, 

were to  c o o rd in a te  th e  day to  day a c t i v i t i e s  of th e  SFRP. G erald 

T h iede , F o re s t  Resource A nalyst in  the  p lan n in g  u n i t  was to  give te c h ­

n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  to  the  team as  needed. This  f iv e  person  team w i l l  

be r e f e r e d  to  a s  th e  "management team" (see Table 2 .1 ) .
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Table  2.1 S ta tew id e  F o re s t  R esources  P lan  P a r t i c i p a n t s  by Group

1. DNR F o re s t  Management D iv is io n

a .  D iv is io n  C h ie f .  . . P r o je c t  C hief

Management Team Members

b .  P la n n in g  U nit Leader (1978) . . . P r o je c t  D ir e c to r  
(became A s s i s t a n t  C h ie f ,  Resource Development and 
P la n n in g  in  1980)

c .  P lan n in g  A n a ly s t ,  P lan n in g  U nit . . . P r o je c t  
C o o rd in a to r

d .  F o re s t  Resource A n a ly s t ,  P lan n in g  U nit (became 
P lan n in g  U nit Leader in  1980)

O ther  Team Member

e .  C o o p era t iv e  F o re s t  Management S e c t io n  Leader

2. Michigan S ta t e  U n iv e r s i ty ,  F o r e s t r y  Department

Management Team Members:

a .  P r o f e s s o r ,  Resource Economics. . . P r o je c t  D i r e c to r

b . S p e c i a l i s t ,  Resource Assessment . . . P r o je c t  Coor­
d i n a t o r  ( l a t e r  R esearch  A s s i s t a n t )

O ther Team Members

c .  P rosem inar  p a r t i c i p a n t s

3. C o n s u l ta n ts  f o r  Program A n a ly s is

Management Team Members

a .  Program A n a ly s is  D i r e c to r  . . . P r o je c t  D i r e c to r
(same a s  2a)

b .  Program A n a ly s is  Leader . . . P r o je c t  C o o rd in a to r
(same a s  2b)

O ther Team Members

c .  Resource A n a ly s ts

d. Resource S p e c i a l i s t s
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Table 2.1 ( c o n t 'd . )

4. DNR T ech n ica l  A dvisors

R e p re s e n ta t iv e s  from th e :

* a. W ild l i f e  D iv is io n

*b. F is h e r i e s  D iv is io n

* c. R ec rea t io n  S e rv ic es  D iv is io n

d . Land Resource Programs D iv is io n

e . Parks D iv is io n

f . Lands D iv is io n

g. Waterways D iv is io n

h. G eo lo g ica l  Survey D iv is io n

i . Water Management D iv is io n

J . Water Q u a li ty  D iv is io n

*k. O ff ice  of Surveys and S t a t i s t i c s

5. P u b lic  Advisory Group

a .  r e p r e s e n ta t i v e s  from p u b l ic  a g en c ie s

b .  r e p r e s e n ta t i v e s  from f o r e s t  r e so u rc e  u s e r  groups

c .  r e p r e s e n t a t iv e s  from f o r e s t  re so u rc e  r e l a t e d  indus­
t r i e s

d . r e p r e s e n ta t iv e s  from environm enta l and o th e r  i n t e r e s t  
groups

6. Advisory Panel

a .  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  from Michigan S ta te  U n iv e rs i ty  
F o re s t ry  Department

b .  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  from U n iv e r s i ty  o f  Michigan School 
o f  N a tu ra l  Resources

* th ese  d iv i s io n s  p layed  a more a c t iv e  r o l e  in p ro v id in g  a s s i s ta n c e  
to  th e  SFRP p r o j e c t .
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c .  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  from M ichigan T e ch n o lo g ic a l  U niver­
s i t y ,  School o f F o re s t ry  and Wood P ro d u c ts

d .  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  from th e  F o re s t  I n d u s t r i e s  Council

e .  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  from th e  Upper P e n in su la  Environmen­
t a l  Council
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I t  was dec ided  t h a t  a d d i t i o n a l  t e c h n ic a l  e x p e r t i s e  and work fo rc e  

was to  be r e q u i re d  f o r  th e  f i r s t  phase o f th e  SFRP— th e  assessm ent 

phase . The a s s i s t a n c e  of Dr. R ichard  A ls to n ,  v i s i t i n g  P ro fe s s o r  a t  

Michigan S ta te  U n iv e r s i ty ,  and re so u rc e  economics d o c to r a l  s tu d e n ts  

in  h i s  p rosem lnar cou rse  was e n l i s t e d  f o r  t h i s  p u rpose . These prosem inar 

c o u r se s ,  o f f e r e d  in  th e  F o re s t ry  Department a re  des igned  to  g ive  s tu d e n ts  

hands-on ex p e r ien ce  w ith  a re so u rc e  economics problem w hile  a s s i s t i n g  

th e  c o o p e ra t in g  o r g a n iz a t io n .

The management team and th e  MSU prosem lnar p a r t i c i p a n t s  formed 

what w i l l  be r e f e r e d  to  a s  th e  "SFRP team" in  the  assessm ent p hase .

Table 2.1 which l i s t s  th e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  in  th e  SFRP p ro c e s s ,  and Table 

2 .2  which I n d ic a te s  SFRP p a r t i c i p a n t s  by a c t i v i t y ,  summarize th e  work 

arrangem ents  developed d u r in g  t h i s  p re -p la n n in g  phase .

One o f th e  f i r s t  a c t i v i t i e s  of th e  management team and the  MSU 

prosem inar members was p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in  a week long workshop on com­

p reh en s iv e  f o r e s t  r e so u rc e  p la n n in g .  The workshop, "Comprehensive 

S ta te  F o re s t  P lann ing  and the  RPA" was sponsored by th e  U.S. F o re s t  

S e rv ic e ,  N o r th e a s te rn  S ta t e  and P r iv a te  F o re s t ry  branch and the  Michigan 

S ta te  U n iv e r s i ty  F o re s t ry  Departm ent. I t  was designed  to  f a m i l i a r i z e  

s t a t e  f o r e s t  r e so u rc e  p la n n e rs  w ith  th e  U.S. F o re s t  S e rv ic e  RPA p ro c e s s ,  

w ith  s t a t e  l e v e l  comprehensive f o r e s t  r e so u rc e  p la n n in g ,  and w ith  the  

l i n k s  between them. Other p a r t i c i p a n t s  in  th e  workshop inc luded  f o r e s t r y  

p e rso n n e l  from most of th e  n o r th e a s t e r n  s t a t e s ;  and U.S. F o re s t  S e rv ic e ,  

S ta t e  and P r iv a te  F o re s t ry  Branch s t a f f .  Workshop t o p i c s  in c lu d ed  

an overview o f  RPA and comprehensive f o r e s t  re so u rc e  p la n n in g ,  t h e i r  

purposes and o p p o r tu n i t i e s  f o r  t h e i r  u s e ,  problems t h a t  might be encoun­

te r e d  and p o s s ib le  s o lu t i o n s ,  and methods fo r  r e so u rc e  assessm ent and



Table 2 .2 .  S tatew ide F o res t  Resources P a r t i c ip a n t s  by A c t iv i ty .

A c t iv i ty  P r in c ip a l  P a r t i c ip a n t s  Pub1ic
DNR Outside Involvement

Aid (group code)
_____________________________________________ (group and p ro je c t  t i t l e  code from Table 2.1)_____(from Table 2 .1 )

Preplanning

D ire c t io n
C oord ination  of A c t i v i t i e s  
P ub lic  Inform ation

la ,  lb 
lc
la ,  lb

2a
2b
2a

Assessment

D ire c t io n
C oordination  of A c t i v i t i e s  
Data Compilation 
E d it in g  and Production  
Reviews

la ,  lb 
lc
l c ,  lb 
l c ,  lb 
l a -d ,4

2a
2b
2b, 2c 
2b, 2a 
2a , 2b

A nalysis  of A l te rn a t iv e  Programs

D ire c t io n
C oordination  of A c t iv i t i e s  
A nalysis
E d it in g  and Production  
Reviews

lc

la-d»4

3a
3b
3b, 3c
3b
3a



Table 2.2  ( c o n t 'd . )

D ra f t  A l te r n a t iv e  Programs 

D ire c t io n
C oord ina tion  of A c t i v i t i e s  
Compilation
E d i t in g  and P roduction  
Reviews

I s s u e s ,  Options and P o l ic y  D ire c t io n s  

D ire c t io n
C oord ina tion  of A c t i v i t i e s  
Development
E d i t in g  and P roduc tion  
Reviews

Recommended Program 

D ire c t io n
C oord ina tion  o f  A c t i v i t i e s
Com pilation
E d i t in g  and P roduc tion  
Reviews

l a ,  lb 2a
lc  2b
l c ,4  2b
lc ,  2b
la ,  lb ,  4 2a 5 ,6

la
lb ,  lc 
la -3
lc  |—
la -c  2a, 2b 5 ,6  oo

l a ,  lb 2a
lc 2b
lc ,  Id , le  2b
lc  2b
l a - d , 4 2a, 2b 5 ,6
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program developm ent. Workshop sp eak ers  were r e c r u i t e d  fo r  t h e i r  e x p e r i ­

ence in  RPA or s t a t e  p la n n in g  and e x p e r t i s e  in  p lan n in g  methods.

Two p u b l ic  workshops were a l s o  h e ld  over th e  nex t s e v e ra l  months 

to  in tro d u c e  th e  SFRP to  i n t e r e s t e d  in d iv id u a l s  and groups. E n t i t l e d  

"M ich igan 's  F o re s ts  and th e  F u tu re"  th e se  forums in tro d u ce d  th e  SFRP 

p ro c e ss  to  i n t e r e s t e d  members of th e  p u b l ic  and were sponsored by th e  

West Michigan Environm ental A ction  C o a l i t io n .  The workshops inc luded  

p r e s e n ta t io n s  and group d i s c u s s io n s  on f o r e s t  re so u rc e  i s s u e s ,  f o r e s t  

management p r a c t i c e s ,  and p la n s  fo r  M ich ig an 's  S ta tew ide  F o re s t  Resources 

P la n .  P a r t i c i p a n t s  in  th e se  workshops, a s  w e ll  a s  p a r t i c i p a n t s  in  

th e  "Goals and I s s u e s  S ta tem en t"  development were k ep t on f i l e  fo r  

re fe r e n c e  fo r  f u tu r e  p u b l ic  invo lvem ent.

The Assessment

The f i r s t  phase in  M ich ig an 's  SFRP p ro c e s s ,  th e  p ro d u c tio n  of 

an assessm ent o f  c u r r e n t  and l i k e l y  fu tu r e  c o n d i t io n s  and uses  of M ichi­

g a n 's  f o r e s t  r e s o u rc e s ,  began in  th e  s p r in g  o f 1978. The s t r u c tu r e  

o f th e  assessm ent was to  be s im i l a r  to  t h a t  used by th e  U.S. F o res t  

S e rv ic e  in  t h e i r  RPA a sses sm en ts .  The s i z e ,  c o n d i t io n  and e x te n t  of 

each major f o r e s t  r e so u rc e  in  M ichigan: t im b e r ,  w i l d l i f e ,  f i s h ,  and 

ou tdoor r e c r e a t i o n  was to  be d e te rm in ed . An overview of th e  s i z e ,  

geograph ic  d i s t r i b u t i o n  and d e s c r ip t io n  of M ich ig an 's  f o r e s t  lands  

and w a te rs  was In c lu d ed .  The s te p s  fo llow ed in  th e  assessm ent phase 

a r e  i l l u s t r a t e d  in  F ig u re  2.1  under th e  head ing  "Assessment." Tab les  

2.1 and 2 .2  i d e n t i f y  th e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  and t h e i r  r o l e s  in  t h i s  phase .

Each prosem inar s tu d e n t  was a s s ig n e d  one o f  th e  re so u rc e  c a te g o r ­

ie s  to  r e s e a r c h .  Following r e s e a rc h  p ro ced u res  o u t l in e d  by th e  MSU SFRP
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P r o je c t  D i r e c to r ,  team members f i r s t  i d e n t i f i e d  and c o n ta c te d  re so u rc e  

s p e c i a l i s t s  in  th e  DNR and th e  U.S. F o re s t  S e rv ic e .  The s p e c i a l i s t s  

i d e n t i f i e d  sou rces  of secondary d a ta  on M ich ig an 's  f o r e s t  r e so u rc e s  

and, in  some c a s e s ,  served  as  d i r e c t  so u rces  of in fo rm a tio n  them se lves .  

The DNR s p e c i a l i s t s  in  w i l d l i f e ,  r e c r e a t i o n ,  f i s h e r i e s ,  geo logy , and 

waterways a l s o  served  a s  t e c h n ic a l  rev iew ers  of the  r e s e a rc h  p rep ared  

by the  prosem inar s tu d e n t s .  This  group w i l l  be r e f e r e d  to  a s  th e  

"T echn ica l A d v iso rs" .  Although no prim ary  d a ta  was c o l l e c t e d  fo r  

th e  A ssessm ent, much of the  secondary  d a ta  and in fo rm a tio n  had to  

be s p e c i a l l y  compiled by SFRP team members. The c o o p e ra t io n  and support  

o f  th e  s p e c i a l i s t s  was, th u s ,  c r u c i a l .

I t  was determ ined  th a t  the  assessm ent phase must a l s o  be used 

to  inform  people  and o r g a n iz a t io n s  i n t e r e s t e d  in  f o r e s t  management 

in  Michigan of th e  SFRP and to  in v o lv e  them where a p p r o p r i a t e .  At 

th e  same time DNR s p e c i a l i s t s  were b e in g  c o n ta c te d  fo r  t e c h n ic a l  a s s i s ­

tance  w ith  th e  A ssessm ent, c o n ta c t s  were be ing  e s t a b l i s h e d  w ith  adm inis­

t r a t o r s  in  the  DNR and U.S. F o re s t  S e rv ic e .  A m eeting in  e a r ly  May 

1978 was h e ld  w ith  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  from o th e r  DNR d iv i s io n s  to  inform  

them of p la n s  fo r  th e  SFRP, work being  done on th e  A ssessm ent, and 

to  ask  fo r  t h e i r  c o o p e ra t io n .—̂

U.S. F o re s t  S erv ice  r e g io n a l  and Michigan N a tio n a l  F o re s t  p la n n e rs  

were v i s i t e d  by th e  a u th o r  d u r in g  th e  s p r in g  and e a r ly  summer of 1978. 

These v i s i t s  were used to  inform  U.S. F o re s t  S e rv ic e  p la n n e rs  of M ichi­

g a n 's  SFRP e f f o r t s ,  to  c o o rd in a te  th e se  w ith  th e  F o re s t  S e r v ic e 's  RPA

— ^These divisions are listed under Group 4 in Table 2.1.
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p ro c e s s ,  and to  g a th e r  in fo rm a tio n  fo r  the  A ssessm ent. L a te r  t h a t  

summer the  a u th o r  v i s i t e d  the  o f f i c e s  o f  the  U.S. F o re s t  S e rv ic e ,  

N o r th e a s te rn  S ta te  and P r iv a te  F o re s t ry  Branch and S o u th eas te rn  S ta te  

and P r iv a t e  F o re s t ry  Branch to  g a th e r  in fo rm a tio n  on t h e i r  s t a t e  p la n ­

n in g  a c t i v i t i e s  and to  r e p o r t  on th e  p ro g re s s  of th e  SFRP. The co­

d i r e c t o r s  of th e  p ro g re s s  of th e  SFRP h e ld  in fo rm a t io n a l  m eetings 

w ith  th e  r e g io n a l  s t a f f s  of th e  DNR during  t h i s  same p e r io d .

Other p u b l ic  a d m in i s t r a to r s ,  p r iv a t e  i n d iv id u a l s ,  and p r iv a te  

o r g a n iz a t io n s  were a l s o  involved  e a r ly  in  the  assessm ent phase . While 

in fo rm a tio n  on M ich ig an 's  f o r e s t  r e so u rc e s  was b e in g  c o l l e c t e d ,  a p ro ­

posed o u t l i n e  fo r  th e  Assessment was d r a f t e d  fo r  rev iew . F o r ty  p eo p le ,  

in c lu d in g  DNR s t a f f ,  p u b l ic  i n t e r e s t  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  who had been in ­

volved in  d eve lop ing  th e  "Goals and I s s u e s  S ta te m e n t ,"  and members 

o f a d d i t i o n a l  p u b l ic  i n t e r e s t  groups and p u b l ic  a g en c ie s  were sen t  

the  proposed o u t l i n e  fo r  th e  A ssessm ent. At t h i s  time they  were asked 

to  se rve  as  members of a "P u b lic  Advisory Group" to  th e  S ta tew ide F o res t  

Resources P la n .—̂  As t h e i r  f i r s t  a c t  they  were asked to  comment on 

th e  proposed o u t l i n e ,  jud g in g  the  re le v a n c e  o f what was to  be co n ta in ed  

in  the  Assessment and to  recommend any a d d i t io n s  o r d e l e t i o n s .  A f i n a l  

Assessment o u t l i n e  was composed based  upon th e  comments re c e iv e d  from 

th e  rev iew . The comments them selves were a l s o  compiled and s e n t  back 

to  th e  P u b l ic  Advisory Group fo r  t h e i r  in fo rm a tio n  and as  r e c o g n i t io n  

of t h e i r  c o n t r ib u t io n s .

During th e  summer of 1978 the  r e s e a rc h  subm itted  by the  prosem lnar

— ^These representatives are listed under Group 5 in Table 2.1.



22

s tu d e n ts  underwent in te n s iv e  rev iew  by the  DNR re so u rc e  s p e c i a l i s t s .

A s e r i e s  of r e v i s io n s  were made in the  assessm ent in fo rm a tio n  based 

upon th e se  t e c h n ic a l  rev iew s. C ons iderab le  e d i t o r i a l  work was a l s o  

done by th e  management team to  b u i ld  a c o n s i s t e n t  and comprehensive 

document from t h i s  r e s e a r c h .  The management team devoted th e  rem ainder 

o f  1978 to  p re p a r in g  a d r a f t  Assessment f o r  p u b l ic  rev iew . The impor­

tance  of m a in ta in in g  c o n ta c t  w ith  SFRP c o o p e ra to rs  du r in g  t h i s  p e r io d

was re c o g n iz e d .  C on tinu ing  p ro g re s s  r e p o r t s  to  DNR a d m in i s t r a to r s  

and te c h n ic a l  a d v i s o r s ,  and to  U.S. F o re s t  S erv ice  p e rso n n e l were, 

t h e r e f o r e ,  made d u r in g  t h i s  p e r io d .

A f te r  rev iew  by D iv is io n  a d m in i s t r a to r s ,  and a subsequent r e v i s io n ,  

th e  d r a f t  Assessment was r e le a s e d  fo r  p u b l ic  rev iew  in  March o f  1979.

As w ell  a s  be ing  made a v a i l a b l e  to  th e  p u b l ic  th e  d r a f t ,  M ich igan 's  

F o re s t  Resources—An Assessm ent, 1979 was s e n t  to :

1. DNR departm ent and bureau  le v e l  a d m in i s t r a to r s

2. DNR d iv i s io n  l e v e l  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s

3. FMD d iv i s io n  s t a f f

4. U.S. F o re s t  S e rv ice  S ta te  and P r iv a te  F o re s t ry ,  N o r th e a s te rn  

and S o u th e a s te rn  b ranches

5. U.S. F o re s t  S e rv ice  N a tio n a l  F o res t  s t a f f  in  Michigan

6. U.S. F o re s t  S e rv ic e  Washington O ff ic e  S ta f f

7. the  "P u b lic  Advisory Group"

8. v a r io u s  o th e r  p u b l ic  a g e n c ie s  in  Michigan

A p u b l ic  forum on the  d r a f t  Assessment was then  h e ld  d u r in g  N a tu ra l



R esources  Days a t  M ichigan S ta te  U n iv e r s i t y .—̂  The forum, e n t i t l e d  

"M ich igan’s F o re s t  R esources  P la n :  A S ta tu s  R e p o r t" ,  in c lu d e d :  (1)

a keyno te  a d d re s s  by R upert C u t l e r ,  th e n  A s s i s t a n t  S e c r e ta ry  o f A g r i­

c u l t u r e ;  (2) r e p o r t s  from th e  Assessment on M ic h ig a n 's  f o r e s t  r e s o u rc e s

(3) and a  forum on co n ce rn s  about the  f u tu r e  o f th e s e  r e s o u r c e s .  T h is  

forum had s e v e r a l  p u rp o se s .  The f i r s t  was to  i n v i t e  p u b l ic  comment 

on th e  d r a f t  A ssessm ent and to  d i s t r i b u t e  i t  to  a d d i t i o n a l  i n t e r e s t e d  

p u b l i c s .  J u s t  a s  Im p o r ta n t ,  th e  forum inform ed th e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  o f  

th e  DNR’ s p la n s  f o r  th e  second phase o f  th e  S ta tew id e  F o re s t  Resources 

P la n ,  th e  "recommended program p h a s e ,"  and in v i t e d  t h e i r  e x p re s s io n  

o f what th ey  th o u g h t  f o r e s t  management in  Michigan shou ld  be concerned  

abou t in  th e  f u t u r e .

To e n su re  broad  p u b l i c  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  a t  th e  forum, a l l  th o se  

who had been s e n t  d r a f t s  o f  th e  A ssessm ent were i n v i t e d  to  a t t e n d  th e  

forum. Members o f many o f  th e s e  p u b l ic  i n t e r e s t  groups and o th e r  o rgan  

i z a t i o n s  p a r t i c i p a t e d  in  th e  program and s e v e r a l  were j o i n t  sp o n so rs  

o f  th e  forum.

The d r a f t  Assessment was r e v is e d  based  upon t h i s  p u b l i c  rev iew .

A f i n a l  v e r s io n  o f  M ic h ig a n 's  F o re s t  R esources  1979—An Assessment 

was p u b l ish e d  and d i s t r i b u t e d  th e  summer o f  1979.

— Sponsored by th e  C o lleg e  o f  A g r ic u l tu r e  and N a tu ra l  R eso u rces ,  
N a tu ra l  R esources  Days i s  p a r t  o f  M ichigan S t a t e  U n i v e r s i t y ' s  F a rm e r 's  
Week ev e n t  which b r in g s  peop le  from a l l  over th e  s t a t e  to  programs 
and e x h i b i t s  on a g r i c u l t u r e  and n a t u r a l  r e s o u r c e s .  The M ich ig an 's  
F o re s t  R esources  P lan  program was j o i n t l y  sponsored  by th e  M ichigan 
A s s o c ia t io n  o f Timbermen, M ichigan U nited  C o n se rv a t io n  C lubs , M ichigan 
F o r e s t  A s s o c ia t io n ,  and th e  S o c ie ty  o f  American F o r e s t e r s ,  Lower M ichi­
gan C h ap te r .
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The Recommended Program

Work began on th e  recomnended program phase of M ich igan 's  SFRP 

in  e a r ly  1979. Two major e f f o r t s  were i d e n t i f i e d  a s  be ing  n ece ssa ry  

to  develop a recommended program. These were: (1) an a n a ly s i s  of

f o r e s t  r e so u rc e  i s s u e s  in  M ichigan, and (2) a q u a n t i t a t i v e  a n a ly s i s  

of a l t e r n a t i v e s  fo r  f o r e s t  r e so u rc e s  programs in  M ichigan. The s te p s  

fo llow ed d u r in g  th e  "program" phase a re  i l l u s t r a t e d  in  F igure  2.1  under 

th e  head ings  "A n a ly s is  of A l t e r n a t iv e  Programs; D ra f t  A l t e r n a t iv e  P ro ­

grams; I s s u e s ,  P o l ic y  Options and Program D i r e c t io n s ,  and Recommended 

P rogram ."

As w ith  th e  A ssessm ent, a team approach was used in  deve lop ing  

th e  Recommended Program. G erald  Rose, Jim 01mstead and G erald  Thiede 

of th e  F o re s t  Management D iv is io n  of th e  DNR, and Robert Manthy and 

Karen Olson as  o u t s id e  c o o p e ra to rs ,  aga in  formed th e  management team. 

D iv is io n  Chief Webster ag a in  served  as P r o je c t  C h ie f .  Three c o n s u l t in g  

re so u rc e  a n a ly s t s  were r e c r u i t e d  to  work on th e  q u a n t i t a t i v e  a n a l y s i s .

Two re so u rc e  s p e c i a l i s t s  from Michigan S ta te  U n iv e r s i ty ,  a s p e c i a l i s t  

in  w i l d l i f e  and f i s h e r i e s  and a s p e c i a l i s t  in  ou tdoor r e c r e a t i o n ,  were 

added as  a d v iso r s  to  th e  SFRP team fo r  th e  program phase . The working 

s t r u c t u r e  o f t h i s  phase i s  summarized in  Tables 2,1 and 2 .2 .

The team began by c o n c e n t r a t in g  on i d e n t i f y in g  and examining major 

a r e a s  of concern , or i s s u e s ,  t h a t  should  be add ressed  by th e  program. 

S evera l  sou rces  o f in fo rm atio n  were used in  t h i s  s t e p .  The "Goals 

and I s s u e s  S ta tem ent"  p rep a red  by th e  D iv is io n  in  1977, comments rece iv ed  

from review s of the  A ssessm ent, and r e s u l t s  of th e  N a tu ra l  Resources 

Days forum prov ided  much of t h i s  in fo rm a tio n .  I t  was dec ided  th a t  

more in fo rm atio n  on f o r e s t  r e so u rc e  i s s u e s  from o th e r  DNR d iv i s io n s



25

d iv i s io n s  would a l s o  be h e l p f u l .  A group m eeting w ith  th e  DNR Technica l 

A dvisors  was fo llow ed by d i s c u s s io n s  between in d iv id u a l  a d v iso rs  and 

v a r io u s  team members. A lso , m a te r i a l s  from o th e r  d i v i s i o n s ,  s t a t e  

p o l ic y  making b o d ie s ,  th e  U.S. F o re s t  S e rv ic e  and o th e r s  were reviewed 

fo r  a d d i t i o n a l  in fo rm a tio n  on f o r e s t  r e so u rc e  i s s u e s  r e le v a n t  to  M ichi­

gan.

S h o r t ly  a f t e r  beg in n in g  work on the  program, th e  management team 

asked f iv e  members o f  th e  f o r e s t r y  community to  se rv e  on an "Advisory 

P ane l"  to  th e  S ta tew ide  F o res t  Resources P la n .—̂  The pane l was asked 

to  fu n c t io n  as  the  f i r s t  l i n e  o f rev iew ers  f o r  in te r im  and f i n a l  r e s u l t s  

in  the  development of th e  Recommended Program . The pane l was, th u s ,  

to  he lp  th e  management team ensu re  t h a t  as th e  recommended program 

developed i t  was re a so n a b le  and f e a s i b l e .

The f i r s t  t a s k  o f  th e  Advisory Panel was to  rev iew  th e  r e s u l t s  

of th e  SFRP te a m 's  a n a ly s i s  o f f o r e s t  re so u rce  i s s u e s .  The pane l was 

given  a paper d e s c r ib in g  the  r o le  th e  I s s u e s  would have in  the  develop­

ment of th e  Recommended Program and th e  m ajor i s s u e s  t h a t  appeared 

to  be of concern  to  th e  f o r e s t r y  community. These f iv e  major I s s u e s  

were: (1) energy  c o s t ,  p ro d u c t io n  and c o n s e rv a t io n ,  (2) economic s t a ­

b i l i t y ,  growth, and developm ent, (3) th e  r o le  o f th e  p u b l ic  s e c to r ,

(4) p ro v is io n  o f  market v e rsu s  nonmarket goods and s e r v i c e s ,  and (5) 

env ironm enta l q u a l i t y .  The Advisory Panel ex p ressed  g e n e ra l  agreement 

w ith  th e se  r e s u l t s .

The management team nex t devoted  t h e i r  e f f o r t s  to  develop ing  and

— ^The panel composition is listed in Table 2.1 under Group 6.
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a n a ly z in g  a l t e r n a t i v e  program s.—̂  To beg in  t h i s  p ro c e s s ,  f iv e  g e n e ra l  

a l t e r n a t i v e  d i r e c t i o n s  fo r  f o r e s t  r e so u rc e  programs to  ta k e  were chosen 

fo r  a n a l y s i s .  These d i r e c t i o n s  a r e  b r i e f l y  d e s c r ib e d  in  F igure  2 .5  

below. The c r i t e r i a  used in  th e  s e l e c t io n  of th e s e  d i r e c t i o n s  were 

t h e i r  re le v a n c e  to  th e  major i s s u e s ,  t h e i r  d e s i r a b i l i t y  to  one o r  more 

i n t e r e s t  g roups, t h e i r  r e p re s e n t a t io n  of a range o f o p t io n s ,  and t h e i r  

p h y s ic a l  and p o l i t i c a l  f e a s i b i l i t y .  The Advisory Panel a l s o  reviewed 

the r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  s t e p .

The management team determ ined  t h a t  th e  development of a l t e r n a t i v e  

programs from th e se  g e n e ra l  d i r e c t io n s  would r e q u i r e  s e v e ra l  s t e p s .  

F i r s t  was th e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of a l l  c u r r e n t  programs which c o n t r ib u te d  

to  th e  p ro d u c tio n  of f o r e s t  r e so u rc e s  in  Michigan and th e  docum entation 

o f th e  c o s t s  and b e n e f i t s  o f  th e se  program s. The second s te p  would 

need to  be th e  development of in fo rm a tio n  on what DNR programs and 

a c t i v i t i e s  would be r e q u i re d  to  produce a range  o f  h ig h e r  o r  lower 

l e v e l s  of f o r e s t  r e s o u r c e s ,  a s  in d ic a te d  by th e  a l t e r n a t i v e  d i r e c t i o n s ,  

and th e  c o s ts  and b e n e f i t s  o f  th e se  s e t s  o f  program s. T h ird ,  th e  r e l a ­

t io n s h ip  of the  a l t e r n a t i v e  d i r e c t i o n s  to  th e  major i s s u e s  would need 

to  be determ ined and th e  im pacts o f  th e  a l t e r n a t i v e  d i r e c t i o n s ,  i f  

fo llo w ed , would need to  be e s t im a te d .  F o u r th ,  measures o f th e  im pacts 

o f  fo llo w in g  th e  a l t e r n a t i v e  d i r e c t i o n s  upon th e  i s s u e s  would need 

to  be in c lu d ed  in  th e  a n a l y s i s .

The o u ts id e  c o n s u l ta n t s  on th e  team, Group 3 in  Table 2 .1 ,  p e r ­

formed t h i s  f o u r - s t e p  a n a ly s i s  over th e  n ex t  s e v e ra l  months. This

— An a l t e r n a t i v e  program i s  a s e t  of in fo rm a tio n  which In c lu d es  a 
g e n e ra l  d i r e c t io n  fo r  f o r e s t  management, th e  a c t i v i t i e s  needed to  fo llo w  
the  d i r e c t i o n ,  and th e  r e s u l t i n g  o u tp u ts  and im pacts .
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A. This  a l t e r n a t i v e  would m odera te ly  in c re a s e  a l l  f o r e s t  o u tp u ts  in 
th e  S t a t e .  The r e l a t i v e  mix of o u tp u ts  would remain a t  c u r r e n t  
p r o p o r t i o n s .

B. This  a l t e r n a t i v e  would m ain ta in  f o r e s t  o u tp u ts  a t  c u r re n t  l e v e l s
w ith  no programmed in c r e a s e s .  The l im i t in g  o f  p u b l ic  programs 
would be em phasized.

C. T h is  a l t e r n a t i v e  would s i g n i f i c a n t l y  in c re a se  t im b e r ,  m otorized
and developed  r e c r e a t i o n ,  h u n tin g  and f i s h i n g  o u tp u t s .  F o res t  
r e so u rc e  development would be emphasized w h ile  m a in ta in in g  c u r r e n t  
l e v e l s  o f  env ironm enta l q u a l i t y .

D. T h is  a l t e r n a t i v e  would m oderate ly  in c re a se  w i ld e rn e s s ,  v i s u a l
q u a l i t y ,  th re a te n e d  and endangered s p e c ie s  and d isp e rs e d  r e c r e ­
a t i o n  o u tp u ts .  Emphasis would be p laced  on nondevelopment w ith  
t im b e r ,  developed r e c r e a t i o n ,  h u n tin g  and f i s h in g  o u tp u ts  to  
remain a t  c u r re n t  (1978-79) l e v e l s .

E. This  a l t e r n a t i v e  would s l i g h t l y  d ec rease  a l l  f o r e s t  o u tp u ts  from
p u b l ic  lands  and program s. The r e l a t i v e  emphasis on f o r e s t  o u t ­
p u ts  would remain as  i t  i s  c u r r e n t l y .

F ig u re  2 .5  D ra f t  A l t e r n a t iv e  D i r e c t io n s ,  August 1979.



28

a n a ly s i s  i s  la b e le d  "A nalysis  of A l t e r n a t iv e  Programs" in  F igure  2 .1 .

The co n tin u o u s  c o o p e ra t io n  of th e  DNR T echn ica l A dvisors was used 

th roughout th e  a n a l y s i s .  The management team e s ta b l i s h e d  p rocedures  

to  ensu re  t h a t  t h i s  c o o p e ra t iv e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  w ith  o th e r  d iv i s io n s  was 

m ain ta ined  and t h a t  new c o n ta c t s  w i th in  th e  DNR were made as  n e c e s sa ry .  

P e r io d ic  c o n s u l t a t i o n s  w ith  the  w i l d l i f e ,  r e c r e a t i o n  and te c h n ic a l  

s p e c i a l i s t s  were made to  ensu re  t h a t  th e  a n a l y s t s '  r e s u l t s  were re a so n ­

a b le  and com plete .

In th e  f a l l  of 1979 a rev iew  d r a f t  which documented the  a n a ly s i s  

was produced by th e  c o n s u l ta n t s  fo r  in -house  use by th e  management 

team and th e  D iv is io n  C h ie f .  The document co n ta in ed  major s e c t io n s  

on: (1) c u r r e n t  DNR and U.S. F o re s t  S erv ice  programs which in f lu en c ed

f o r e s t  r e so u rc e  p ro d u c tio n  and use in  Michigan; (2) d e s c r ip t io n  of 

f iv e  a l t e r n a t i v e  programs; (3) r e so u rc e  o u tp u t t a r g e t s  under th ese  

a l t e r n a t i v e  program s; (4) a c t i v i t i e s ,  c o s ts  and b e n e f i t s  of DNR programs 

under each a l t e r n a t i v e  program; and (5) th e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between a l t e r ­

n a t iv e  programs and th e  i s s u e s .  Based upon review s by the  D iv is io n  

C h ie f ,  th e  management team and th e  s p e c i a l i s t  a d v is o r s ,  t h i s  d r a f t  

was re v is e d  and produced as  a working document e n t i t l e d  "A nalysis  of 

A l t e r n a t iv e  F o re s t  Resource Programs f o r  M ich igan ."

The next t a s k  of th e  management team was to  develop comprehensive 

a l t e r n a t i v e  program packages or "p o l ic y  o p t io n s :  from the  in fo rm ation  

co n ta in ed  in  th e  A n a ly s is .  This s te p  i s  la b e le d  "D ra ft  a l t e r n a t i v e  

Programs" in  F igure  2 .1 .  Recommendations of th e  D iv is io n  C h ie f ,  the  

DNR T e ch n ica l  A d v iso rs ,  and th e  Advisory Panel were sought over the  

nex t s e v e ra l  months. These recommendations in d ic a te d  th a t  a s tro n g e r  

emphasis on f o r e s t  r e so u rc e  I s s u e s  was needed and th a t  a l t e r n a t i v e
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programs should  encompass a c t i v i t i e s  by th e  p r iv a te  s e c to r  a s  w ell  

a s  DNR and U.S. F o re s t  S erv ice  a c t i v i t i e s .

In March o f  1980 th e  DNR p re se n te d  a d r a f t  o f  A l t e r n a t iv e  F o res t  

Resource Programs fo r  p u b l ic  rev iew  a t  a forum d u r in g  N a tu ra l  Resources 

Days a t  Michigan S ta te  U n iv e r s i ty .  E n t i t l e d  "M ich igan 's  F o re s t  Resources 

P la n :  A P u b l ic  Review," th e  forum in c lu d ed  a keynote speech by DNR

D ire c to r  Howard Tanner and p r e s e n t a t io n s  by p u b l ic  and p r iv a t e  f o r e s t  

r e so u rc e  m anagers. A p ro g re s s  r e p o r t  and a p r e s e n ta t io n  o f th e  d r a f t  

a l t e r n a t i v e  programs were then  p re se n te d  f o r  p u b l ic  comment.

As w ith  p re v io u s  p u b l ic  rev iew s ,  members o f th e  P u b l ic  Advisory 

Group were s e n t  i n v i t a t i o n s  to  th e  forum and advance co p ies  of th e  

review  d r a f t .  A ll  d r a f t s  t h a t  were m ailed  o r  t h a t  were d i s t r i b u t e d  

d u r in g  th e  forum Included  a rev iew er  re sp o n se  sh e e t  to  be m ailed  to  

th e  D iv is io n  w ith  w r i t t e n  comments. This rev iew  d r a f t  was a l s o  made 

a v a i l a b l e  to  th e  p u b l ic .

The comments re c e iv e d  from th e se  rev iew s in d ic a te d  th a t  most r e ­

v iew ers  p r e f e r r e d  a "ba lanced"  f o r e s t  r e so u rc e  program fo r  Michigan. 

Reviewers w ere, however, d i s s a t i s f i e d  w ith  th e  c o n c e n t ra t io n  on numeri­

c a l  p r e s e n ta t io n  of th e  a l t e r n a t i v e  program s. Some rev iew ers  In d ic a te d  

t h a t  th e  t i e s  between th e  a l t e r n a t i v e  programs and th e  is s u e s  were 

no t c l e a r  o r  s t ro n g  enough. The consensus of th e  rev iew ers  appeared  

to  be t h a t  they  needed a n o th e r  way to  judge th e  m e r i t s  of an a l t e r n a ­

t i v e  program in  a d d i t io n  to  the  d e t a i l i n g  o f a c t i v i t i e s ,  c o s ts  and 

o u tp u ts  t h a t  would r e s u l t  from an a l t e r n a t i v e  program.

As a r e s u l t  o f  th e se  rev iew s ,  th e  F o re s t  Management D iv is io n  de­

c id ed  t h a t  c o n s id e ra b ly  more e f f o r t  should  be devoted to  development 

o f  th e  I s s u e s .  I t  was a l s o  decided  th a t  a b e t t e r  form at f o r  p r e s e n t in g
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a l t e r n a t i v e  programs and a d d i t i o n a l  In fo rm ation  In some program a re a s  

were needed. The management team spent the  summer o f  1980 on th e se  

two t a s k s .  A group o f  F o re s t  Management D iv is io n  s t a f f  members d i r e c te d  

by th e  D iv is io n  Chief d r a f t e d  d i s c u s s io n  pap ers  on each o f  th e se  I s s u e s .  

This  s te p  i s  la b e le d  " I s s u e s ,  P o l ic y  Options and Program D ire c t io n s "  

in  F ig u re  2 .1 .  These pap ers  in c lu d ed  th e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  of f o r e s t  r e so u rc e s  

and f o r e s t  management programs in  Michigan to  th e  i s s u e s ,—̂  and co n c lu ­

s io n s  a s  to  how f o r e s t  management programs should  respond to  th e se  

I s s u e s  in  th e  f u tu r e .

Members o f  th e  management team developed a new form at f o r  p re se n ­

t a t i o n  of a l t e r n a t i v e  programs which inc luded  a d d i t i o n a l  d i s c u s s io n  

o f th e  i s s u e s  and which in d ic a te d  how management a c t i v i t i e s  d i r e c t l y  

in f lu e n c e d  o r were in f lu e n c e d  by th e  I s s u e s .  A r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  of the  

W i ld l i f e  D iv is io n  was added to  th e  management team l a t e  in  th e  summer 

of 1980 to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in  a l l  phases o f the  te a m 's  a c t i v i t i e s .

In  th e  f a l l  o f  1980 th e  D iv is io n  p re se n te d  a working d r a f t  of 

a paper e n t i t l e d  "M ich igan 's  F o re s t  Resources P lan :  Overview of I s su e s

and P o l ic y  O p tions"  to  th e  Michigan F o re s t ry  P lan n in g  and Development 

Committee. The paper d isc u s se d  th e  f iv e  major I s s u e s ,  in d ic a te d  s e v e ra l  

p o l ic y  o p t io n s  as  p o s s ib le  re sp o n ses  to  each i s s u e ,  recommended one 

o f  th e se  p o l ic y  o p t io n s  f o r  each i s s u e ,  and d isc u s se d  th re e  a l t e r n a t i v e ,  

o v e r a l l ,  p o l ic y  d i r e c t i o n s .  Upon th e  app ro v a l o f  th e  paper by th e  

Committee, a re v is e d  and expanded v e r s io n  o f th e  p a p e r ,  "M ich igan 's

— The i s s u e s  by t h i s  tim e had changed somewhat from th e  o r ig i n a l  
f iv e  and were: (1) economic developm ent, (2) p u b l ic  f o r e s t s ,  (3) non­
i n d u s t r i a l  p r iv a t e  f o r e s t s ,  (4) energy c o n s e rv a t io n  and developm ent, 
and (3) urban f o r e s t r y .
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F o re s t  Resources P la n :  I s s u e s ,  P o l ic y  O p tions ,  and Recommended O v era l l

Program D ire c t io n "  was d i s t r i b u t e d  f o r  p u b l ic  rev iew . Reviewers in c lu d ­

ed: (1) th e  Michigan F o re s t ry  P lann ing  and Development Committee,

(2) th e  P u b l ic  Advisory Group, (3) th e  Advisory P a n e l ,  (4) o th e r  DNR 

d iv i s io n  c h i e f s ,  and (5) th e  N o r th e a s te rn  S ta te  and P r iv a t e  F o re s t ry  

b ranch o f  th e  U.S. F o re s t  S e rv ic e .  This  review  d r a f t  went one s te p  

f u r th e r  than  th e  working d r a f t  had, in  t h a t  i t  recommended one o f the  

o v e r a l l  p o l ic y  d i r e c t i o n s  fo r  ad o p t io n .  This recommended p o l ic y  d i r e c ­

t i o n  was to  " focus  on a major e f f o r t  to  c a r e f u l l y  manage and use  f o r e s t  

r e so u rc e s  fo r  th e  purpose o f r e g io n a l  economic d e v e lo p m e n t /d iv e r s i f i c a ­

t i o n . "  As w e ll  a s  p u rsu in g  economic development f o r  Michigan and the  

Lake S t a t e s ,  th e  g o a ls  o f  th e  recommended p o l ic y  d i r e c t i o n  would in c lu d e  

a "modest in c re a se  in  th e  o v e r a l l  i n t e n s i t y  o f p u b l ic  land  management, 

. . .  a s u b s t a n t i a l  s t r e n g th e n in g  o f  programs fo r  n o n in d u s t r i a l  p r iv a te  

f o r e s t s , . . .  and th e  p u r s u i t  of a c o n s t r u c t iv e  e f f e c t  on both  energy 

demand and su p p ly ."

Responses to  the  rev iew  d r a f t  were very  f a v o ra b le ,  and supported  

th e  recommended p o l ic y  d i r e c t i o n .  The next s te p  was to  develop a r e c ­

ommended program fo r  f o r e s t  management s ta te w id e ,  based upon t h i s  r e c ­

ommended p o l ic y  d i r e c t i o n .  The management team proceeded by s e t t i n g  

a recommended, nonnum erical goal fo r  each i s s u e .  These g o a ls  s t a t e d  

what f o r e s t  management in  Michigan should  do about th e  i s s u e s ,  given 

th e  recommended p o l ic y  d i r e c t i o n .  S e ts  o f  s t r a t e g i e s  ( p a r t i c u l a r  a c t i ­

v i t i e s )  which cou ld  be used to  reach  th e se  g o a ls  were then  developed 

w ith  th e  a s s i s t a n c e  o f  o th e r  DNR team members. These s t r a t e g i e s  were 

taken  from comments re c e iv e d  from p u b l ic  involvem ent th roughout the  

SFRP p ro c e s s ,  from recommendations o f v a r io u s  r e c e n t  r e p o r t s  on
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M ich igan 's  f o r e s t  r e so u rc e s  and from recommendations of re so u rc e  s p e c ia ­

l i s t s  in  th e  DNR.

Using th e  "A nalysis  o f  F o re s t  Resource Programs f o r  Michigan" 

and th e  co o p e ra t io n  o f  N a t io n a l  F o re s t  s u p e rv is o rs  and p la n n e rs  in  

M ichigan, th e  team developed f o r e s t  r e so u rc e  o u tp u t  t a r g e t s  fo r  each 

f o r e s t  r e s o u rc e ,  s ta te w id e  and by landowner o r p ro v id e r  c l a s s .  These 

t a r g e t s  were determ ined  to  be d e s i r a b l e  in l i g h t  of th e  recommended 

g o a ls  fo r  th e  I s s u e s .  They were a l s o  determ ined to  be f e a s i b l e  based 

upon th e  p ro d u c t io n  c a p a b i l i t i e s  o f th e  landowner o r  p ro v id e r .  Inform a­

t io n  from th e  "A nalysis"  a s  to  s p e c i f i c  DNR program s, program a c t i v i t i e s ,  

and c o s ts  which would be re q u ire d  to  reach  th e  recommended t a r g e t s  

was then  com piled.

In  February  o f  1981 M ich ig an 's  F o re s t  Resources—A Recommended 

Program, D ra f t  was produced fo r  p u b l ic  rev iew . This d r a f t  co n ta in ed  

th r e e  major s e c t io n s :  (1) o v e r a l l  program d i r e c t i o n ,  (2) f o r e s t  re so u rc e

i s s u e s ,  and (3) f o r e s t  r e s o u rc e s .  The s e c t io n  on f o r e s t  re so u rce  is s u e s  

d isc u sse d  each i s s u e ,  and th e  p o l ic y  o p t io n s  a v a i l a b l e  in  response 

to  the  i s s u e .  I t  a l s o  recommended one o f  th e  p o l ic y  o p t io n s ,  th e  man­

agement g o a ls  t h a t  in d ic a te d  how to  c a r ry  out t h i s  p o l ic y  and th e  s t r a ­

t e g i e s  r e q u ire d  to  meet the  g o a l s .  The s e c t io n  on f o r e s t  r e so u rc e s  

d isc u sse d  th e  supply  and demand fo r  each r e s o u r c e ,  how the  i s s u e s  i n f l u ­

ence th e  re so u rc e s  and how the  r e s o u rc e s  in f lu e n c e ,  o r  could  in f lu e n c e ,  

th e  I s s u e s .  S ta tew ide  o u tp u t t a r g e t s  and landowner o r p ro v id e r  ou tpu t 

t a r g e t s  were a l s o  recommended f o r  each r e so u rc e .

This document served  a s  a b a s i s  fo r  an in te n s iv e  p u b l ic  review 

of th e  Recommended Program a t  a workshop sponsored  by th e  F o re s t  Manage­

ment D iv is io n .  Members of th e  P u b l ic  Advisory Group, N a tio n a l  F o res t



33

s t a f f ,  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  from o th e r  f o r e s t  r e so u rc e  management ag en c ie s  

in  the  s t a t e ,  and DNR te c h n ic a l  a d v iso r s  were p a r t i c i p a n t s  in  the  work­

shop. As w e ll  as  rev iew ing  and commenting on th e  o v e r a l l  program con­

t e n t s  and d i r e c t i o n ,  the  23 a t te n d e e s  met in  sm all workgroups to  d is c u s s

the  i s s u e s ,  g o a ls  and s t r a t e g i e s .  Led by management team members and
*

o th e r  DNR team members, th e  workgroups made s i g n i f i c a n t  r e v i s io n s  in  

th e  goal s ta te m e n ts  and th e  s t r a t e g i e s .

The a u t h o r ' s  involvement w ith  th e  SFRP ended s h o r t l y  a f t e r  t h i s  

workshop. T h is  case  s tu d y ,  of n e c e s s i t y ,  ends a t  t h i s  p o i n t .  P re p a ra ­

t io n  of th e  f i n a l  Recommended Program, to  be p re se n te d  to  th e  N a tu ra l  

Resources Commission, was done s o le ly  by F o re s t  Management D iv is io n ,  

P lan n in g  U nit s t a f f .



CHAPTER III

INNOVATION IN AN ORGANIZATIONAL CONTEXT 

I n t r o d u c t io n

This c h a p te r  p r e s e n ts  a t h e o r e t i c a l  framework f o r  a n a ly z in g  the  

in t r o d u c t io n ,  accep tan ce  and use  o f  an in n o v a t io n  in  an o r g a n iz a t io n .  

This framework draws on what i s  g e n e r a l ly  c a l l e d  " d i f f u s io n  o f  innova­

t i o n  th e o r y ." —̂

D if fu s io n  o f in n o v a t io n  th eo ry  h as  had m u l t i d i s c i p l i n a r y  o r ig i n s  

in  r u r a l  so c io lo g y ,  communications, geography, m ark e tin g ,  o rg a n iz a t io n a l  

b eh av io r  and management. For t h i s  re a so n  a v a r i e t y  o f  l a b e l s  a re  given 

th e  th e o ry  and i t s  components. The th e o ry  h a s  a l s o  been re se a rc h e d  

in  a v a r i e t y  o f  a p p l i c a t i o n s  and r e s e a rc h  a r e a s  (Orr and Wolfe, 1979; 

Rogers and Shoemaker, 1971). Much o f th e  d i f f u s io n  o f  in n o v a tio n  r e ­

s e a rc h  h as  been done on th e  d i f f u s io n  of a new techno logy  in  l e s s e r  

developed c o u n t r i e s .  M arketing s c i e n t i s t s  have s tu d ie d  th e  d i f f u s io n  

of new consumer p ro d u c ts .  Management s c ie n c e  r e se a rc h  has  focused 

on th e  d i f f u s io n  o f  techno logy  in  an o rg a n iz a t io n  and on o r g a n iz a t io n a l  

change. Although th e  r e s e a r c h  emphasis h as  been on th e  d i f f u s io n  of 

new tech n o lo g y , th e  th eo ry  a ls o  encompasses th e  d i f f u s io n  of new id e a s .

— D if fu s io n  o f  in n o v a t io n  th e o ry  i s  encompassed by what has  been 
la b e le d  th e  th eo ry  o f p lanned  change. The l a t t e r  th e o ry  i s  more g e n e ra l  
in  t h a t  change may o r  may n o t  in v o lv e  in n o v a t io n ,  something new, w hile  
in n o v a tio n  always in v o lv es  change.

34
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I t  i s  th e  d i f f u s io n  of new id e a s  o r concep ts  t h a t  w i l l  be th e  focus 

h e re .

D if fu s io n  of in n o v a tio n  th eo ry  i s  a  con tingency  th e o ry .  I t  p ro ­

poses  t h a t  i f  th e  goal o f  th e  in d iv id u a l  o r  o r g a n iz a t io n  i s  to  im ple­

ment an in n o v a tio n  and i f  a c e r t a i n  s i t u a t i o n  e x i s t s  w i th in  th e  en v iro n ­

ment or o r g a n iz a t io n ,  then  c e r t a i n  a c t io n s  a r e  more e f f e c t i v e  than  

o t h e r s .  E f f e c t iv e  a c t io n s  a r e  th o se  which speed th e  ad o p tio n  of th e  

in n o v a t io n ,  broaden i t s  ad o p tio n  o r  b o th .  The t h e o r e t i c a l  framework 

p re se n te d  below has th re e  m ajor components. F i r s t  i s  th e  exam ination  

of f a c t o r s  in  an o r g a n iz a t io n a l  s i t u a t i o n  which can in f lu e n c e  th e  accep­

tan ce  and use o f  an in n o v a t io n .  Second i s  th e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f a 

v a r i e t y  o f ty p es  o f a c t i o n s ,  o r  " s t r a t e g i e s , "  which can be used to  

indroduce and implement an in n o v a tio n  in  an o r g a n iz a t io n .  T hird  i s  

th e  p r e s e n ta t io n  of g u id e l in e s  fo r  s t r a g e g ie s  t h a t  a re  a p p ro p r ia te  

to  th e  o r g a n iz a t io n a l  s i t u a t i o n ,  i . e .  t h a t  a re  most e f f e c t i v e .

F a c to rs  In f lu e n c in g  In n o v a tio n  in  an O rg a n iz a t io n a l  S t ru c tu r e

The o r g a n iz a t io n a l  s i t u a t i o n  in  which one a t te m p ts  to  implement 

an in n o v a tio n  a f f e c t s  b o th  th e  le n g th  of time i t  t a k e s  to  have the  

in n o v a tio n  ac c e p te d  and u sed ,  i . e . ,  th e  r a t e  o f  a d o p t io n ;  and the  

number of people  a c c e p t in g  and u s in g  th e  in n o v a t io n ,  i . e . ,  th e  adop tion  

s u c c e s s .  In n o v a tio n  d i f f u s io n  th eo ry  has i d e n t i f i e d  s e v e ra l  f a c t o r s  fo r  

use  in  a n a ly z in g  any s i t u a t i o n  in  th e  c o n te x t  o f  d i f f u s in g  an in n o v a t io n .  

These f a c t o r s  a r e :  (1) th e  n a tu r e  of th e  problem th e  in n o v a tio n  i s  to

s o lv e ,  (2) th e  key a c t o r s  a v a i l a b l e  to  in tro d u c e  and implement the  

in n o v a t io n ,  (3) th e  p h y s ic a l  and s o c i a l  environment o f  th e  o r g a n iz a t io n ,

(4) th e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of th e  in n o v a tio n  i t s e l f ,  and (5) th e  s ta g e s
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of ad o p tio n  from in t ro d u c t io n  to  u s e .

Nature o f th e  Problem

An o r g a n iz a t io n  proposes  the  adop tion  o f an in n o v a t io n ;  e . g . ,  

a new machine o r new management system , because someone in  th e  o rg a n iz a ­

t i o n ,  e x p l i c i t l y  o r  i m p l i c i t l y ,  recogn ized  a  problem. These problems 

have been la b e le d  perform ance gaps (Downs, 1967). A perform ance gap 

e x i s t s  when th e re  i s  a p e rc e iv e d  d i f f e r e n c e  between how o r  a t  what 

l e v e l  th e  o rg a n iz a t io n  i s  perform ing  in  some a r e a  and how or a t  what 

l e v e l  th e  o r g a n iz a t io n  should  be perform ing  (Zaltman, Duncan and Holbeck, 

1973; B ennis , 1966). A change, in  t h i s  case  s p e c i f i c a l l y  an in n o v a t io n ,  

i s  proposed to  c lo se  t h i s  perform ance gap . For th e  in n o v a tio n  to  a c tu ­

a l l y  c lo se  th e  gap and so lv e  the  problem , th e  problem must be analyzed  

and d e f in e d  c o r r e c t l y .

There a r e  too many b a r r i e r s  to  c o r r e c t  problem d e f i n i t i o n  to  g ive  

an e x h a u s t iv e  l i s t  h e re .  S e v e ra l ,  however, a re  worthy o f  s p e c ia l  men­

t i o n .  "T echno log ica l  b i a s "  (Bennis, 1966) i s  a b a r r i e r  which i s  thought 

to  be common enough to  dese rv e  a l a b e l .  T echno log ica l  b ia s  occu rs  

when a p a r t i c u l a r  te c h n o lo g ic a l  s o lu t io n  i s  proposed r e g a rd le s s  of 

th e  s i t u a t i o n  o r  problem (Zaltman and Duncan, 1977). A second, r e l a t e d ,  

b a r r i e r  i s  th e  f a i l u r e  to  examine a problem from more th an  one p e rsp e c ­

t i v e .  In t h i s  case  one person  a t te m p ts  to  d e f in e  and so lv e  a problem 

from h e r  o r  h i s  p e r s p e c t iv e  a lo n e .  T his  can lead  to  f a i l u r e  to  p e rc e iv e  

th e  o th e r  symptoms o f  th e  problem and i t s  r o o t s .

Zaltman and Duncan (1977) propose t h a t  by making th e  p ro c e ss  of 

problem d e f i n i t i o n  more e x p l i c i t  and l e s s  i n t u i t i v e ,  in c o r r e c t  problem 

d e f i n i t i o n  can be avo ided . Although t h e i r  model may seem obvious to
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p h y s ic a l  s c i e n t i s t s ,  th e  a u th o r s  s t a t e  t h a t  t h i s  s y s te m a t ic ,  m echanical 

p ro cess  o f  problem d e f i n i t i o n  i s  n e g le c te d  in  a p p l ie d  s o c ia l  r e s e a r c h .

The a u th o r s  d e s c r ib e  t h e i r  sy s te m a tic  approach a s  a  m eta theory  

p e r s p e c t iv e .  I t  in v o lv es  fou r  b a s ic  s t e p s .  The symptom(s) o f  th e  

problem a re  f i r s t  i d e n t i f i e d  and s t a t e d .  These symptoms should  be 

m easurable  I n d ic a to r s  o f w hether an o rg a n iz a t io n  o r  system i s  moving 

c lo s e r  o r  f a r t h e r  away from th e  r e l e v a n t  g o a l .  N ext, th e  c a u sa l  f a c t o r s  

o f the  problem a re  d e te rm ined . Causal f a c t o r s  a r e  v a r i a b l e s ;  such 

a s  p a r t i c u l a r  p e r so n n e l ,  equipm ent, o r  work arrangem ents  in  th e  case  

o f an o r g a n iz a t io n ;  whose i n t e r a c t i o n  and fu n c t io n in g  a r e  a c t u a l l y  

th e  source  o f th e  problem. In  the  t h i r d  s te p  t h i s  i n t e r a c t i o n  o f the  

c a u sa l  f a c t o r s  i s  ana lyzed  and o u t l i n e d .  In  th e  f i n a l  s te p  the  re a so n s  

why th e  c a u s a l  f a c t o r s  I n t e r a c t  th e  way th ey  do i s  de te rm ined . Those 

f a c t o r s  which can be in f lu e n c e d  by the  o rg a n iz a t io n  and th o se  which 

cannot a r e  a l s o  i d e n t i f i e d .  This system  le a d s  th e  problem s o lv e r  to  

look beyond th e  symptoms o f a problem so t h a t  th e  causes  may be t r e a t e d ,  

and so t h a t  e f f o r t s  a r e  devoted only  to  causes  t h a t  th e  o rg a n iz a t io n  

can c o n t r o l .

S im ila r  approaches  have a l s o  been developed in  what i s  known as  

s t r u c t u r a l  fu n c t io n a l i s m  a s  i l l u s t r a t e d  by Korzenny (1978) and in  the 

systems approach t y p i f i e d  by Churchman (1968).

Key P a r t i c i p a n t s

D if fu s io n  o f  in n o v a tio n  th e o ry  d i s t i n g u i s h e s  s e v e ra l  major s e t s  

of p a r t i c i p a n t s  in  th e  p ro c e ss  o f b r in g in g  an in n o v a tio n  in to  a system 

or o r g a n iz a t io n .  The l a b e l  "change a g e n ts "  i s  g iven  to  t h a t  person  

o r  group o f  people  which a r e  r e s p o n s ib le  f o r  implementing th e  in n o v a t io n .
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Change a g e n ts  in c lu d e  th e  i n i t i a l  ad voca tes  of th e  in n o v a tio n  and those  

who c a r ry  out th e  mechanics of im plem enta tion . Those people  who a re  

th e  o b je c t s  of th e  change, who a r e  In troduced  to  the  in n o v a t io n ,  and , 

i t  i s  hoped, w i l l  accep t  i t  and use i t ,  a r e  la b e le d  "change t a r g e t s . "  

Change a g e n ts  may be e x t e r n a l  o r  i n t e r n a l  to  th e  system (Bennis, 1966). 

Not a l l  members of an o r g a n iz a t io n  o r  system  adopt an in n o v a tio n  a t  

th e  same t im e , and t h e r e f o r e ,  n o t  a l l  change t a r g e t s  w i l l  adopt a t  

th e  same t im e . Research summarized by Rogers and Shoemaker (1971) 

in d ic a t e s  t h a t  the  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of ad o p tio n  by members of a system 

i s  b e l l  shaped and approaches  n o rm a l i ty .  V arious c a te g o r ie s  of a d o p te r s  

have been la b e le d  and s tu d ie d  based upon t h i s  d i s t r i b u t i o n .  The most 

w idely  used c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  uses  f iv e  c a te g o r ie s  of a d o p te r s  in  o rder  

of e a r l i n e s s  o f  ad o p t io n :  (1) in n o v a to rs ,  (2) e a r ly  a d o p te r s ,  (3)

e a r ly  m a jo r i ty ,  (A) l a t e  m a jo r i ty  and (5) la g g a rd s .

Again by rev iew ing  and summarizing r e se a rc h  in  in n o v a t io n  d i f f u s io n ,  

Rogers and Shoemaker (1971) have compiled a len g th y  l i s t  o f  c h a r a c t e r ­

i s t i c s  of th e s e  f iv e  c a t e g o r i e s .  These c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  can be summar­

ized  by comparing e a r l i e r  a d o p te r s  to  l a t e r  a d o p te r s .  In terms of 

socioeconomic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  e a r l i e r  a d o p te r s  do have more y ea rs  

o f  e d u c a t io n  and h ig h e r  s o c ia l  s t a t u s  th an  l a t e r  a d o p te r s .  In  t h e i r  

communication b e h a v io r ,  e a r l i e r  a d o p te r s  p a r t i c i p a t e  more in  s o c ia l  

a c t i v i t i e s ,  have a b ro ad er  s o c i a l  r e fe r e n c e  group, g r e a t e r  exposure 

to  mass media and g r e a t e r  I n te rp e r s o n a l  communication. As would be 

ex p ec ted ,  e a r l i e r  a d o p te rs  th u s  have g r e a t e r  knowledge of in n o v a tio n s  

and g r e a t e r  c o n ta c t  w ith  change a g e n ts .  E a r l i e r  a d o p te rs  a l s o  e x h ib i t  

a h ig h e r  d eg ree  o f  o p in io n  le a d e r s h ip  than  do l a t e r  a d o p te r s .

"Opinion le a d e r s "  a r e  key members of an o rg a n iz a t io n  o r s o c ia l
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system . Communication r e se a rc h  has  in d ic a te d  th a t  c e r t a i n  in d iv id u a ls  

a re  " a b le  to  in f lu e n c e  in fo rm a lly  o th e r  i n d i v i d u a l s ’ a t t i t u d e s  or o v e r t  

b eh av io r  in  a d e s i r e d  way w ith  r e l a t i v e  f requency"  (Rogers w ith  Shoe­

maker, 1971). These o p in io n  le a d e r s  se rve  a s  g a te k e e p e rs  of in fo rm atio n  

fo r  t h e i r  fo l lo w e rs  and as so u rces  of o p in io n s .  As such , o p in io n  le a d e r s  

a f f e c t  th e  ad o p tio n  of an in n o v a tio n  by in f lu e n c in g  aw areness o f ,  know­

ledge  about th e  a t t i t u d e s  toward an in n o v a t io n .  I t  i s  im portan t to  

no te  t h a t  o p in io n  l e a d e r s  a re  more in n o v a tiv e  than  t h e i r  fo llo w e rs  

bu t th ey  a r e  no t n e c e s s a r i l y  the  most in n o v a t iv e  members o f a system.

The key c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of o p in io n  le a d e r s  i s  t h a t  they  conform more 

c lo s e ly  to  th e  norms of a system than  do t h e i r  f o l lo w e rs .  Thus, i f  

th e  norms o f a system  favo r  m aintenance of th e  s t a t u s  quo so w i l l  the  

o p in io n  l e a d e r .  I f  th e  s y s te m 's  norms favor change o p in io n  le a d e r s  

w i l l  be more in n o v a t iv e .  Opinion le a d e r s  a l s o  e x h ib i t  th e  c h a r a c t e r i s ­

t i c s  of e a r l i e r  a d o p te r s  d e s c r ib e d  above (Rogers w ith  Shoemaker, 1971).

I t  should  be ap p aren t  t h a t  change agent c o n ta c t  w ith  and use of 

op in ion  le a d e r s  i s  c r u c i a l .  Communications r e s e a rc h  in d ic a t e s  t h a t  

mass media may in f lu e n c e  what i s s u e s  peop le  th in k  a re  im portan t bu t 

only  i n te rp e r s o n a l  communications in f lu e n c e  p e o p le s '  a t t i t u d e  toward 

an is s u e  (Roberts  and R o b e r ts ,  1977). Opinion le a d e r s  a r e ,  th u s ,  the  

change a g e n t s '  prim ary avenue to  inform and in f lu e n c e  th e  m a jo r i ty  

of th e  t a r g e t s  of change. Success in  hav ing  an in n o v a tio n  adopted 

i s  much more l i k e l y ,  c e t e r i s  p a r i b u s , i f  th e  o p in io n  l e a d e r ( s )  in  a 

system a re  fa v o ra b le  toward i t  and a re  kep t inform ed.
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S tages  In the  Adoption of an In nova tion

The adop tion  of an in n o v a tio n  in  an o r g a n iz a t io n  o r  system  does 

no t occur in s ta n ta n e o u s ly  w ith  i t s  i n t r o d u c t io n .  The in n o v a tio n  w i l l  

be adopted  q u ic k ly  by some in d iv id u a l s ,  more slow ly by some, and no t 

a t  a l l  by o th e r s .  U nderstanding  t h i s  p ro cess  i s  n e c e ssa ry  to  a c t in g  

a p p r o p r ia t e ly  in  b r in g in g  the  in n o v a tio n  to  an o r g a n iz a t io n .  One way 

to  a r r i v e  a t  t h i s  u n d e rs ta n d in g  i s  to  examine how in d iv id u a l s  dec ide  

whether o r  not to  adopt an in n o v a tio n  and how th e  i n t e r a c t io n  of th e se  

in d iv id u a l s  in f lu e n c e s  the  ad o p tio n  on th e  o r g a n iz a t io n a l  l e v e l .

Various models fo r  the  d i f f u s io n  o f  in n o v a t io n s  have been proposed 

in  th e  l i t e r a t u r e .  These in c lu d e  th o se  s p e c i f i c  to  a p a r t i c u l a r  s u b je c t  

a re a  (Alves and M o r r i l l ,  1975), those  s p e c i f i c  to  o rg a n iz a t io n s  (K night, 

1967; W ilson, 1966) and g e n e ra l  models (Rogers w ith  Shoemaker, 1971; 

H ass in g e r ,  1959; Zaltman and Duncan, 1977). The g e n e ra l  models a re  

s im i l a r  and have been found to  be a p p ro p r ia te  in  a v a r i e t y  of cases  

(Taylor and M i l l e r ,  1978; Teece, 1980). Rogers and Shoemaker p re se n t  

m o d if ic a t io n s  o f t h e i r  model fo r  v a r io u s  types  of d e c i s io n s :  (1) i n d i v i ­

d u a l ,  (2) c o l l e c t i v e  o r (3) a u t h o r i t a t i v e .  T he ir  model, th u s ,  appears  

to  be most u s e fu l  fo r  th e  purposes  of t h i s  d i s c u s s io n .  The model of 

th e  i n d i v i d u a l ' s  in n o v a t io n  d e c is io n  p ro cess  i s  p re se n te d  below, follow ed 

by a d is c u s s io n  o f th e  a u t h o r i t a t i v e  in n o v a tio n  d e c is io n  p ro c e ss .

I n d iv id u a l s  go through a fou r  phased p ro c e ss  in  d e c id in g  whether 

o r  not to  adopt an in n o v a tio n  (Rogers w ith  Shoemaker, 1971). These 

fo u r  s ta g e s  have been l a b e le d :  (1) knowledge, (2) p e r s u a s io n ,  (3)

d e c is io n  and (4) c o n f i rm a t io n .

Knowledge s t a g e . In th e  knowledge s ta g e  th e  in d iv id u a l  becomes 

aware of th e  in n o v a tio n  and le a r n s  something about i t .  For an in d iv id u a l
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to  become aware of and l e a r n  about an In n o v a tio n  in fo rm a tio n  about 

th e  in n o v a tio n  must be a v a i l a b l e  to  him o r  h e r .  A v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  i n f o r ­

m ation , however, i s  n o t enough to  ensu re  t h a t  someone w i l l  read  o r 

l i s t e n  t o ,  i . e . ,  expose them selves t o ,  t h a t  in fo rm a tio n .  The tenden­

c i e s  o f  I n d iv id u a l s  to  s e l e c t i v e l y  expose them selves to  messages and 

s e l e c t i v e l y  p e rc e iv e  messages a c t  so as to  l i m i t  what th e  in d iv id u a l  

h e a r s  o r  r e a d s .

The term  s e l e c t i v e  exposure has  t r a d i t i o n a l l y  been used to  r e f e r  

to  th e  tendency fo r  in d iv id u a l s  to  expose them selves  only  to  messages 

which a r e  c o n s i s t e n t  w ith  t h e i r  own a t t i t u d e s  and b e l i e f s .  This  p a t t e r n ,  

however, i s  n o t w e ll  su p p o rted .  There i s  su p p o rt  f o r  th e  in f lu e n c e  

o f an i n d i v i d u a l ' s  e d u c a t io n ,  t h e i r  e x p e r ien ce  in  p a s t  exposure on 

a s u b je c t  and t h e i r  p e rc e p t io n  of th e  u s e fu ln e s s  o f the  in fo rm a tio n  

on what m essages they  p r e f e r  to  expose them selves  to  and how o f te n  

(Sears  and Freedman, 1977). Thus, i n d i v i d u a l ' s  exposure to  in fo rm atio n  

does tend  to  fo llo w  c e r t a i n  p a t t e r n s .  The f i r s t  two d e te rm in a n ts ,  

e d u ca tio n  and p a s t  exposu re ,  cannot be in f lu e n c e d .  An i n d i v i d u a l ' s  

p e rc e p t io n  of th e  u s e fu ln e s s  of a c e r t a i n  message, however, can be 

in f lu e n c e d .  As i s  d isc u s se d  below in  t h i s  c h a p te r ,  t h i s  becomes impor­

t a n t  in  deve lop ing  in n o v a t io n  d i f f u s io n  s t r a t e g i e s .

S e le c t iv e  p e rc e p t io n  i s  the  tendency of an i n d i v i d u a l ' s  i n t e r p r e t a ­

t i o n  of messages o r  in fo rm atio n  to  be in f lu e n c e d  by h i s  o r  h e r  b e l i e f s  

and a t t i t u d e s .  K lapper (1960) r e p o r t s  t h a t  p ro c e ss e s  o f s e l e c t i v e  

p e rc e p t io n  have been d e t a i l e d  in  i n te r p e r s o n a l  and mass communication 

s tu d i e s .  He n o te s ,  however, t h a t  in  many of th e se  s tu d ie s  s e l e c t i v e  

r e t e n t io n  of in fo rm atio n  may a l s o  be in vo lved . Since s u b je c t s  a re  

asked to  r e p o r t  t h e i r  p e rc e p t io n s  o f an event o r  message, i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t
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to  s e p a ra te  th e  e f f e c t s  of s e l e c t i v e  p e rc e p t io n  from th a t  of s e l e c t iv e  

r e t e n t io n  and from th a t  of t h e i r  i n t e r a c t i o n .

Rogers and Shoem aker's  s tu d i e s  In d ic a te  t h a t  in d iv id u a l s  who know 

about an in n o v a tio n  e a r l i e r  th an  o th e r  members of a system  have c e r t a i n  

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  These c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  a re  s im i l a r  to  th o se  o f the  

innova to r  c l a s s  of a d o p te r s  d e sc r ib e d  above. Those who know of an 

in n o v a tio n  e a r ly  g e n e ra l ly  a re  more e d u c a te d ,  have a h ig h e r  s o c ia l  

s t a t u s ,  have more exposure to  mass and in te r p e r s o n a l  communication 

and have more s o c ia l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  than  do th o se  who l a t e r  know of 

an in n o v a t io n .

P e rsu a s io n  Stage I t  i s  in  t h i s  s ta g e  t h a t  an in d iv id u a l  forms 

an o p in io n  about th e  in n o v a t io n .  Once he o r  she i s  aware o f the  inno­

v a t io n  they seek enough in fo rm atio n  to  form a fa v o ra b le  o r u n fav o rab le  

a t t i t u d e  toward th e  in n o v a t io n .  S e le c t iv e  exposure and p e rc e p t io n  

of messages i s  j u s t  a s ,  i f  no t more, im portan t in t h i s  s ta g e  than  in  

th e  knowledge s ta g e .  These te n d e n c ie s  w i l l  in f lu e n c e  how much i n f o r ­

mation i s  sough t,  from where i t  i s  sought and how i t  i s  in t e r p r e t e d  

(Rogers w ith  Shoemaker, 1971).

How an in d iv id u a l  p e rc e iv e s  th e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f an innova tion  

i s  de term ined  in  t h i s  s ta g e  as  w e l l .  The s e v e ra l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of 

an in n o v a tio n  which have been determ ined  to  be i n f l u e n t i a l  in  i t s  adop­

t i o n  a r e  d isc u s se d  below in  a l a t e r  s e c t io n  of t h i s  c h a p te r .

— P e rsu as io n  h e re  does n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  imply an i n t e n t  by some 
sou rce  to  induce an in d iv id u a l  to  form some o p in io n  bu t r a t h e r  th a t  
th e  in d iv id u a l  i s  forming an a t t i t u d e  toward the  in n o v a tio n  in  t h i s  
s t a g e .
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I t  i s  a l s o  thought t h a t  in  th e  p e rsu a s io n  s ta g e  th e  in d iv id u a l  

m en ta lly  t r i e s  th e  in n o v a t io n .  That i s ,  he o r  she s p e c u la te s  as  to  

how i t  would a f f e c t  h i s  o r  h e r  p r e s e n t  s i t u a t i o n  fa v o ra b ly  o r  u n fav o r­

ab ly  (Rogers w ith  Shoemaker, 1971). With some in d iv id u a ls  t h i s  may 

take  a more form al form of t r i a l  such a s  a b e n e f i t - c o s t  a n a l y s i s .

I n te r p e r s o n a l  communication i s  e s p e c i a l l y  im portan t in  u h is  s ta g e  

a s  th e  in d iv id u a l  seeks  in fo rm a tio n  to  confirm  or deny h i s  or h e r  e a r ly  

a t t i t u d e s  (Rogers w ith  Shoemaker, 1971). I t  i s  l i k e l y  t h a t  th e  i n d i v i ­

dual seeks  t h i s  In fo rm atio n  from o th e r s  s im i l a r  to  h i s  o r  h e r s e l f  and 

from op in ion  l e a d e r s .  Communication r e se a rc h  su p p o r ts  t h i s  p a t t e r n  

of what i s  c a l l e d  "homophilous com m unication,"  Communication between 

in d iv id u a l s  i s  l i k e l y  to  be l e s s  d i s t o r t e d  and more en jo y a b le  when 

th o se  involved  a re  s im i l a r  in  b e l i e f s ,  v a lu e s ,  e d u c a t io n  and s o c ia l  

s t a t u s .  Homophilous communication i s  more e f f e c t i v e  than  communication 

between d i s s i m i l a r  in d iv id u a l s  (Zaltman and Duncan, 1977). I n d iv id u a ls  

do seek in fo rm a tio n  from o p in io n  l e a d e r s  who, as  d isc u sse d  above, a re  

d i f f e r e n t  from t h e i r  fo l lo w e rs  in  many c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  The p a t t e r n  

t h a t  has  been found to  e x i s t ,  however, i s  t h a t  in d iv id u a l s  choose o p in ­

ion l e a d e r s  they  p e rc e iv e  a s  b e in g  more, but no t too much more, competent 

th an  them selves  in  a c e r t a i n  a re a —̂  (Rogers w ith  Shoemaker, 1971).

Too much d i f f e r e n c e  i s  a b a r r i e r  to  i n t e r a c t i o n  and communication.

— T h is  phenomenon has been found in  modern s o c i a l  system s. In 
t r a d i t i o n a l  s o c i a l  system s fo l lo w e rs  seek  o p in io n  le a d e r s  who a r e  p e r ­
ce ived  as l e s s  o r  no more competent th an  them se lves .
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D ecis ion  s ta g e .  In th e  d e c is io n  s ta g e  th e  in d iv id u a l  d ec id es  

to  e i t h e r  adopt o r  r e j e c t  the  in n o v a t io n .  I f  th e  in n o v a tio n  can be 

adopted  on a t r i a l  b a s is  and th e  i n d i v i d u a l ' s  a t t i t u d e  toward i t  i s  

f a v o ra b le ,  a sm all s c a le  t r i a l  may be p a r t  o f  t h i s  d e c i s io n  p ro c e s s .  

In n o v a tio n s  which can be sampled o r experim ented w ith  w ithou t much 

r i s k  a re  g e n e ra l ly  adopted  more r a p id ly  than  th o se  which can n o t .  I f  

th e  in n o v a tio n  app ears  to  be even s l i g h t l y  b e t t e r  than  th e  p re se n t  

p r a c t i s e  o r  s i t u a t i o n ,  in d iv id u a l s  dec ide  to  adopt i t  a f t e r  a t r i a l  

(Rogers w ith  Shoemaker, 1971).

C onfirm ation  s t a g e . The d e c is io n  s ta g e  does no t end the  innova­

t io n  d e c is io n  p ro c e s s .  J u s t  a s  an in n o v a tio n  may have been r e j e c te d  

in  any o f  the  p rev io u s  s ta g e s ,  an in n o v a tio n  may be r e j e c t e d  a f t e r  

an in d iv id u a l  has made th e  d e c is io n  to  adopt i t .  In th e  co n f irm a tio n  

s ta g e ,  th e  in d iv id u a l  seeks in fo rm atio n  to  r e in f o r c e  h i s  or h e r  d e c is io n  

to  adopt o r  r e j e c t  and may re v e rs e  h i s  or h e r  d e c i s io n .

The c o n f irm a t io n  s ta g e  may co n tin u e  i n d e f i n i t e l y  as  th e  in d iv id u a l  

t r i e s  to  avo id  what i s  la b e le d  d isso n an ce  (Rogers w ith  Shoemaker, 1971). 

D issonance o ccu rs  when an i n d i v i d u a l ' s  a t t i t u d e s  and a c t io n s  a r e  not 

in  accord  w ith  each o th e r .  I f  th e  d issonance  i s  s t ro n g  enough an in d i ­

v id u a l  may seek to  change h i s  or h e r  knowledge, a t t i t u d e s  or a c t io n ,  

to  reduce the  d is so n a n c e .  In  th e  case  of d issonance  in  re g a rd  to  an 

in n o v a tio n  d e c i s io n ,  new in fo rm a tio n  may cause an in d iv id u a l  to  d isc o n ­

t in u e  the  use of the  in n o v a tio n  or to  adopt i t  when i t  had been p r e v i ­

o us ly  r e j e c t e d .  I f  th e  p rev io u s  d e c is io n  i s  d i f f i c u l t  o r  Im possib le  

to  r e v e rs e  th e  in d iv id u a l  may s e l e c t i v e l y  seek In fo rm ation  which w i l l  

on ly  support h i s  o r  her d e c i s io n .  R a t io n a l i z a t io n  of th e  d i f f e r e n c e
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between th e  i n d i v i d u a l ' s  a t t i t u d e s  and h i s  or h e r  b e h a v io r  i s  a n o th e r  

way t h a t  d isso n an ce  i s  reduced .

S ince d is so n a n c e  r e g a rd in g  th e  d e c i s io n  to  adop t an in n o v a t io n  

can o ccu r  a t  any t im e ,  so can i t s  d i s c o n t in u a n c e .  I t ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  cannot 

be assumed t h a t  once an in n o v a t io n  has been adopted  i t s  use  w i l l  con­

t i n u e  i n d e f i n i t e l y .

Length o f  th e  In n o v a tio n  d e c i s io n  p e r io d .  The le n g th  o f time 

r e q u i re d  f o r  an in d iv id u a l  to  p a s s  th rough  th e  fo u r  s t a g e s  in  the  d e c i ­

s io n  p e r io d  v a r i e s .  S tu d ie s  o f  in n o v a t io n  a d o p t io n  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  th e  

r e l a t i v e  r a t e  a t  which in d iv id u a l s  p ass  th rough  v a r io u s  s ta g e s  does 

fo l lo w  a p a t t e r n .  I t  i s  though t t h a t  th e  e n t i r e  p ro c e s s  fo llo w s  an 

S-shaped c u rv e .  The r a t e  o f  th e  knowledge s ta g e  a l s o  fo llo w s  an S

shaped curve  b u t  i t s  r a t e  i s  more r a p id  than  the  r a t e  a t  which th e

in n o v a t io n  i s  ad o p ted .

As might be e x p e c te d ,  e a r l i e r  a d o p te r s  tak e  a s h o r t e r  p e r io d  of 

time to  go th rough  th e  p ro c e ss  than  do l a t e r  a d o p te r s .  E a r l i e r  adop­

t e r s  a r e  e a r l i e s t  to  adop t an in n o v a t io n  no t only  because  th ey  become 

aware o f  an in n o v a t io n  sooner th a n  o th e r  i n d iv id u a l s  b u t a l s o  because  

they  f i n i s h  th e  in n o v a t io n -d e c is io n  p ro c e ss  sooner (Rogers w ith  Shoe­

maker, 1971).

Type of In n o v a t io n  D ec is io n

The d e c i s io n  to  adopt o r r e j e c t  an in n o v a t io n  i s  n o t a lw ays up

to  th e  i n d iv id u a l  a lo n e .  These d e c i s io n s  may be made co m p le te ly  by

th e  i n d i v i d u a l ;  a s  p a r t  o f  a g roup , i . e . ,  c o l l e c t i v e l y ;  o r be fo rc e d  

upon th e  in d iv id u a l  by an a u t h o r i t y .  The ad o p tio n  o f an in n o v a t io n
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may invo lve  a com bination o f ty p es  o f d e c is io n s  a s  in  th e  case  to  be 

s tu d ie d  in  C hapter 4 where bo th  in d iv id u a l  and a u t h o r i t y  in n o v a t io n -  

d e c i s io n s  a r e  inv o lv ed . Although th e  model d isc u s se d  above i s  the  

most g e n e r a l ,  th e  in n o v a t io n -d e c is io n  p ro c e sse s  do d i f f e r  somewhat 

by th e  type of d e c i s io n .  Some d is c u s s io n  o f  how th e  a u t h o r i t y - d e c i -  

s io n  p ro c e ss  v a r i e s  from t h i s  model i s ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  n e c e s sa ry  ( th e  c o l ­

l e c t  iv e - d e c i s io n  p ro cess  n o t  be ing  o f  i n t e r e s t  fo r  th e  purpose h e r e ) .

The in n o v a tio n  d e c i s io n  p ro cess  model f o r  a u t h o r i t y  d e c is io n s  

has f iv e  s t a g e s :  (1) knowledge, (2) p e r s u a s io n ,  (3) d e c i s io n ,  (4)

communication and (5) a c t io n  (Rogers w ith  Shoemaker, 1971). These 

s te p s  a re  s im i l a r  to  th o se  in  th e  in d iv id u a l  in n o v a tio n  d e c is io n  model. 

The p r o c e s s ,  however, i s  more complex fo r  a u th o r i t y  d e c i s io n s .  The 

communication s te p  i s  added s in c e  in s te a d  of on ly  one in d iv id u a l  making 

th e  d e c i s io n ,  th e  d e c is io n  must in v o lv e  communication between those  

who have th e  a u t h o r i t y  to  dec ide  th e  o rg a n iz a t io n  shou ld  adopt the  

in n o v a tio n  and th o se  who must accep t  t h i s  d e c i s io n .

In  th e  knowledge s ta g e  th o se  in  a u t h o r i t y ,  th e  " d e c is io n  u n i t "  

g e n e ra l ly  become aware o f  th e  in n o v a tio n  f i r s t  and become knowledgeable 

about i t .  T h is  knowledge i s  used to  make th e  t a r g e t  group o f su b o rd in ­

a t e s  aware o f th e  in n o v a t io n .  There i s  a l s o  some support  fo r  th e  r e ­

v e rse  case  where su b o rd in a te s  p ass  knowledge about an In n o v a tio n  upward 

to  t h e i r  s u p e r io r s  in  an o rg a n iz a t io n  (Rogers w ith  Shoemaker, 1971). 

C u rren t r e s e a r c h  on in n o v a tio n  in  o rg a n iz a t io n s  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  the  

most im portan t so u rces  o f in fo rm a tio n  about in n o v a tio n s  a r e  th o se  o u t ­

s id e  th e  o rg a n iz a t io n  (Zaltman and Duncan, 1977; U tte rb a c k ,  1971; Cor­

win, 1972).

This  would in d ic a te  t h a t  th o se  w ith  g r e a t e r  mass media exposure
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and s o c i a l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  a re  l i k e l y  to  le a rn  o f in n o v a tio n s  e a r l i e r  

and se rv e  as  so u rces  in s id e  th e  o r g a n iz a t io n  (Wilson, 1966). Upward 

communication, however, i s  h indered  u n le s s  the  o rg a n iz a t io n  f o s t e r s  

an environment of t r u s t  and open e f f e c t i v e  communication (Rogers w ith  

Shoemaker, 1971). In  o r g a n iz a t io n s  w ith  a u t h o r i t a t i v e  s t r u c t u r e s  the  

in fo rm a tio n  t h a t  flow s upward i s  s e l e c t i v e l y  f i l t e r e d  to  avoid  p a ss in g  

on n e g a t iv e  in fo rm a tio n  concern ing  o r g a n iz a t io n a l  perform ance (Katz 

and Kahn, 1966; L i k e r t ,  1961). P ersons  in  p o s i t i o n s  o f low power in  

an o rg a n iz a t io n  w i l l  a l s o  f i l t e r  out t h i s  type of in fo rm a tio n  to  h ig h e r  

l e v e l s  o f  th e  o rg a n iz a t io n  (P o r te r  and R o b e r ts ,  1976).

The d e c is io n  u n i t  w eigh ts  the  m e r i ts  o f  th e  in n o v a tio n  in  the  

p e rsu a s io n  s ta g e .  In doing t h i s ,  more in fo rm a tio n  on the  in n o v a tio n  

i s  sought and e v a lu a te d .  This s te p  may inc lude  f e a s i b i l i t y  s tu d ie s  

o r b e n e f i t  c o s t  a n a l y s i s .

In  th e  d e c is io n  s ta g e  th e  d e c is io n  u n i t  d e c id e s  to  adopt o r  r e j e c t  

th e  in n o v a t io n .  The p a r t i c i p a t i o n  of the  t a r g e t  group in  t h i s  d e c is io n  

i s  thought to  be im portan t in  l a t e r  accep tance  of the  in n o v a tio n .  Based 

upon ev idence  from sm all group and o r g a n iz a t io n a l  s tu d i e s ,  Rogers and 

Shoemaker (1971) propose t h a t  an o rg a n iz a t io n  member's accep tance  of 

and s a t i s f a c t i o n  w ith  an in n o v a tio n  i s  p o s i t i v e l y  r e l a t e d  to  h i s  o r  h e r  

involvement in  th e  in n o v a tio n  d e c i s io n .  An i n d i v i d u a l ' s  a t t i t u d e s  toward 

th e  in n o v a tio n  a r e  l i k e l y  to  determ ine w hether the  in n o v a tio n  i s  a c t i v e ­

ly  supported  and used or m erely ou tw ard ly  accep ted  b u t  c o v e r t ly  fo u g h t.

The su ccess  of th e  im plem entation of an o r g a n iz a t io n a l  change 

(Huse, 1975) o r in n o v a tio n  (C a r tw rig h t ,  1980) w i l l  depend upon whether 

or no t th e  t a r g e t  group sh a re s  th e  p e rc e p t io n  t h a t  th e r e  i s  a need 

fo r  change. Huse a l s o  p roposes t h a t  p e rc e p t io n s  of th e  p lan s  fo r  and
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th e  consequences o f change must a l s o  be sh a re d .  P a r t i c i p a t i o n  by the 

t a r g e t  group in  th e  e a r ly  s ta g e s  of th e  d e c is io n  p ro cess  can h e lp  c r e a te  

th e se  shared  p e rc e p t io n s  and i s ,  th u s ,  . im portan t in  the  s u c c e s s fu l  

im plem entation  o f th e  in n o v a t io n .

In fo rm ation  about the  ad o p tio n  o r r e j e c t i o n  of th e  in n o v a tio n  

i s  communicated from th e  d e c is io n  u n i t  to  th e  t a r g e t  group in  the  commun­

i c a t io n  s ta g e .  How e f f e c t i v e l y  t h i s  in fo rm a tio n  i s  communicated and 

how i t  i s  accep ted  w i l l  depend upon the  o r g a n iz a t io n .  The more homo­

p h i lo u s  th e  in d iv id u a l s  communicating a r e ,  th e  more open the  communi­

c a t io n  (Rogers w ith  Shoemaker, 1971). I t  has a l s o  been proposed th a t  

messages from s u p e r io r s  w i l l  be viewed w ith  s u sp ic io n  by s u b o rd in a te s  

in  o rg a n iz a t io n s  which o p e ra te  a u t h o r i t a t i v e l y  ( L ik e r t ,  1961). Subordin­

a t e s  in  o rg a n iz a t io n s  in  which th e r e  i s  more p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in  d e c is io n  

making a r e  more a c c e p t in g  o f messages from s u p e r io r s .

I f  th e  d e c is io n  i s  made to  adop t,  the  in n o v a tio n  i s  implemented 

in  th e  a c t io n  s ta g e .  I t  i s  in  t h i s  s ta g e  t h a t  th e  a t t i t u d e s  of the  

o r g a n i z a t i o n 's  members toward the in n o v a tio n  a r e  l i k e l y  to  become mani­

f e s t  (Rogers w ith  Shoemaker, 1971). As in  th e  in d iv id u a l  in n o v a tio n  

d e c is io n  model, i n d iv id u a l s  may ex p er ien ce  in n o v a tio n  d issonance  i f  

th e  a c t io n s  they a re  r e q u ire d  to  tak e  d i f f e r  from t h e i r  a t t i t u d e s  toward 

i t .  The in d iv id u a l  may change h i s  o r  h e r  a t t i t u d e  so th a t  i t  matches 

h i s  o r h e r  b e h a v io r .  Given an a u t h o r i t y  d e c i s io n ,  however, th e  i n d i v i ­

dua l may not have th e  o p t io n  of changing b eh av io r  i f  th e  change would 

mean no t complying w ith  th e  d e c i s io n .  In t h i s  case  th e  in d iv id u a l  

com plies w ith  the  d e c is io n  o v e r t ly  bu t r e j e c t s  th e  in n o v a tio n  a t t i t u d -  

i n a l l y  and c o n t in u in g  s u p e rv is io n  w i l l  be re q u ire d  to  in su re  co n t in u in g  

compliance (Rogers w ith  Shoemaker, 1971).
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O rg a n iz a t io n a l  Environment

The environm ent in  which an o rg a n iz a t io n  o p e ra te s  w i l l  in f lu e n c e  

whether o r  not an o rg a n iz a t io n  ad o p ts  an in n o v a t io n ,  th e  r a t e  of adop­

t i o n ,  and how in n o v a tio n  d e c is io n s  a r e  made. In t h e i r  s tudy  of innova­

t io n  in  th e  p u b l ic  s e c to r  F e l l e r  and Menzel (1977) i d e n t i f y  e ig h t  f a c to r s  

in  th e  o r g a n i z a t i o n 's  environment which in f lu e n c e  th e  d i f f u s io n  of 

in n o v a t io n s .  These a r e :  (1) th e  n a tu re  o f th e  p e rc e iv e d  performance

gap, (2) th e  supply  o f  in n o v a t io n s ,  (3) th e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between the  

agency and th e  e x e c u t iv e  b ran ch ,  (4) th e  m arketing  a c t i v i t i e s  o f th e  

s u p p l i e r s  o f  In n o v a t io n s ,  (5) th e  r e so u rc e s  a v a i l a b l e  to  the  agency,

(6) th e  knowledge i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  in  th e  agency, (7) th e  in f lu e n c e s  

of o th e r  governm ental b od ies  and (8) th e  demands of c i t i z e n s .  These 

f a c to r s  a r e  no t m u tua lly  e x c lu s iv e .  R a th e r ,  t h e i r  i n t e r a c t i o n  i s  an 

a d d i t i o n a l  f a c t o r  in  th e  o r g a n i z a t i o n 's  environm ent.

N ature  of th e  p e rce iv ed  perform ance g a p . There i s  l i t t l e  inform a­

t io n  about how perform ance gaps a r e  i d e n t i f i e d  in  p u b l ic  a g en c ie s  (Roes- 

s n e r ,  1974; F e l l e r  and Menzel, 1977). Indeed th e  n a tu re  o f  p u b l ic  

ag en c ies  may p re c lu d e  th e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of many perform ance gaps.

The la c k  o f knowledge about agency programs and t h e i r  perform ance and 

a la c k  o f program c o n t r o l s ,  r e p o r t in g  and e v a lu a t io n  i s  a  problem in  

many ag e n c ie s  (Hayes, 1972). Without in fo rm a tio n  to  develop measures 

of program perform ance, managers cannot i d e n t i f y  d i f f e r e n c e s  between 

how a program i s  perform ing  and how i t  should  be perfo rm ing . This 

s i t u a t i o n  r e s u l t s  in  l e s s  p r e s s u re  to  become and remain e f f i c i e n t  than 

would be a p p l ie d  to  p r iv a t e  o r g a n iz a t io n s .  Lack of in fo rm a tio n  about 

agency perform ance among th e  p u b l ic  i t  s e rv e s  d e c re a se s  p o t e n t i a l
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p re s s u re  from o u ts id e  th e  agency as w e ll  ( F e l l e r  and Menzel, 1977).

S ev era l  methods of i d e n t i f y in g  perform ance gaps a r e  a v a i l a b le  

to  p u b l ic  ag en c ies  ( F e l l e r  and Menzel, 1977). The agency might compile 

s t a t i s t i c s  on th e  magnitude o f  an u n d e s i r a b le  s i t u a t i o n  o r  th e  frequency 

o f an u n d e s i r a b le  even t a s  a measure o f a problem. For example, f i r e  

management ag en c ie s  would count number o f a c r e s  on which f i r e  o c c u r re d .  

Some measure of agency a c t i v i t y  cou ld  be compiled and compared to  some 

benchmark. These benchmarks could  be e s t a b l i s h e d  by hav ing  managers, 

members of th e  p u b l ic  or some o th e r  r e le v a n t  group e x p l i c i t l y  s e t t i n g  

a d e s ir e d  perform ance l e v e l ,  o r  by u s in g  th e  performance l e v e l  of an 

agency w ith  s im i l a r  program s. F u tu re  perform ance could  a l s o  be judged 

by s e t t i n g  th e  l e v e l  p r e s e n t  perform ance measures a s  a benchmark.

Supply of in n o v a t io n s . New tech n iq u es  a re  o f te n  adopted  because 

they  a re  c l e a r l y  an improvement over p rev io u s  tech n iq u es  ( F e l l e r  and 

Menzel, 1977). Not only  must new te c h n iq u e s  o r p ro d u c ts  be developed 

\rtiich so lv e  a problem or improve p ro d u c t io n  bu t o r g a n iz a t io n s  must 

be look ing  fo r  th e se  s o lu t io n s  and Improvements.

R e la t io n s h ip  between th e  agency and th e  e x e c u t iv e  b ra n c h . One 

f a c t o r  t h a t  may le a d  th e  o r g a n iz a t io n  to  sea rc h  fo r  in n o v a tio n s  i s  

p re s s u re  from the  e x e c u t iv e  branch which i t  i s  u n d e r .  These p r e s s u re s  

o f te n  a r i s e  a s  a  r e s u l t  of in c re a se d  demands upon th e  agency fo r  s e r ­

v ic e s  o r from In c re a s e s  in  th e  c o s ts  of p ro v id in g  s e r v ic e s  when i t s  

budget i s  c o n s t r a in e d .  P re s s u re s  may be pu t on th e  agency to  In c rease  

p r o d u c t iv i t y .  P re s s u re  to  In c re a se  p r o d u c t iv i ty  may a l s o  be th e  r e s u l t  

o f  rew ards the  o r g a n iz a t io n  g ives  e x e c u t iv e s  who show p r o d u c t iv i ty
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improvements in  th e  programs they o v e rse e .  F e l l e r  and Menzel (1977) 

a l s o  found a tendency in  m un ic ipa l governments fo r  e x e c u t iv e s  to  p r e s ­

su re  a g en c ie s  to  adopt a s p e c i f i c  in n o v a t io n .  The a u th o r s  propose 

t h a t  e x e c u t iv e s  view t h i s  a s  n e c e ssa ry  in overcoming the  t r a d i t i o n a l  

co n se rv a t ism  of th e  a g e n c ie s .

A c t i v i t i e s  of s u p p l i e r s .  Although i t  h as  r e c e iv e d  l i t t l e  s tu d y ,  

i t  i s  thought t h a t  th e  a c t i v i t i e s  of s u p p l i e r s  in f lu e n c e s  th e  d i f f u s io n  

o f  s p e c i f i c  in n o v a tio n s  and which o rg a n iz a t io n s  adopt an in n o v a tio n  

( F e l l e r  and Menzel, 1977). How in t e n s iv e ly  and e x te n s iv e ly  a s u p p l ie r  

m arkets  an in n o v a tio n  in f lu e n c e s  how many and which p o t e n t i a l  u s e rs  

le a r n  of an in n o v a tio n  and co n s id e r  adop ting  i t .  How many s u p p l i e r s  

o f  in n o v a tio n s  th e r e  a re  i s  a l s o  a f a c t o r .  The e x is te n c e  of many sup­

p l i e r s  in c r e a s e s  th e  changes t h a t  an o r g a n iz a t io n  w i l l  l e a r n  of innova­

t i o n s .  Where th e r e  a re  too  many s u p p l i e r s ,  however, th e  agency may 

no t be a b le  to  become knowledgeable about a l l  the  in n o v a t io n s  a v a i l a b le  

to  i t .

Resource a v a i l a b i l i t y . The a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f s la c k  re so u rc e s  w ith in  

an agency i s  c i t e d  a s  a p o s i t i v e  in f lu e n c e  on agency in n o v a t iv e n e ss  

(Hayes, 1972). The f re q u e n t  la c k  o f th e se  r e so u rc e s  i s  thought to  

be a p a r t i c u l a r  b a r r i e r  to  in n o v a tio n  in  b u re a u c ra c ie s  (Hoffman and 

A rc h ib a ld ,  1968). The in n o v a t iv e n e ss  o f an o r g a n iz a t io n  has been shown 

to  be p o s i t i v e l y  c o r r e l a t e d  w ith  s i z e ,  w ealth  or a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  r e ­

so u rces  (Mohr, 1969) and w ith  a s s e t  s i z e  (Becker and S ta f f o r d ,  1967). 

New id e a s  a re  thought to  move s low ly through  an o rg a n iz a t io n  when s t a f f ,  

in fo rm a tio n  and o th e r  r e so u rc e s  a re  u n a v a i la b le  excep t to  m a in ta in
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c u r r e n t  o p e r a t io n s .

The r e l a t i v e  a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f r e so u rc e s  in  one s t a t e  v e rsu s  a n o th e r  

has been found to  c o r r e l a t e  w ith  in n o v a t iv e n e ss  (Gray, 1973). S ta te s  

t h a t  ranked h igh  in  a  measure o f  in n o v a t iv e n e ss  in  th e  ad o p tio n  of 

e d u c a t io n ,  c i v i l  r i g h t s ,  and w e lfa re  laws a l s o  ranked h ig h e s t  in  r e l a ­

t i v e  w e a l th .

Knowledge i n f r a s t r u c t u r e .  The d i f f u s io n  o f  an in n o v a tio n  w ith in  

an agency r e q u i r e s  t h a t  a s u f f i c i e n t  knowledge base  e x i s t s  w i th in  the  

agency and th a t  a communication network e x i s t s  to  sp read  in fo rm atio n  

and in s u re  i t s  e f f e c t i v e  use  ( F e l l e r  and Menzel, 1977). In  f i e l d s  

where many p r iv a t e  and p u b l ic  a s s o c i a t i o n s  a r e  a c t i v e ,  in n o v a tio n  d i f ­

fu s io n  i s  a id ed  ( F e l l e r  and Menzel, 1977; Rowe and B o ise ,  1974). F e l l e r  

and Menzel (1977) propose t h a t  th e se  a s s o c i a t i o n s  se rv e  as  means fo r  

agency members to  g a in  in fo rm a tio n  needed to  e v a lu a te  in n o v a t io n s .  

C o r r e la t io n s  have been found between th e  p e rcen tag e  of p r o f e s s io n a l s  

in  an o rg a n iz a t io n  and i t s  in n o v a t iv e n e ss  (W ilson, 1966) and th e  o u t ­

s id e  p r o f e s s io n a l  a c t i v i t i e s  o f  s c i e n t i s t s  and t h e i r  r e s e a rc h  and d e v e l­

opment perform ance (P e lz  and Andrews, 1976).

F ie ld s  in  which th e r e  i s  a h ig h ly  developed  knowledge i n f r a s t r u c ­

tu r e  w i l l  a l s o  tend  to  have perform ance s ta n d a rd s  e s t a b l i s h e d  a t  th e  

n a t i o n a l  l e v e l .  The e x i s te n c e  of th e se  n a t i o n a l l y  s e t  s ta n d a rd s  d e ­

c r e a s e s  th e  e f f o r t s  s u p p l i e r s  must make in  c o n ta c t in g  in d iv id u a l  p o te n ­

t i a l  u s e r s  and d e c re a se s  th e  Im portance o f th e  r o le  o f o p in io n  le a d e r s  

and o f i n t e r a c t i o n  among a d o p te r s  and p o t e n t i a l  a d o p te rs  ( F e l l e r  and 

Menzel, 1977).

L a te r a l  t i e s  to  o th e r  d iv i s io n s  w i th in  an o rg a n iz a t io n  a re  a lso



53

proposed a s  im portan t  in  s u c c e s s fu l  development and im plem entation 

of in n o v a t io n s  (S a y le s ,  1974). This a l lo w s  fo r  d iv e rg e n t  views and 

so u rces  of in fo rm a tio n  on o r g a n iz a t io n a l  problems to  be s h a re d .  Know­

ledge  must a l s o  be shared  between the  p o t e n t i a l  u s e r s  o f  th e  In nova tion  

and th e  d e v e lo p e rs  o f th e  in n o v a tio n  th roughou t th e  p ro c e s s .

In f lu e n c e  of o th e r  governm ental b o d ie s . The a c t io n s  of o th e r  

governm ental b o d ie s  may in f lu e n c e  th e  ad o p tio n  of an in n o v a tio n  by 

an agency d i r e c t l y  o r  i n d i r e c t l y .  S ta t e  o r  n a t io n a l  l e g i s l a t i o n  may 

s e t  new re q u irem en ts  th e  agency must meet or may a l l o c a t e  new funds 

in  a s p e c i f i c  program a r e a .  F e l l e r  and Menzel (1977) found t h a t  f e d e r ­

a l  p r e s s u re s  on s t a t e  ag e n c ie s  accompanied by f e d e r a l  funds i s  a major 

in f lu e n c e  on agency in n o v a t io n .  These f e d e r a l  funds can c r e a t e  the  

s la c k  re so u rc e s  c i t e d  e a r l i e r  a s  an im portan t f a c t o r  in  in n o v a tio n  

d i f f u s io n  in  an agency. In a s tudy  o f  s t a t e  a d m in i s t r a to r s ,  L igh t 

(1978) found a s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e l a t i o n  between th e  s t a t e  a g e n c y 's  depen­

dence on f e d e r a l  funds and a h igh  ran k in g  o f f e d e r a l  government as  

an im portan t so u rce  o f  in n o v a t io n s  to  th e  agency. In  n a tu r a l  re so u rc e  

ag e n c ie s  o th e r  s t a t e s  were ranked h ig h e s t  a s  a sou rce  o f in n o v a t io n s .

Whether c e r t a i n  s t a t e s  o r  re g io n s  a r e  in n o v a t iv e  a c ro s s  a v a r i e t y  

of p o l ic y  a r e a s  has been argued e x te n s iv e ly  in  th e  l i t e r a t u r e  (Walker, 

1969; Rose, 1973; Gray, 1973; Menzel and F e l l e r ,  1977; Savage, 1978; 

F o s t e r ,  1978; L ig h t ,  1978). T h is  d i s c u s s io n  a l s o  d is a g re e s  on th e  

r e l a t i v e  in f lu e n c e  o f  th e  s t a t e  i t s e l f  v e rsu s  the  m u l t i - s t a t e  reg io n  

on s t a t e  in n o v a t iv e n e s s .

Weimer (1980) has  s tu d ie d  th e  d i s f u n c t io n a l  a s p e c ts  o f  f e d e r a l  

i n t e r v e n t io n  in  in n o v a t io n  in  p u b l ic  a g e n c ie s .  F ed era l  supp ly  o f
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knowledge, t e c h n ic a l  a s s i s t a n c e  and funds may r e s t r u c t u r e  th e  a g e n c ie s '  

in c e n t iv e s .  F ed e ra l  so u rces  o f knowledge may be b ia se d  toward the 

b e n e f i t s  of a p a r t i c u l a r  in n o v a t io n ,  w hile  n e g le c t in g  c o s t  in fo rm a tio n .  

T echn ica l  a s s i s t a n t s  to  p u b l ic  ag e n c ie s  may tend  to  be o v e r ly  o p t im is ­

t i c  about an in n o v a tio n  w ith o u t f u l l y  c o n s id e r in g  i t s  a p p ro p r ia te n e s s  

fo r  th e  p a r t i c u l a r  agency. F ed era l  fund ing  o f in n o v a tio n s  may skew 

a b e n e f i t / c o s t  a n a ly s i s  of th e  in n o v a t io n ,  s in c e  i t s  t o t a l  s o c i a l  c o s ts  

a re  not borne by th e  p u b l ic  agency and may not be accounted  fo r  in  

th e  a n a ly s i s .  F ed era l  a s s i s t a n c e  in  p u b l ic  agency in n o v a tio n  may, 

t h u s ,  lead  to  i n e f f i c i e n t  agency b e h a v io r .

Demands o f  c i t i z e n s .  The demands of c i t i z e n s  have l i t t l e  in f lu e n c e  

on in n o v a tio n  in  s t a t e  a g en c ie s  ( F e l l e r  and Menzel, 1977). This  has 

been a t t r i b u t e d  to  th e  d i f f i c u l t y  of a s s e s s in g  agency perform ance by 

c i t i z e n s .  A l t e r n a t iv e ly ,  c i t i z e n s  may judge t h a t  th e  c o s ts  o f  a c q u ir in g  

th e  n ecessa ry  in fo rm a tio n  and u s in g  t h e i r  v o ice  may ou tw eigh t any bene­

f i t s  they  would r e c e iv e  from t h e i r  e f f o r t s  (McKean, 1972). C i t i z e n  

involvement d o es ,  however, ap pear  to  a c t  to  impede change i f  th e  agency 

a n t i c i p a t e s  a n e g a t iv e  r e a t i o n .  The e x c lu s iv e  a l l i a n c e  o f a p u b l ic  

agency w ith  a p a r t i c u l a r  c l i e n t e l e  or p u b l ic  i n t e r e s t  group may l im i t  

in n o v a tio n  w i th in  bounds d i c t a t e d  by th e  c l i e n t e l e  (Diamant, 1967).

The in f lu e n c e  o f c i t i z e n s  on budget a l l o c a t i o n s  may i n d i r e c t l y  

in f lu e n c e  in n o v a tio n  ( F e l l e r  and Menzel, 1977). As seen above, ag en c ies  

which a r e  r e l a t i v e l y  more a f f l u e n t  w i l l  a l s o  be r e l a t i v e l y  more inno­

v a t iv e  .
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C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  th e  Innova tion

How an in n o v a tio n  i s  p e rce iv ed  by p o t e n t i a l  ad o p te rs  has been 

found to  be a p r e d ic to r  of th e  r a t e  o f  a d o p tio n  of the  in n o v a tio n  (Evan 

and B lack , 1967; Rogers w ith  Shoemaker, 1971; Zaltman and L in ,  1971; 

Wasson, 1960; O s tlund , 1974). S ev era l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  of th e  c h a ra c ­

t e r i s t i c s  of in n o v a tio n s  have been suggested  in  th e  l i t e r a t u r e  ( Z a l t ­

man, Duncan, and Holbeck, 1973; Zaltman and L in , 1966; Zaltman and 

Duncan, 1977; Rogers w ith  Shoemaker, 1971). The c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  sug­

ges ted  by Rogers and Shoemaker i s  supported  by t h e i r  survey of em p ir i­

c a l  in n o v a tio n  r e s e a r c h ,  a s  w e ll  as b e in g  the  most s u c c in c t  c l a s s i f i c a ­

t i o n .  T h e ir  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  o f th e  r e le v a n t  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of innova­

t i o n s  c o n s i s t s  o f :  (1) r e l a t i v e  ad v an tag e , (2) c o m p a ta b i l i ty , (3)

com plex ity ,  (4) t r i a l a b i l i t y , (5) o b s e r v a b i l i t y .  These f iv e  c h a r a c t e r ­

i s t i c s  have been determ ined  to  e x p la in  from 49 to  87 p e rc e n t  of the  

v a r ia n c e  in  th e  r a t e  o f ad o p tio n  o f th e  in n o v a t io n s  re se a rc h e d  and 

surveyed (Rogers w ith  Shoemaker, 1971).

R e la t iv e  a d v a n ta g e . The p e rc e iv e d  r e l a t i v e  advantage o f an inno­

v a t io n  i s  th e  deg ree  to  which a p o t e n t i a l  a d o p te r  th in k s  th e  in n o v a tio n  

w i l l  be an Improvement over th e  c u r r e n t  s i t u a t i o n  o r  p r a c t i c e .  The 

p o t e n t i a l  a d o p te r  may judge t h i s  improvement a s  an In c re a s e  in  monetary 

b e n e f i t s ,  a r e d u c t io n  in  c o s t s ,  a re d u c t io n  in  th e  d i f f i c u l t y  o f  p e r ­

form ing a jo b ,  o r  a s  an in c r e a s e  in  some o th e r  measure of th e  q u a l i t y  

o f h i s  o r  h e r  l i f e .  Zaltman and Lin (1966) suggest t h a t  i n i t i a l  and 

co n t in u in g  c o s t ,  r e t u r n  on Investm ent and r i s k  and u n c e r t a in ty  a re  

r e le v a n t  m easures . They found th a t  h igh  i n i t i a l  c o s t  was h ig h ly  p o s­

i t i v e l y  c o r r e l a t e d  w ith  th e  ad o p tio n  of an in n o v a t io n .  High i n i t i a l
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c o s t  may be a s s o c ia te d  w ith  h igh  q u a l i t y  in  th e  p e rc e p t io n  of th e  po ten­

t i a l  a d o p te r .  As might be e x p e c te d ,  Rogers and Shoemaker's (1971) 

survey  shows t h a t  a p e rc e p t io n  o f  th e  r e l a t i v e  advantage o f  an in nova tion  

i s  p o s i t i v e l y  r e l a t e d  to  i t s  r a t e  o f  a d o p t io n .

Compatib11i t y . The degree to  which an in n o v a tio n  i s  pe rce iv ed  

to  be c o n s i s t e n t  w ith  c e r t a i n  a s p e c t s  o f th e  p o t e n t i a l  a d o p te r s '  s o c i a l  

system  i s  la b e le d  c o m p a t ib i l i ty .  How w ell  an in n o v a tio n  i s  p e rce iv ed  

to  f i t  w ith  th e  norms and v a lu e s  o f  th e  s o c ia l  system , w ith  the  needs 

o f p o t e n t i a l  a d o p te rs  and w ith  t h e i r  p a s t  e x p e r ie n c e s  c o n t r ib u te  to  

c o m p a t ib i l i ty .  The p e rc e iv e d  c o m p a t ib i l i ty  of an in n o v a tio n  i s  p o s i ­

t i v e l y  r e l a t e d  to  i t s  r a t e  o f  ad o p tio n  (Thio, 1971; Id e ,  1969; S c h i f f ,  

1966). I t ,  however, i s  l e s s  im portan t a p r e d i c t o r  than  o th e r  c h a r a c t e r ­

i s t i c s  (Rogers w ith  Shoemaker, 1971).

Com plexity . The c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of com plexity  i s  used to  d e s c r ib e  

the  p e rc e p t io n  of how d i f f i c u l t  an in n o v a tio n  i s  to  u n d e rs tan d  and 

to  u s e .  In n o v a tio n s  whose meanings a r e  d i f f i c u l t  to  convey o r which 

r e q u i r e  many o r d i f f i c u l t  i n s t r u c t i o n s  to  l e a r n  how to  use a r e  l i k e l y  

to  be p e rce iv ed  as  complex. P e rce iv ed  com plexity  i s  n e g a t iv e ly  r e l a t e d  

to  th e  ad o p tio n  of an in n o v a tio n  (Rogers w ith  Shoemaker, 1971).

T r i a l a b i l i t y . The degree to  which an in n o v a tio n  can be t r i e d  

on a l im i te d  or ex p e r im en ta l  b a s i s  i s  la b e le d  t r i a l a b i l i t y .  In n o v a tio n s  

which a r e  h ig h e r  in  t r i a l a b i l i t y  a r e  th o se  which th e  p o t e n t i a l  a d o p te r  

can m e n ta l ly  t r y ,  can use a sample of o r  can use fo r  a s h o r t  time and 

d is c o n t in u e  use w ith  l i t t l e  c o s t .  Although th e  im portance of
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t r i a l a b i l i t y  i s  l e s s  supported  than  th a t  o f  o th e r  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  

th e re  i s  ev idence  th a t  p e rce iv ed  t r i a l a b i l i t y  i s  p o s i t i v e l y  r e l a t e d  

to  the  r a t e  o f  ad o p tio n  o f an in n o v a tio n  (Rothman e t .  a l . ,  1973). The 

i n a b i l i t y  to  t e s t  a d m in i s t r a t iv e  in n o v a t io n s  on a t r i a l  b a s i s  may h in d e r  

t h e i r  ad o p tio n  (Teece, 1980).

O b s e r v a b i l i t y . O b s e rv a b i l i ty  i s  used to  d e s c r ib e  how v i s i b l e  

th e  r e s u l t s  o f an in n o v a tio n  a r e  to  p o t e n t i a l  a d o p te r s .  In nova tions  

th a t  can be r e a d i ly  dem onstra ted  o r  f o r  which p i l o t  o p e ra t io n s  a re  

e s t a b l i s h e d  a re  g e n e ra l ly  more o b s e rv a b le .  I t  h as  been suggested  th a t  

id eas  t h a t  a r e  e a s i e r  to  communicate w i l l  be adopted  more r e a d i ly  (Men­

z e l ,  1960) and t h a t  m a te r ia l  in n o v a tio n s  a re  more o b s e rv a b le ,  and th u s  

more r e a d i ly  ad op ted , than  a re  n o n m ate r ia l  in n o v a tio n s  (Roger w ith  

Shoemaker, 1971). E m p ir ica l  in n o v a tio n  re se a rc h  in d ic a t e s  t h a t  p e r ­

ceived  o b s e r v a b i l i t y  i s  p o s i t i v e l y  r e l a t e d  to  th e  r a t e  of ad o p tio n  

o f  an in n o v a tio n  (Rogers w ith  Shoemaker, 1971; Rosner, 1968; Menzel, 

1960).

S t r a t e g i e s  f o r  Implementing an In n o v a tio n  
in  an O rg a n iz a t io n

The above d is c u s s io n  d e s c r ib e d  the  th e o ry  o f  th e  d i f f u s io n  of 

in n o v a tio n s  and th e  v a r io u s  f a c t o r s  which in f lu e n c e  th e  d i f f u s io n  of 

an in n o v a tio n  in  a s o c i a l  system  or o r g a n iz a t io n .  This  s e c t io n  w i l l  

d e s c r ib e  th e  b a s ic  s t r a t e g i e s  used to  d i f f u s e  in n o v a t io n s  and d is c u s s  

how th e se  s t r a t e g i e s  should  be used and adap ted  to  a p a r t i c u l a r  inno­

v a t io n  d i f f u s io n  problem.

In n o v a tio n  d i f f u s io n  s t r a t e g i e s  should  depend upon th e  type o f 

Innova tion  d e c i s io n  b e ing  made, th e  o r g a n iz a t io n a l  env ironm ent, th e
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s ta g e  in  the  in n o v a tio n  d e c i s io n  p ro c e ss  and the  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of 

th e  in n o v a t io n .  S t r a t e g i e s  should  vary  as  to  ty p e ,  th e  r o le s  o f  key 

p a r t i c i p a n t s  and th e  ty p es  and l e v e l s  o f  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  acco rd in g  to  

th e se  f a c t o r s .  I t  i s  l i k e l y  t h a t  no s in g le  s t r a t e g y  w i l l  be s u f f i c i e n t  

f o r  th e  e n t i r e  in n o v a tio n  p ro c e s s .  S t r a t e g i e s ,  r a t h e r ,  should  be f l e x ­

ib l e  and change as  th e  in n o v a tio n  s i t u a t i o n  changes .

Types o f S t r a t e g i e s

S evera l  ty p o lo g ie s  o f change s t r a t e g i e s  o r  programs have been 

su ggested  in  th e  l i t e r a t u r e  (B ennis , 1966; Zaltman and Duncan, 1977). 

Zaltman and Duncan 's c a t e g o r i z a t io n  i s  much more s u c c in c t  than  i s  Ben­

n i s .  While Bennis i d e n t i f i e s  types  o f change program s, he does l i t t l e  

to  develop a sy s te m a t ic  d i s c u s s io n  of th e  a p p ro p r ia te n e s s  o r e f f e c t i v e ­

n ess  of v a r io u s  s t r a t e g i e s  in  d i f f e r e n t  s i t u a t i o n s .  Zaltman and Dun­

c a n 's  fo u r  b a s ic  ty p es  of s t r a t e g i e s  f o r  change a r e :  (1) f a c i l i t a t i v e ,

(2) r e e d u c a t iv e ,  (3) p e r s u a s iv e ,  (4) power. Since In n o v a tio n  d i f f u s io n  

i s  a s p e c ia l  k ind  of change th e se  s t r a t e g i e s  a l s o  app ly  to  in n o v a tio n  

d i f f u s io n  c a s e s .  T he ir  approach assumes t h a t  change w i l l  be r e s i s t e d  

due to  c u l t u r a l ,  s o c i a l ,  o r g a n iz a t io n a l  o r  p sy c h o lo g ic a l  b a r r i e r s .  

Indeed , i f  change o r  in n o v a tio n  was no t r e s i s t e d  th e r e  would be no 

r a t i o n a l e  f o r  s t r a t e g i e s  s in c e  in n o v a tio n s  would be accep ted  as  soon 

a s  they  were known a b o u t .

F a c i l i t a t i v e  s t r a t e g i e s . F a c i l i t a t i v e  s t r a t e g i e s  a r e  th o se  which 

a r e  used to  make i t  e a s i e r  fo r  th e  t a r g e t  group to  adopt an in n o v a t io n .  

The supply  o f  s p e c i a l  s k i l l s  and s t a f f ,  l e g a l  o r  t e c h n ic a l  a i d ,  admin­

i s t r a t i v e  a s s i s t a n c e ,  and funding  a r e  examples o f  t h i s  type o f  s t r a t e g y .
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For f a c i l i t a t i v e  s t r a t e g i e s  to  be e f f e c t i v e  the  t a r g e t  group must 

a l r e a d y  have recogn ized  a problem, decided th a t  i t  should  be so lved  

and be open to  o u ts id e  h e lp .  The more agreement th e r e  i s  among th e  

t a r g e t  group as  to  th e  problem, i t s  s o lu t io n  and th e  means toward p ro b ­

lem s o lu t i o n ;  th e  more e f f e c t i v e  w i l l  be f a c i l i t a t i v e  s t r a t e g i e s .

F a c i l i t a t i v e  s t r a t e g i e s  a r e  e f f e c t i v e  i f  the  t a r g e t  group does 

n o t have s u f f i c i e n t  r e so u rc e s  to  implement an in n o v a tio n  bu t they  a re  

a v a i l a b l e  th rough  th e  change a g e n t .  These r e so u rc e s  must be a v a i l a b l e  

fo r  a long enough p e r io d  t h a t  the  t a r g e t  group can develop i t s  own 

re so u rc e s  to  s u s t a i n  the  in n o v a t io n .  Change a g e n ts  should  encourage 

th e  development o f  t h i s  c a p a c i ty  fo r  the  t a r g e t  group to  s u s t a in  the  

In n o v a t io n .  This  type of s t r a t e g y  i s  n o t a p p r o p r ia te  u n le s s  the  system 

i s  very  open to  change o r  time i s  n o t  c r u c i a l .

When th e  in n o v a tio n  would cause  la rg e  changes in  the  o rg a n iz a t io n  

o r  s o c ia l  system , f a c i l i t a t i v e  s t r a t e g i e s  a r e  e s p e c i a l l y  im p o rtan t .  

F a c i l i t a t i v e  s t r a t e g i e s ,  f o r  example, would make an in n o v a tio n  e a s i e r  

to  t r y  or d e c re a se  th e  r i s k  to  the  in d iv id u a l  in  u s in g  i t .  S im p lify in g  

a complex in n o v a tio n  i s  a l s o  an example of a f a c i l i t a t i v e  s t r a t e g y .

I f  th e r e  i s  s t ro n g  r e s i s t a n c e  o r  low m o tiv a t io n  to  change, however, 

f a c i l i t a t i v e  s t r a t e g i e s  a lo n e  w i l l  be I n e f f e c t i v e .

R eeducative  s t r a t e g i e s . R eeducative  s t r a t e g i e s  a r e  des igned  to  

b r in g  about change th rough  th e  p r e s e n ta t io n  o f  in fo rm a tio n  to  th e  t a r ­

ge t  group. The in fo rm a tio n  i s  in ten d ed  to  be o b je c t iv e  and u n b ia se d .

I t  i s  assumed th a t  in d iv id u a l s ,  be ing  r a t i o n a l ,  w i l l  a c t  a p p r o p r ia t e ly  

based upon th e  p ro v is io n  of t h i s  in fo rm a tio n .  Examples o f r e e d u c a t iv e  

s t r a t e g i e s  in c lu d e  p u b l ic  forums on p a r t i c u l a r  problem s, in fo rm a tio n a l
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m ailings*  and mass media p r e s e n ta t io n s .  These s t r a t e g i e s  a re  n o t meant 

to  persuade th e  t a r g e t  group to  adopt a p a r t i c u l a r  s o lu t io n  to  a p rob ­

lem. R ather  they  a r e  in ten d ed  to  educa te  th e  t a r g e t  group about a 

problem and open communication about i t  so t h a t  th e  group can a r r i v e  

a t  i t s  own s o lu t i o n .

R eeducative  s t r a t e g i e s  a r e  e f f e c t i v e  when l i t t l e  commitment i s  

r e q u i re d  of th e  t a r g e t  group to  Implement a change or in n o v a tio n  and 

t h e r e  i s  a low p e rce iv ed  need fo r  change. These s t r a t e g i e s  can c r e a te  

an aw areness of a problem and may h e lp  e s t a b l i s h  a lo n g -te rm  commitment 

to  th e  change.

When th e  In n o v a tio n  or change r e q u i r e s  s p e c ia l  knowledge o r  s k i l l s  

to  adopt re e d u c a t iv e  s t r a t e g i e s  a r e  r e q u i r e d .  These s t r a t e g i e s ,  how­

e v e r ,  work s low ly  and o f te n  r e q u i r e  th e  change a g e n ts  to  commit t h e i r  

r e so u rc e s  fo r  long p e r io d s .  R eeducative  s t r a t e g i e s  a r e  a l s o  e s p e c i a l l y  

e f f e c t i v e  when the  in n o v a t io n  i s  b e ing  r e s i s t e d  because  th e  in d iv id u ­

a l s  a re  misinform ed about i t s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  when th e  In nova tion  

would be a r a d i c a l  change from p re se n t  p r a c t i c e s  or from th e  p r e s e n t  

s i t u a t i o n ,  o r where th e r e  i s  a g r e a t  d ea l  of u n c e r t a in ty  about the  

com plex ity  o r  r e l a t i v e  advantage o f  th e  in n o v a t io n .

P e rsu a s iv e  s t r a t e g i e s . P e rsu a s iv e  s t r a t e g i e s  use b ia se d  means 

to  b r in g  about change o r  in n o v a t io n .  The c o n te n t  o f  what i s  p re se n te d  

to  the  t a r g e t  group and th e  manner in  which i t  i s  p re se n te d  a r e  designed  

to  e l i c i t  a s p e c i f i c  response  from th e  group. These s t r a t e g i e s  may 

Inc lude  a p p e a ls  in  which a h ig h ly  c r e d ib l e  source  ad v o ca tes  th e  change, 

t h r e a t s  o f  lo s s  o f  something o f v a lu e  to  th e  t a r g e t  group i f  i t  does 

n o t  change, o r  p r e s e n ta t i o n s  o f th e  p ro s  and cons o f th e  change w ith
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an appeal to  " r a t i o n a l i t y " ,  th e  " r a t i o n a l  c h o ice"  be ing  th e  change 

a d v o c a te d .

P e rsu a s iv e  s t r a t e g i e s  have th e  p o t e n t i a l  to  c r e a t e  c o n f l i c t  i f  

th e  t a r g e t  group i s  aware of th e  s t r a t e g y .  I f  a p p l ie d  in  a manner 

th a t  i s  no t o b v ious ,  however, th e se  s t r a t e g i e s  can c r e a t e  an openness 

to  change .

When th e r e  i s  l i t t l e  commitment to  o r  p e rc e iv e d  need f o r  change, 

p e rsu a s iv e  s t r a t e g i e s  a re  e f f e c t i v e .  By s t r e s s i n g  the  b e n e f i t s  of 

an in n o v a tio n  o r  th e  c o s ts  of th e  c u r r e n t  s i t u a t i o n ,  p e rsu a s iv e  s t r a t e ­

g ie s  can c r e a te  r e c o g n i t io n  o f a problem and commitment to  change among 

th e  t a r g e t  group.

The use of p e r su a s iv e  s t r a t e g i e s  i s  no t e f f e c t i v e  i f  th e  t a r g e t  

group does no t have th e  re s o u rc e s  a v a i l a b l e  to  adopt th e  in n o v a t io n .

The t a r g e t  group may, however, be persuaded  to  r e a l l o c a t e  re so u rc e s  

to  adopt th e  in n o v a tio n  i f  they  a re  persuaded th a t  th e  need i s  g r e a t  

enough. P e rsu a s iv e  s t r a t e g i e s  a r e  a l s o  e f f e c t i v e  in  conv inc ing  the  

t a r g e t  group to  a l l o c a t e  re so u rc e s  to  c o n tin u e  th e  use o f  th e  innova­

t i o n .

When th e  change agen t has r e l a t i v e l y  few re so u rc e s  and the  time 

allowed fo r  ad o p tio n  i s  r e l a t i v e l y  s h o r t ,  p e r su a s iv e  s t r a t e g i e s  a re  

a p p r o p r ia t e .  P e rsu a s iv e  s t r a t e g i e s  produce r e s u l t s  in  r e l a t i v e l y  l e s s  

time than  do f a c i l i t a t i v e  o r  r e e d u c a t iv e  s t r a t e g i e s .

The l a r g e r  th e  change, th e  more complex and Incom patib le  th e  inno­

v a t io n ,  th e  l e s s  r e l a t i v e  advan tage  i t  o f f e r s ,  th e  l e s s  t r l a l a b l e  the  

in n o v a t io n ,  th e  more p e rsu a s iv e  s t r a t e g i e s  may be needed. P e rsu a s iv e  

s t r a t e g i e s  can be used to  s t r e s s  the  b e n e f i t s  o f  th e  in n o v a t io n  or 

to  o f f e r  in c e n t iv e s  f o r  i t s  ad o p tio n  d e s p i t e  th e  r i s k s  involved  to
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th e  u s e r .  M is re p re s e n ta t io n  of the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of th e  in n o v a tio n  

can , however, lead  to  l a t e r  d isc o n t in u a n c e  when the  a d o p te r  d isc o v e rs  

t h a t  h i s  or her  e a r ly  p e rc e p t io n s  of th e  in n o v a tio n  were f a u l ty .

Power s t r a t e g i e s .  Power s t r a t e g i e s  use c o e rc io n  to  fo rc e  the  

t a r g e t  group to  change o r adopt the  in n o v a t io n .  The change agent has 

power over the  t a r g e t  group in  a s  much as th e  t a r g e t  group i s  dependent 

upon the  change agent fo r  some r e le v a n t  reward o r th e  avoidance of 

punishm ent. The change agent w i l l  in c u r  c o s ts  in  u s in g  h i s  or h e r  

power through d isp e n s in g  the  reward o r a d m in is te r in g  th e  punishment.

I f  th e  change agent i s  a l s o  dependent upon th e  t a r g e t  group, e . g . ,  

fo r  rew ards to  be g o t te n  i f  th e  group adop ts  th e  in n o v a t io n ,  th e  t a r g e t  

group has some amount o f power which may be used a g a in s t  the  change 

a g e n t .  This  power may be used to  cou n te r  th e  change a g e n t ' s  use of 

power, making the  agen t in cu r  f u r t h e r  c o s t s .

Power s t r a t e g i e s  a r e  t y p i c a l l y  used where th e  t a r g e t  group i s  

n o t  very  committed to  th e  change, and the  p e rce iv ed  need fo r  i t  i s  

low. I f  power s t r a t e g i e s  a lone  a re  used th e  t a r g e t  group may comply 

b u t  th e  change w i l l  no t be s e l f - s u s t a i n i n g .

S u f f i c i e n t  r e so u rc e s  to  implement the  in n o v a tio n  must be a v a i l a b le  

w i th in  th e  t a r g e t  group or from the  change agen t fo r  power s t r a t e g i e s  

to  be e f f e c t i v e .  These s t r a t e g i e s  may be used to  fo rc e  th e  t a r g e t  

group to  a l l o c a t e  r e so u rc e s  to  th e  change. In a d d i t i o n ,  change a g e n ts  

must have s u f f i c i e n t  r e so u rc e s  to  a l lo w  them to  reward or punish  the  

t a r g e t  group.

The l a r g e r  th e  change re q u ire d  of th e  t a r g e t  group th e  g r e a te r  

the  degree  of power th e  change agen t must have i f  t h i s  type of s t r a t e g y
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i s  u sed . In  th e  long run  i t  i s  l i k e l y  t h a t  i f  m ajor change i s  r e q u i re d  

r e e d u c a t iv e  and p e r s u a s iv e  s t r a t e g i e s  w i l l  be more s u c c e s s f u l .  The 

l a r g e r  th e  change, th e  g r e a t e r  th e  r e s i s t a n c e  to  i t  t h a t  can be e x p e c te d .  

Power s t r a t e g i e s  can be used to  q u ic k ly  su p p re ss  r e s i s t a n c e  and induce 

change . The change w i l l  be in  th e  b e h a v io r  of th e  t a r g e t  g ro u p , b u t  

n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  in  t h e i r  a t t i t u d e s  toward th e  change.

Power s t r a t e g i e s  a r e  a p p r o p r ia t e  f o r  in n o v a t io n s  which a r e  t r i a l -  

a b le  and fo r  which th e  r e s u l t s  o f  th e  t r i a l  would be r e a d i l y  o b s e rv a b le .  

The s t r a t e g y  i s  used to  fo rc e  th e  i n i t i a l  t r i a l  o f  th e  in n o v a t io n  so 

t h a t  i t s  r e l a t i v e  advan tage  can be seen  by th e  t a r g e t  g roup .

B eh a v io ra l  change a s  a  r e s u l t  o f  power s t r a t e g i e s  happens q u ic k ly .  

Because a t t i t u d e s  a r e  n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  changed and commitment to  change 

c r e a t e d ,  p r e s s u re  on th e  t a r g e t  group to  c o n t in u e  th e  new b eh av io r  

must be a p p l ie d  as  long a s  t h e  change i s  d e s i r e d .

S t r a t e g i e s  f o r  th e  In n o v a tio n  D e c is io n  S tag es

The s t r a t e g i e s  used to  d i f f u s e  an in n o v a t io n  sh o u ld  be v a r ie d  

a c c o rd in g  to  th e  s ta g e  in  th e  in n o v a t io n  p r o c e s s .  Surveys of innova­

t i o n s  in  o r g a n iz a t io n s  and s o c i a l  system s i n d i c a t e  t h a t  v a r io u s  c h a r ­

a c t e r i s t i c s  of in n o v a t io n s  a r e  more im p o rtan t  th a n  o th e r s  in  d i f f e r e n t  

s ta g e s  (Rogers w ith  Shoemaker, 1971) and t h a t  some ty p e s  o f  s t r a t e g i e s  

may be more e f f e c t i v e  th an  o th e r s  in  d i f f e r e n t  s ta g e s  (Zaltm an, Duncan 

and Holbeck, 1973; Zaltman and Duncan, 1977). S tu d ie s  of in n o v a t io n  

in  o r g a n iz a t io n s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  s t r a t e g i e s  shou ld  v a ry  a s  to  how broad  

th e  involvem ent in  th e  p ro c e s s  i s ,  how f l e x i b l e  th e  approach  i s  and 

how complex th e  involvem ent i s  depending  upon th e  s ta g e  in  th e  innova­

t i o n  p ro c e s s  (Zaltm an, Duncan and Holbeck, 1973).
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Knowledge s t a g e . How easy  th e  In n o v a tio n  i s  to  communicate i s  

im portan t in  th e  knowledge s ta g e  (Zaltm an, Duncan and Holbeck, 1973). 

T his  i s  r e l a t e d  to  R ogers ' and Shoemaker's c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  com plex ity . 

The more d i f f i c u l t  an in n o v a tio n  i s  to  u n d e rs tan d  (and to  u se )  th e  

more d i f f i c u l t  i t  w i l l  be to  communicate in fo rm a tio n  about i t  and the 

l e s s  l i k e l y  a re  in d iv id u a l s  to  become aware o r  knowledgeable about 

th e  in n o v a t io n .

R eed u ca tio n a l s t r a t e g i e s  a r e  o f te n  a p p r o p r ia te  in  t h i s  s ta g e  to  

c r e a t e  aw areness of a problem and to  d i f f u s e  in fo rm a tio n  about p o s s ib le  

s o l u t i o n s .

P e rsu a s io n  s t a g e . In  th e  p e rsu a s io n  s ta g e  th e  c o m p a t ib i l i ty  and 

com plex ity  of th e  in n o v a tio n  a r e  im portan t (Zaltman, Duncan and Holbeck,

1973). I f  th e  in n o v a tio n  i s  very  in co m p atib le  w ith  th e  i n d i v i d u a l ' s  

v a lu e s ,  p a s t  e x p e r ie n c e s  and n e e d s ,  i t  i s  thought t h a t  th e  in n o v a tio n  

w i l l  be r e j e c t e d  a t  t h i s  p o in t .  The com plex ity  o f th e  in n o v a tio n  w i l l  

de te rm ine  how e a s i l y  an in d iv id u a l  can m en ta l ly  t r y  th e  in n o v a tio n  

and weigh i t s  c o s ts  and b e n e f i t s .  I t  i s  l i k e l y  to  be more d i f f i c u l t  

fo r  an in d iv id u a l  to  form a p o s i t i v e  a t t i t u d e  toward th e  in n o v a tio n  

i f  i t  i s  too  complex to  a n a ly z e .

The p e rce iv ed  r e l a t i v e  advan tage  and the  o b s e r v a b i l i t y  o f  the  

r e s u l t s  o f  th e  in n o v a tio n  a r e  most im portan t in  t h i s  s ta g e  (Rogers 

w ith  Shoemaker, 1971) as  th e  in d iv id u a l  weighs and e v a lu a te s  th e  pos­

s i b l e  r e s u l t s  o f  a d o p t io n .

P e rsu a s iv e  s t r a t e g i e s  a r e  e f f e c t i v e  in  t h i s  s ta g e  in  In f lu e n c in g  

th e  in d iv id u a l s  in  th e  t a r g e t  group to  form a fa v o ra b le  a t t i t u d e  toward 

a p a r t i c u l a r  s o lu t io n  to  a problem (Zaltman and Duncan, 1977), i . e . ,
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toward a p a r t i c u l a r  in n o v a t io n .  P e rsu a s iv e  s t r a t e g i e s  in  t h i s  s tag e  

might d e l i b e r a t e l y  s t r e s s  the  p o s i t i v e  a s p e c ts  and r e l a t i v e  advantage 

of the  in n o v a tio n .

D ecis ion  s t a g e . The t r i a l a b i l i t y  of an in n o v a tio n  i s  im portan t 

in  th e  d e c is io n  s ta g e  s in c e  a l im i te d  t r i a l  o f  an In nova tion  i s  o f te n  

p a r t  of the  d e c is io n  to  adopt th e  in n o v a tio n  (Rogers w ith  Shoemaker, 

1971).

F a c i l i t a t i v e  s t r a t e g i e s  a re  o f te n  used in  the  d e c is io n  s ta g e  to  

en ab le  th e  t a r g e t  group to  adopt the  in n o v a tio n  o r  to  perform  a t r i a l  

ru n .

C onfirm ation  s t a g e . A ll  the  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of th e  in n o v a tio n  

a re  im portan t in  the  c o n f irm a t io n  s ta g e  as  th e  in d iv id u a l s  seek  i n f o r ­

m ation to  r e in f o r c e  t h e i r  d e c i s io n s .  I f  i n d i v i d u a l s '  p e rc e p t io n s  of 

the  in n o v a tio n  a f t e r  ad o p tio n  d i f f e r  g r e a t ly  from t h e i r  p e rc e p t io n s  

in  the  p re v io u s  s ta g e s  they  may re v e rs e  t h e i r  ad o p tio n  o r  r e j e c t i o n  

d e c i s io n .  Dissonance between p e rc e p t io n s  p r i o r  to  ado p tio n  and those  

a f t e r  ad o p tio n  may a l s o  cause in d iv id u a l s  to  f i l t e r  out o r  r a t i o n a l i z e  

in fo rm a tio n  which i s  cau s in g  th e  d isso n an ce .

E i th e r  re e d u c a t iv e  o r p e r su a s iv e  s t r a t e g i e s  cou ld  be used to  r e i n ­

fo rc e  a d o p te r s '  d e c i s io n s  in  t h i s  s ta g e .  Power s t r a t e g i e s  may be used 

to  r e v e rs e  i n d i v i d u a l s '  d e c is io n s  to  r e j e c t  the  in n o v a tio n  i f  e a r l i e r  

r e e d u c a t iv e  and p e r s u a s iv e  s t r a t e g i e s  f a i l e d  (Zaltman and Duncan, 1977).
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O rg a n iz a t io n a l  S t r a t e g i e s  In th e  In nova tion  P ro cess

O rg a n iz a t io n a l  s t r u c t u r e . Management and o rg a n iz a t io n a l  s c i e n t i s t s  

have s tu d ie d  th e  op tim a l o r g a n iz a t io n a l  s t r u c t u r e  fo r  and approach 

to  in n o v a t io n .  The flow s o f  in fo rm a tio n  and peop le  a c ro ss  o r g a n iz a t io n ­

a l  bo u n d aries  a r e  thought to  in f lu e n c e  th e  in n o v a t iv e n e ss  of an o rgan­

i z a t i o n  (U tte rb a c k ,  1971; E t t l i e ,  1980). Systems which a r e  open to  

th e  e x t e r n a l  environment ( G r i f f i t h s ,  1964), which a r e  o rg an ic  (Burns 

and S t a l k e r ,  1961) and use f l e x i b l e  development p ro c e sse s  (S ay le s ,

1974) a r e  more l i k e l y  to  be in n o v a t iv e ,  e s p e c i a l l y  in  a changing en v iro n ­

ment, th an  a r e  more c lo s e d ,  m e c h an is t ic  and r i g i d  system s. The op tim al 

s t r u c t u r e ,  however, w i l l  depend upon th e  req u irem en ts  p laced  upon the 

o r g a n iz a t io n  by th e  environm ent and should  n o t  be so open a s  to  d i s r u p t  

th e  fu n c t io n s  o f th e  o r g a n iz a t io n .

The in f lu e n c e  of d i v e r s i t y ,  f o rm a l iz a t io n  and d e c e n t r a l i z a t i o n  

on o r g a n iz a t io n a l  In n o v a tiv e n e ss  has  a l s o  been s tu d ie d .  The d i v e r s i t y

of people  and s p e c i a l t y  a r e a s  invo lved  in  th e  in n o v a tio n  p ro cess  i s

proposed to  p o s i t i v e l y  In f lu e n c e  in n o v a tio n  (Katz and Kahn, 1966; Gol- 

embiewski, 1964). D e c e n tra l iz e d  s t r u c t u r e s  a re  a l s o  thought to  f o s t e r  

in n o v a tio n  by a l lo w in g  f r e e r  in fo rm a tio n  flows (P o r te r  and R o b e r ts ,

1976). The degree of s p e c i f i c a t i o n  of th e  a c t i v i t i e s  of th e  members 

o f  th e  o r g a n iz a t io n ,  o r  th e  fo rm a l iz a t io n  of p ro c e d u re s ,  h as  been found

to  n e g a t iv e ly  in f lu e n c e  in n o v a tio n  (Rosner, 1968).

O ther r e s e a rc h  a rg u es  t h a t  th e  a f f e c t  o f  d i v e r s i t y  (W ilson, 1966; 

Sapolsky , 1967) and th e  a f f e c t s  o f  d i v e r s i t y ,  c e n t r a l i z a t i o n  and fo rm al­

i z a t i o n  (Shepard, 1967; Hage and Aiken, 1967; Sapolsky , 1967; Rowe 

and B o ise ,  1974; Zaltman and Duncan, 1977) w i l l  vary  w ith  th e  s ta g e s  

In the  In n o v a tio n  p ro c e s s .
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In  th e  e a r l y  s ta g e s  o f  th e  in n o v a t io n  d e c i s io n  p ro c e ss  th e  h ig h  

degree  o f u n c e r t a in ty  and la c k  o f in fo rm a tio n  about th e  in n o v a tio n  

i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  th e  in fo rm a tio n  g a th e r in g  c a p a c i ty  o f  th e  o rg a n iz a t io n  

shou ld  be in c re a se d  (Zaltman and Duncan, 1977). The o r g a n iz a t io n  sh o u ld ,  

in  th e  i n i t i a l  s t a g e s ,  use  a r e l a t i v e l y  more complex and l e s s  fo rm al 

and c e n t r a l i z e d  p r o c e s s .

In c re a s in g  th e  d i v e r s i t y  o f th e  o r g a n iz a t io n  by in v o lv in g  a g r e a t e r  

number o f  p e o p le ,  d i f f e r e n t  f u n c t io n a l  a r e a s ,  and o c c u p a t io n s  in c r e a s e s  

th e  in fo rm a t io n  a v a i l a b l e  to  th e  o r g a n iz a t i o n .  D iv e r s i t y  h as  a l s o  

been found to  be a p o s i t i v e  in f lu e n c e  on th e  number o f in n o v a t iv e  p ro ­

p o s a ls  made by members o f  th e  o r g a n iz a t io n  (S ap o lsk y , 1967).

D ecreas in g  th e  f o r m a l i z a t io n  o f th e  o r g a n iz a t i o n  by removing con­

s t r a i n t s  on th e  p ro c e s s  and r e l a x in g  o r  d e c re a s in g  th e  number o f r u l e s  

and p ro c e d u re s  a l lo w s  th e  o r g a n iz a t io n  to  be more f l e x i b l e  and open 

to  more in fo rm a t io n  and a l t e r n a t i v e  s o l u t i o n s .

Broader p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in  th e  d e c i s io n  p ro c e ss  i s  th e  im portan t 

f a c t o r  in  d e c e n t r a l i z a t i o n  (Hage and A iken, 1967). T h is  may be r e l a t e d  

to  the  p o s i t i v e  r o l e  t h a t  th e  c r e a t i o n  o f sha red  p e r s p e c t iv e s  on th e  

need f o r ,  p la n s  f o r  and consequences o f  change p la y s  in  in n o v a t io n  

a d o p t io n .  A u t h o r i t a t i v e  o r g a n iz a t io n s  w i l l  ten d  to  have r e s t r i c t e d  

upward in fo rm a tio n  flow s (Katz and Kahn, 1966). C e n t r a l i z e d  s t r u c t u r e s  

ten d  to  cause  n e g a t iv e  in fo rm a tio n  abou t jo b s  and needs f o r  change 

to  be su p p ressed  by lower l e v e l  members ( L i k e r t ,  1961). The more cen­

t r a l i z e d  an o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  th e  more c h a n n e ls  th rough  which an idea  must 

channe l and th e  more l i k e l y  i t  i s  to  be sc reen ed  ou t (Zaltm an, Duncan, 

and Holbeck, 1973).

These same factors are reversed in the implementation stage. The
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l e s s  com plexity*  th e  more f o r m a l i z a t io n  and c e n t r a l i z a t i o n  th e  more 

im p lem enta tion  i s  f a c i l i t a t e d  (Hage and A iken, 1967). A l a r g e  d i v e r s i t y  

o f p eo p le  in v o lv ed  in  im plem enting an in n o v a t io n  p o t e n t i a l l y  c r e a t e s  

more c o n f l i c t s  (S ap o lsk y , 1967).

S p e c i f ic  p ro c e d u re s  a r e  a l s o  needed to  s u c c e s s f u l l y  implement 

th e  In n o v a t io n .  F o rm a l iz a t io n  i s  proposed  to  reduce  am b ig u ity  su rro u n d ­

in g  th e  in n o v a t io n  and i t s  use  and to  f a c i l i t a t e  communication o f s p e c i ­

f i c  in fo rm a tio n  needed to  u se  th e  in n o v a t io n .

There i s  l e s s  su p p o r t  f o r  th e  need f o r  c e n t r a l i z a t i o n  in  th e  im ple­

m en ta t io n  s ta g e  (Zaltman and Duncan, 1977). C e n t r a l i z a t i o n  in  im ple­

m enting  th e  in n o v a t io n  i s  l i k e l y  to  make communication abou t th e  changes 

t h a t  w i l l  occur  more c l e a r  and , a s  w ith  f o r m a l i z a t i o n ,  reduce  am bigu ity  

and u n c e r t a i n t y  a s  to  th e  r e s u l t s  o f th e  change. C e n t r a l i z a t i o n  a l s o  

i s  tho u g h t to  make i t  p o s s ib l e  f o r  th e  o r g a n iz a t io n  to  g a th e r  enough 

in f lu e n c e  over  i t s  members to  implement th e  in n o v a t io n  and to  d e c re a se  

th e  e x te n t  o f  d isag reem en t abou t im p lem en ta tion  a c t io n s  (W ilson, 1966).

O rg a n iz a t io n a l  s u p p o r t . Zaltman and D uncan 's  (1977) su rvey  of 

In n o v a t io n  r e s e a r c h  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  su p p o rt  f o r  change among th e  top  

l e v e l s  o f  an o r g a n iz a t io n  i s  a s t r o n g  p r e d i c t o r  of th e  s u c c e s s f u l  im ple­

m en ta t io n  o f change . In  a d d i t i o n  to  h a v in g  th e  form al power to  im ple­

ment change, top l e v e l  members may be a b le  to  su p p o rt  change and inno­

v a t io n  w ith o u t  b e in g  p e rc e iv e d  a s  d e v i a t i n g  from th e  norms o f th e  o r ­

g a n iz a t io n  o r  sy s tem . T h is  top l e v e l  su p p o rt  i s  l i k e l y  to  m o tiv a te  

o th e r  members to  change. While to p  l e v e l  su p p o rt  may be n e c e s sa ry  

to  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  in n o v a t io n  i t  i s  n o t  s u f f i c i e n t  (Shepard , 1967).

Top l e v e l  c o n t r o l  o f  th e  in n o v a t io n  may a l s o  be im p o rtan t and th e  la c k
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of i t  h as  been c i t e d  as  a p o s s ib le  b a r r i e r  to  in n o v a tio n s  in  b u re a u c ra ­

c i e s  (R oessner, 1977).

S ev e ra l  o th e r  types  o f  su p p o rt  have been shown to  in f lu e n c e  th e  

a d o p tio n  of in n o v a t io n s .  S trong  p o l i t i c a l  l e a d e r s h ip  fo r  th e  innova­

t i o n ,  ad v o ca te s  of th e  in n o v a tio n  w i th in  the  o r g a n iz a t io n  and o rg a n iz a ­

t i o n a l  members i n t e r e s t e d  in  th e  con tinuous  re f inem en t and implementa­

t i o n  of th e  in n o v a tio n  may be c r i t i c a l  in  i t s  s u c c e s s fu l  ad o p tio n  (Pack 

and Pack, 1977).

Use of an in n o v a tio n  team The use o f  a team (Zaltman and Duncan, 

1977; A ld e r f e r ,  1976) o r  c o o rd in a t in g  group (Hayes, 1972) has  been 

advocated  a s  an e f f e c t i v e  means to  d i f f u s e  an in n o v a tio n  in  an o rg a n i­

z a t io n .  Teams which a r e  b u i l t  w ith  a v a r i e t y  of ty p es  and l e v e l s  members 

a r e  n a t u r a l l y  d iv e r s e ,  nonform alized  and d e c e n t r a l i z e d .  The team, 

th u s ,  has an o p tim a l s t r u c t u r e  fo r  th e  e a r ly  phases  of th e  in n o v a tio n  

p r o c e s s . As th e  team works to g e th e r  i t  b eg in s  to  sh a re  common p e rsp e c ­

t i v e s  and u n d e r s ta n d in g s ,  develops  r u le s  f o r  i t s  a c t i v i t i e s ,  and a 

commitment to  team g o a ls .  This  d e c re a se  in  d i v e r s i t y  and d e c e n t r a l i z a ­

t i o n  and in c re a se  in  fo rm a l iz a t io n  i s  op tim al fo r  th e  l a t e r  s ta g e s  

o f  th e  In nova tion  p ro c e s s  (Zaltman and Dunca, 1977). In n o v a tio n s  which 

in v o lv e  more th an  one u n i t  of an o r g a n iz a t io n  may r e q u i r e  a team or 

c o o rd in a t io n  group to  ensu re  t h a t  th e  r e q u ire d  a c t i v i t i e s  of a l l  the  

u n i t s  a r e  performed (Hayes, 1972).

O uts ide  a i d . The use  o f an in n o v a tio n  team i s  a l s o  a means to  

b r in g  o u ts id e  e x p e r t i s e  to  th e  o r g a n iz a t io n .  A team which In c lu d es  

members o u t s id e  th e  o r g a n iz a t io n  a l lo w s  more e f f e c t i v e  flow s of
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in fo rm a tio n  to  and from th e  o rg a n iz a t io n  (A ld e r fe r ,  1976). O u ts id e rs  

a l s o  b r in g  needed , f r e s h  p e r s p e c t iv e s  to  b e a r  on th e  o r g a n iz a t io n a l  

s i t u a t i o n  and env ironm ent. O u ts id e rs  combined w ith  o rg a n iz a t io n a l  

members in s id e  knowledge of and empathy f o r  th e  o rg a n iz a t io n  form an 

e f f e c t i v e  means f o r  In n o v a tio n  d i f f u s i o n .  O uts ide  a id  a l s o  h e lp s  r e ­

l i e v e  o r g a n iz a t io n a l  c o n s t r a i n t s  on p rocedures  and s t a f f  which may 

h in d e r  in n o v a tio n  (Hayes, 1972).



CHAPTER IV 

THE DIFFUSION OF MICHIGAN'S STATEWIDE 

FOREST RESOURCES PLAN

In tro d u c t io n

The development and im plem entation  of M ich ig an 's  S ta tew ide  F o res t  

Resources P lan  w i l l  be d e sc r ib e d  and c r i t i q u e d  in  t h i s  c h a p te r .  The 

framework developed in  Chapter 3 i s  used to  s t r u c t u r e  t h i s  d i s c u s s io n .

Three methods were used to  develop th e  in fo rm a tio n  needed fo r  

t h i s  d i s c u s s io n .  P e rso n a l  lo g s  kept from A p ril  1978 to  March 1981 

were used to  re c o rd  p ro g re s s  on the  SFRP and s p e c i f i c  e v e n ts  and ta sk s  

r e l a t e d  to  the  p ro c e s s .  In te rv ie w s  were conducted w ith  f iv e  of the  

p r i n c i p a l s  of th e  SFRP: th e  DNR F o re s t  Management D iv i s io n 's  P ro je c t

C h ie f ,  P r o je c t  D i r e c to r ,  P r o je c t  C o o rd in a to r ,  and P lann ing  Unit Leader 

(P ro je c t  A dvisor) and th e  P r o je c t  D ir e c to r  from the  F o re s t ry  Department, 

Michigan S t a t e  U n iv e r s i ty .  These in te rv ie w s  covered the  pe rce iv ed  

needs fo r  th e  SFRP, th e  im portance o f  types  of i n s t i t u t i o n a l  support 

re c e iv e d ,  th e  in f lu e n c e  o f th e  work s t r u c t u r e s  used in  the  p ro c e ss ,  

th e  importance o f any s p e c i f i c  e v e n ts  in  development of th e  Assessment 

o r  th e  Recommended Program , and the  r o le  o f  p u b l ic  involvement in  the  

p ro c e s s .  The r e s u l t s  o f  th e  in te rv ie w s  a r e  used to  d e s c r ib e  th e  p e r ­

ce ived  perform ance gap and the  o r g a n iz a t io n a l  environm ent s e c t io n s  

of t h i s  c h a p te r .  A 100 per  cen t  survey o f Department o f N a tu ra l  Re­

so u rces  p e rso n n e l  who had been d i r e c t l y  involved  in  th e  SFRP, the
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c o n s u l t a n t s  to  th e  SFRP and th e  t h r e e  U.S. F o re s t  S e rv ic e  N a t io n a l  

F o re s t  P la n n e r s  i s  used to  o b j e c t i v e l y  d e s c r ib e  th e  p e rc e iv e d  c h a r a c t e r ­

i s t i c s  of th e  SFRP a s  an i n n o v a t i o n ^ . D e s c r ip t io n s  and r e s u l t s  of 

th e  su rv ey  and In te rv ie w s  a r e  c o n ta in e d  in  Appendices B and G, r e s p e c ­

t i v e l y .

F a c to r s  In f lu e n c in g  In n o v a t io n  in  th e  
F o re s t  Management D iv is io n

N atu re  o f th e  Problem

The perform ance g a p . The idea  of com prehensive p la n n in g  f o r  f o r e s t  

r e s o u rc e  management in  M ichigan , s p e c i f i c a l l y  a s ta te w id e  f o r e s t  r e s o u rc e s  

p l a n ,  a ro s e  a s  a  p roposed  s o lu t i o n  to  a  p e rc e iv e d  gap between d e s i r e d  

perform ance o f  th e  F o re s t  Management D iv is io n  and th e  l e v e l  o f  p e r f o r ­

mance t h a t  e x i s t e d .  The s p e c i f i c  n a tu r e  o f t h i s  gap was th e  s u b je c t  

o f  th e  f i r s t  i n te rv ie w  q u e s t io n  asked  o f th e  SFRP p r i n c i p a l s .  As might

be e x p e c te d ,  t h e r e  was some agreem ent a s  to  p e rc e iv e d  need f o r  th e

SFRP a l th o u g h  t h e r e  was a v a r i e t y  of r e sp o n s e s .

Four o f th e  p r i n c i p a l s  c i t e d  th e  need f o r  c o o r d in a t io n  o f the

o u tp u ts  o f  th e  S t a t e  F o re s t  System or th e  F o re s t  Management D iv is io n .

T h is  c o o r d in a t io n  needed to  c o n s id e r  th e  t o t a l  demands f o r  a l l  f o r e s t  

r e s o u r c e s ,  s t a t e w id e ,  and th e  r o l e s  o f  th e  v a r io u s  f o r e s t  management 

a g e n c ie s  and f o r e s t  landow ners. The need f o r  an o v e r a l l  sense  o f d i r e c ­

t i o n  f o r  th e  D iv is io n  was a l s o  c i t e d  in  two o f th e s e  in te rv ie w s .

J u s t  a s  f r e q u e n t ly  m entioned was th e  need to  develop  b u d g e ta ry

—̂ The a u th o r ,  a l th o u g h  a p r i n c i p a l  in  th e  SFRP, d id  n o t  answer 
th e  in te rv ie w s  o r  su rv e y ,  to  avo id  in t ro d u c in g  b i a s  i n t o  th e  c r i t i q u e .
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su p p o rt  fo r  f o r e s t r y  and, s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  F o re s t  Management D iv is io n  

program s. A f te r  th e  passage  o f th e  Resources P lann ing  Act of 1976 

(PL93-378) th e r e  was an in d ic a t i o n  t h a t  a l l  f e d e r a l  funding  of f o r e s t r y  

programs would be t i e d  to  the  RPA p ro cess  and p o s s ib ly  to  s t a t e  compre­

h en s iv e  f o r e s t r y  p la n s .  The need to  develop p u b l ic  support  as  a means 

to  develop budge ta ry  support  f o r  f o r e s t r y  programs was a l s o  c i t e d .

Three o f  th e  in te rv ie w s  mentioned th e  need fo r  a common or u n i f ie d  

sense  o f  d i r e c t i o n  fo r  a l l  f o r e s t r y  programs in  M ichigan. Two of th e se  

in d ic a te d  t h a t  t h i s  d i r e c t i o n  should  s p e c i f i c a l l y  r e l a t e  to  economic 

development and d i v e r s i f i c a t i o n .  I t  i s  thought t h a t  f o r e s t  r e so u rc e s  

can make a c o n t r ib u t io n  to  th e  s t r e n g th e n in g  o f  M ich ig an 's  economy.

The F o re s t  Management D iv is io n  was mentioned a s  needing  to  develop 

t h i s  s ta te w id e  d i r e c t i o n  in  i t s  r o l e  a s  the  lead  agency in  f o r e s t  manage­

ment in  th e  s t a t e .

Goals o f th e  S ta tew ide  F o re s t  Resources P la n . As evidenced by

th e  v a r i e t y  o f needs p e rc e iv e d  fo r  th e  S ta tew ide  F o re s t  Resources P la n ,

i t  would be expected  t h a t  th e  g o a ls  of th e  SFRP would vary  depending

upon whose p e r s p e c t iv e  i s  ta k e n .  The e x p l i c i t  goal of th e  SFRP, a l s o

evolved somewhat over time as  in d ic a te d  in  th e  samples below:

The "S ta tew ide  F o res t  P lan  ( w i l l ) p e r i o d i c a l l y  a s s e s s  a l l  f a c t o r s  
which in f lu e n c e  the  use and c o n d i t io n  of M ich ig an 's  f o r e s t s . . .  
a n t i c i p a t e  p ro b ab le  f u tu r e  demands f o r  th e  f o r e s t  and i t s  v a r io u s  
o u t p u t s . . . (and) recommend f o r e s t  p o l ic y  f o r  Michigan and d i r e c t i o n  
f o r  p u b l ic  f o r e s t r y  program s."

F o re s t  Management D iv is io n  Program 
D e s c r ip t io n  12/77

" . . . t h e  m ajor goa l (of th e  S ta tew id e  F o re s t  Resources P lan  i s )  
to  e s t a b l i s h  a common sense o f d i r e c t io n  among c i t i z e n s  and o rgan­
i z a t i o n s  f o r  th e  p r o te c t io n ,  management, and use o f  i t s  f o r e s t  
r e s o u r c e s ,  both  p u b l ic  and p r i v a t e . "

M ich ig an 's  F o re s t  Resources P lan :  
Overview of I s s u e s  and P o l ic y  
O ptions 9/80
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The au d ien ces  to  which each o f  th e se  s ta te m e n ts  were add ressed  a re  

d i f f e r e n t .  These s ta te m e n ts  a r e ,  however, in d i c a t i v e  of the  change 

in emphasis from more narrow ly  s p e c i f i e d  g o a ls  fo r  the  assessm ent 

of M ich igan 's  f o r e s t s  and f o r e s t  p o l ic y  recommendations fo r  Michigan 

to  broad d i r e c t i o n  s e t t i n g  fo r  f o r e s t r y  in  M ichigan. Although not 

e x p l i c i t  in  the  above q u o te ,  t h i s  d i r e c t i o n  was to  be very  much in f lu e n c e d  

by s t a t e  l e v e l  i s s u e s  no t n e c e s s a r i l y  s p e c i f i c  to  f o r e s t r y .

Key P a r t i c i p a n t s

Three major groups were i d e n t i f i e d  as  t a r g e t s  fo r  ad o p tio n  of 

th e  SFRP: (1) th e  DNR F o res t  Management D iv is io n  p e rso n n e l ,  (2) o th e r

DNR and o th e r  p u b l ic  f o r e s t r y  re so u rc e  management ag e n c ie s  and (3) 

f o r e s t  r e so u rc e  u s e r s  and in t e r e s t e d  p u b l i c s .  The f i r s t  group d i r e c t l y  

p a r t i c i p a t e d  in  and he lped  p re p a re  th e  SFRP. O ther a g e n c ie s ,  th e  second 

group, p a r t i c i p a t e d  in  th e  c o o p e ra t iv e  s e t t i n g  o f  program g o a ls  and 

su p p lie d  d a ta  fo r  program developm ent. The f o r e s t  re so u rc e  u se rs  or 

p u b l ic s  p a r t i c i p a t e d  in  deve lop ing  f o r e s t  re so u rc e  is s u e s  to  be add ressed  

by the  SFRP, and in  deve lop ing  and s e l e c t in g  a program to  be recommended 

to  th e  N a tu ra l  Resources Commission.

Prim ary change a g e n ts  fo r  the  SFRP have been th e  Chief F o re s te r  

( P ro je c t  C h ie f ) ,  th e  A s s i s ta n t  Chief fo r  N a tu ra l  Resources Development 

( P ro je c t  D i r e c t o r ) ,  and th e  P lan n in g  A nalyst (P ro je c t  C oord ina to r)  

and th e  P lan n in g  Unit Leader from the  F o re s t  Management D iv is io n ;  and 

P ro fe s s o r  of F o re s t  Economics (P ro je c t  D i r e c to r )  and g rad u a te  a s s i s t a n t  

(P ro je c t  C o o rd in a to r)  from th e  Michigan S ta te  U n iv e r s i ty  of F o re s try  

Departm ent. In a d d i t i o n ,  a p r iv a t e  c o n s u l ta n t  in  p u b l ic  involvement 

a s s i s t e d  in  th e  SFRP du ring  1980 and p a r t  o f  1981.
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Type of In n o v a tio n  D ecis ion

The in n o v a tio n  d e c is io n  p ro cess  fo r  th e  SFRP i s  no t e n t i r e l y  a u th o r ­

i t a t i v e .  The Chief F o r e s te r  and , to  some e x t e n t ,  th e  DNR D ire c to r  

made a u t h o r i t a t i v e  d e c i s io n s  to  adopt the  SFRP p ro c e ss .  F u l l  a d o p t io n ,  

however, i s  c o n t in g e n t  upon in d iv id u a l  d e c i s io n s  which a r e  somewhat 

o p t io n a l .  The Chief F o re s te r  does have th e  power to  fo rc e  In d iv id u a l  

ad o p tio n  but t h i s  would in su re  only  b e h a v io ra l ,  and no t a t t i t u d i n a l ,  

a d o p tio n .  In a d d i t io n ,  f u l l  adop tion  o f  th e  SFRP i s  dependent on i n d i ­

v id u a l  ad o p tio n  to  be f u l l y  com prehensive.

The Environment of th e  F o re s t  Management D iv is io n

As d isc u sse d  in  Chapter 3, v a r io u s  a s p e c ts  of an a g e n c y 's  e n v iro n ­

ment in f lu e n c e  i t s  ad o p tio n  of an in n o v a t io n .  The environment of the  

F o res t  Management D iv is io n  i s  d isc u s se d  below in  l i g h t  of th e se  f a c t o r s .

N ature of th e  p e rc e iv e d  perform ance gap. F e l l e r  and Menzel (1977) 

n o te  t h a t  in  s t a t e  and lo c a l  a g en c ie s  the  so u rc e s  of th e  performance 

gaps a re  r a r e l y  d e s c r ib e d .  P u b lic  a g en c ie s  may be i n s u la te d  from demands

fo r  e f f i c i e n c y ,  and c i t i z e n s  and agency p e rso n n e l  them selves may no t

have th e  in fo rm a tio n  to  judge e f f i c i e n c y .  I t  i s  th e  e x is te n c e  o f t h i s  

s i t u a t i o n  th a t  has been i d e n t i f i e d  by the  Michigan DNR, F o re s t  Manage­

ment D iv is io n  as  one need fo r  a s ta te w id e  f o r e s t  r e so u rc e s  p la n .  N e ith e r

th e  agency nor th e  p u b l ic  had a mechanism to  measure agency perform ance,

b u t  th e  agency p e rc e iv e d  a need fo r  one.

Responses to  th e  in te rv ie w s  in d ic a te  t h a t  th e  prim ary  performance

measure was th a t  r e l e v a n t  to  m anager ia l  o b j e c t i v e s .  The p o t e n t i a l  

performance gaps w ith  r e s p e c t  to s e c u r in g  funding  o f  D iv is io n  programs
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and se rv in g  as l e a d e r s  of f o r e s t r y  p o l ic y  in  the  s t a t e  would be narrowed 

w ith  a s ta te w id e  f o r e s t  r e so u rc e s  p la n .

Supply of in n o v a t io n s .  The supply  o f a l t e r n a t i v e s  to  e x i s t i n g  

agency p r a c t i c e s  was f a i r l y  l a r g e .  In th e  p a s t  decade system s such 

as  Program P lann ing  and Budgeting (PPB) and Zero Based Budgeting (ZBB) 

had been developed and adopted  in  many f e d e r a l  and some s t a t e  a g e n c ie s .  

These served  as  e a r ly  models of comprehensive program e v a lu a t io n .  Most 

n o ta b ly ,  th e  f e d e r a l  r e so u rc e s  P lan n in g  Act p ro c e ss  was i n i t i a t e d  in  

the  U.S. F o re s t  S e rv ic e  in  1974. The RPA as  a p lan n in g  model had been 

a v a i l a b l e  to  f o r e s t  r e so u rc e  managers s in c e  th a t  t im e. I t s  b a s ic  com­

ponents  of an assessm ent of a l l  f o r e s t  r e so u rc e s  and a program which 

s e t  g o a ls  fo r  th e  p ro v is io n  of th e se  r e so u rc e s  formed a b a s i s  fo r  the  

SFRP. Michigan a l s o  follow ed th e  RPA p ro cess  in  in c o rp o ra t in g  e x te n s iv e  

p u b l ic  involvement in  d e te rm in in g  d e s i r a b l e  packages of agency programs 

and th e  i s s u e s  t h a t  should  be co n s id e red  by the  p ro c e s s .  Two of the  

resp o n ses  to  th e  in te rv ie w s  of SFRP p r i n c i p a l s  in d ic a te d  t h a t  th e  p as ­

sage o f  th e  Resources P lan n in g  Act was an im portan t e x t e r n a l  in f lu e n c e  

on th e  development of th e  SFRP.

A gency-executive  r e l a t i o n s h i p s . P re s s u re  from th e  e x e c u t iv e  branch 

o f th e  agency to  reduce  c o s ts  and Improve p r o d u c t iv i t y  may p rov ide  

an in c e n t iv e  fo r  th e  agency to  sea rch  fo r  in n o v a t io n s .  P re s s u re  from 

th e  Department o f  N a tu ra l  Resources D i r e c t o r ' s  O f f ic e  was not mentioned 

in  th e  in te rv ie w s  as  p r e s e n t in g  a need f o r  a s ta te w id e  f o r e s t  r e so u rc e s  

p la n .  DNR D ire c to r  T a n n e r 's  l e t t e r ^  in t ro d u c in g  th e  SFRP to  DNR Bureau

—̂ March 8, 1978 Memo from Howard A. Tanner to  A ll  DNR Bureau and 
D iv is io n  C h ie fs .
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and D iv is io n  C h ie fs  d id ,  however, c i t e  th e  need fo r  n a t u r a l  re so u rc e  

programs to  dem onstra te  c o s t  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  f o r  f e d e r a l - s t a t e  c o s t  s h a r ­

ing fu n d in g . While p r e s s u re  from th e  D i r e c t o r ' s  o f f i c e  may h o t  have 

been an in f lu e n c e  on th e  in c e p t io n  o f th e  S ta tew ide  F o re s t  Resources 

P la n ,  D i r e c to r  T a n n e r 's  support  o f  th e  p la n  was mentioned in  one i n t e r ­

view a s  b e ing  very  im p o r ta n t .

A c t i v i t i e s  o f  s u p p l i e r s . One o f  th e  m iss io n s  o f th e  S ta te  and 

P r iv a t e  F o re s t ry  Branch of th e  U.S. F o res t  S e rv ic e  i s  to  supp ly  s t a t e  

f o r e s t  management ag en c ie s  w ith  t e c h n ic a l  and f in a n c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e .

As p a r t  o f  t h i s  m iss ion  S ta te  and P r iv a t e  F o re s t ry  has  been a c t iv e  

in  prom oting s ta te w id e  p la n n in g .  As w e ll  a s  su p p ly in g  in fo rm atio n  

on t h i s  in n o v a tio n  th rough  r e g io n a l  workshops, such as  th e  one h e ld  

a t  Michigan S ta te  U n iv e r s i ty  in  A p r i l ,  1978, S ta te  and P r iv a t e  F o re s t ry  

has  been p ro v id in g  g ra n ts  and p e rso n a l  t e c h n ic a l  a s s i s t a n c e  to  s t a t e s  

engaged in  s ta te w id e  p la n n in g .  In t h i s  r o le  th ey  have been in te n s iv e  

m ark e te rs  o f  th e  in n o v a t io n ,  which has l i k e l y  had an in f lu e n c e  on the  

s p e c i f i c  te c h n iq u e s  of s ta te w id e  p lan n in g  ad op ted , as w e ll  a s  the  e x te n t  

o f a d o p t io n .  The sup p o rt  o f  th e  U.S. F o re s t  S e rv ic e s  N o r th e a s te rn  

S ta te  and P r iv a t e  F o re s t ry  Branch was c i t e d  a s  b e in g  im portan t in  fo u r  

o f  th e  in te rv ie w s .

The amount and type  o f  a s s i s t a n c e  th e  U.S. F o re s t  S e rv ic e  s u p p lie d  

was no t th e  same th roughou t th e  SFRP p ro c e s s .  S ta te  and P r iv a t e  F o re s t ry  

su p p lie d  more t e c h n ic a l  a s s i s t a n c e  and d i r e c t i o n  in  th e  Assessment 

phase than  in  th e  Program phase due to  t h e i r  hav ing  r e l a t i v e l y  more 

ex p e r ien ce  w ith  assessm ent development than  program developm ent. The 

In f lu e n c e  of th e  S ta te  and P r iv a t e  F o re s t ry  Branch on th e  Program phase
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was a ls o  reduced by th e  a c q u i s i t i o n  of a d d i t i o n a l  SFRP funding  from 

th e  Washington O ff ic e  of th e  U.S. F o re s t  S e rv ic e .  I t  became apparen t 

to  th e  SFRP P r o je c t  Chief and D ir e c to r s  t h a t  th e  a s s i s t a n c e  a v a i l a b l e  

from S ta te  and P r iv a t e  F o re s t ry  would no t be s u f f i c i e n t  to  support 

th e  l e v e l  and type of a n a ly s i s  t h a t  Michigan r e q u ire d  in  i t s  program 

p hase .  The SFRP P r o je c t  C hief and D i r e c to r s ,  th u s ,  s e n t  a p ro p o sa l  

to  th e  Washington O ff ic e  U.S. F o re s t  S e rv ice  Area P lann ing  s t a f f  fo r  

a d d i t i o n a l  fu nd ing . The p ro p o sa l  was a c c e p te d .  This  a d d i t i o n a l  fund­

ing allow ed the  SFRP team to  use  more a n a l y t i c a l  e x p e r t i s e  in  develop­

ment of th e  Recommended Program and i t  reduced p re s s u re  from th e  S ta te  

and P r iv a te  F o re s t ry  Branch which had been recommending a l e s s  r ig o ro u s  

a n a ly s i s .

Resources a v a i l a b l e . As mentioned above th e  U.S. F o re s t  S e r v i c e 's ,  

S ta t e  and P r iv a t e  F o re s t ry  Branch and th e  Washington O ff ic e  gave f in a n ­

c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  to  th e  DNR's F o re s t  Management D iv is io n  f o r  s ta te w id e  

f o r e s t  r e s o u rc e s  p la n n in g .  This  a s s i s t a n c e  p rov ided  f o r  some o f the  

a c t i v i t i e s  of th e  D i v i s i o n 's  p lan n in g  s t a f f  as  w e ll  as a l lo w in g  the  

D iv is io n  to  c o n t r a c t  fo r  th e  s t a f f  o f  o u ts id e  a n a ly s t s  and c o n s u l t a n t s .  

The number of c o n t r a c te d  s t a f f  ranged from one to  f i v e  p e o p le ,  depending 

upon th e  needs d u r in g  v a r io u s  s ta g e s  o f  th e  p ro c e s s .  A ll  f iv e  i n t e r ­

views in d ic a te d  t h a t  t h i s  o u ts id e  s t a f f  was c r i t i c a l  in  develop ing  

th e  P la n .  The D iv is io n  s t a f f  would not have been ad eq u a te  due to  con­

s t r a i n t s  on t h e i r  tim e and t h e i r  commitments to  o th e r  D iv is io n  f u n c t io n s .  

In as much a s  U.S. F o re s t  S e rv ic e  funding  made p o s s ib le  the  c o n t r a c t in g  

f o r  o u t s id e  s t a f f ,  then  t h e i r  r e so u rc e s  were a l s o  c r i t i c a l  in  th e  p ro ­

ces s  .
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There has a l s o  been a c o r r e l a t i o n  noted  between the r e l a t i v e  a f f l u ­

ence of th e  agency ( F e l le r  and Menzel, 1977) o r of th e  s t a t e  (Gray,

1973) and in n o v a tio n  a d o p tio n .  Gray n o te s  t h a t  Michigan ranked n in th  

among a l l  s t a t e s  on a s c a le  of " in n o v a t iv e n e ss "  w ith  r e s p e c t  to  the  

a d o p tio n  o f  ed u c a t io n ,  c i v i l  r i g h t s ,  and w e lfa re  law s. She in d ic a te s  

t h a t  t h i s  c o r r e l a t e s  w ith  M ich igan 's  r e l a t i v e  w e a lth .  As d isc u sse d  

in  Chapter 3 th e re  i s  d isag reem en t over the  im portance of r e g io n a l ,  

s t a t e  o r  p o l ic y  a re a  in f lu e n c e  on th e  in n o v a t iv e n e ss  o f a s t a t e  agency. 

The Upper Midwest, however, has been found to  be p a r t i c u l a r l y  in n o v a tiv e  

(F o s te r ,  1978) and M ichigan, in  p a r t i c u l a r ,  has  been found to  be con­

s i s t e n t l y  in n o v a tiv e  over time (Savage, 1978). In a s tudy  of s t a t e  

a d m in is t r a t io n s  by p o l ic y  a r e a ,  Michigan was ranked second of a l l  s t a t e s  

in  o u ts ta n d in g  programs in  the  a re a  of land  r e s o u r c e s .  There , t h e r e ­

f o re ,  seems to  be some evidence t h a t  th e  f a c t  t h a t  the  p ro cess  was 

ta k in g  p la c e  in  Michigan was i n f l u e n t i a l  in  deve lop ing  and implementing 

t h i s  n a t u r a l  r e so u rc e s  in n o v a tio n .

Knowledge i n f r a s t r u c t u r e . The elem ent of knowledge i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  

In c lu d es  bo th  th e  knowledge base  and th e  network fo r  in fo rm atio n  d i s ­

sem in a tio n . The e x is te n c e  of many p r iv a te  and p u b l ic  a s s o c i a t i o n s  

i s  conductive  to  ra p id  d i f f u s io n  o f in n o v a t io n s .

I t  i s  l i k e l y  t h a t  F o res t  Management D iv is io n  p e r s o n n e l 's  a c t iv e  

t i e s  w ith  th e  S o c ie ty  o f American F o r e s te r s ,  th e  A s so c ia t io n  of S ta te  

F o r e s te r s ,  and w ith  th e  Michigan S ta te  U n iv e r s i ty ,  U n iv e r s i ty  of M ichi­

gan and Michigan T ech n o lo g ica l  U n iv e r s i ty  communities were and a re  

conducive to  th e  d i f f u s io n  of SFRP in  Michigan. The im portance of 

th e  D iv i s io n 's  t i e s  to  the  academic community was mentioned in  four of
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th e  in te rv ie w s  w ith  th e  p r i n c i p a l s  invo lved  in  th e  P la n .

The knowledge i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  e x i s t i n g  in  th e  p u b l i c  environm ent 

i s  l e s s  d ev e lo p ed .  S e v e ra l  p u b l ic  i n t e r e s t  g ro u p s ,  most p a r t i c u l a r l y  

th e  M ichigan U nited  C o n se rv a tio n  C lubs , do se rv e  as  so u rc e s  o f  in form a­

t i o n  to  i n d i v i d u a l s  I n t e r e s t e d  in  n a t u r a l  r e s o u rc e  management in  M ichi­

gan. E a r ly  in  th e  SFRP p ro c e ss  th e  West M ichigan E nvironm enta l A ction  

C o a l i t io n  was a c t i v e  in  d i s s e m in a t in g  in fo rm a t io n  on th e  S ta tew id e  

F o re s t  R esources  P la n .  Due to  c o n d i t io n s  i n t e r n a l  to  th e  C o a l i t i o n ,  

however, t h e i r  a c t i v i t y  in  t h i s  a r e a  ended l a t e  in  1978. Where th e  

knowledge i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  i s  l e s s  dev e lo p ed , th e  r o l e  o f  o p in io n  l e a d e r s  

i s  t h a t  much more im p o rta n t  ( F e l l e r  and Menzel, 1977).

What h as  been la b e le d  " l o c a l  m ed ia ,"  i . e . ,  s p e a k e rs  a t  l o c a l  p o l i ­

t i c a l  and s p e c i a l  i n t e r e s t  group m eetings  a r e  a l s o  a pow erfu l so u rce  

o f in fo rm a t io n  on in n o v a t io n s  f o r  members o f th e  p u b l i c  (Lin and B u r t ,  

1975).

In te rg o v e rn m e n ta l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s . O ther governm ental a g e n c ie s  

may in f lu e n c e  a d o p t io n  th ro u g h  p a s s in g  l e g i s l a t i o n  r e q u i r i n g  perform ance 

s ta n d a rd s  o r  th rough  a l l o c a t i n g  funds to  a g e n c ie s  f o r  s p e c i f i c  program s. 

As m entioned e a r l i e r ,  th e  a d o p t io n  o f th e  RPA p ro c e s s  by th e  f e d e r a l  

government d id  le a d  to  fun d in g  f o r  s t a t e  agency p la n n in g .  I n fo rm a l ly ,  

th e  U.S. F o re s t  S e rv ic e  a l s o  p ro v id e s  l e a d e r s h ip  f o r  o th e r  f o r e s t  r e ­

so u rce  management a g e n c ie s .

The need to  c o o rd in a te  in te rg o v e rn m e n ta l  f o r e s t  r e so u rc e  a c t i v i ­

t i e s  was c i t e d  a s  a  p e rc e iv e d  need f o r  th e  SFRP in  t h r e e  o f  th e  i n t e r ­

v iew s. I t  was a l s o  m entioned t h a t  o th e r  a g e n c ie s  in  th e  S t a t e  had 

e x p re sse d  a need f o r  t h i s  c o o r d in a t io n .
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C i t i z e n  demands. F e l l e r  and M enzel's  (1977) co n c lu s io n  th a t  p u b l ic  

u s e rs  of agency goods and s e r v ic e s  a r e  seldom d i r e c t l y  i n f l u e n t i a l  

in  the  ad o p tio n  of in n o v a t io n s  by s t a t e  a g en c ie s  i s  borne ou t by th e  

in te rv ie w s  of SFRP p r i n c i p a l s .  No in te rv ie w  d i r e c t l y  mentioned p u b l ic  

p r e s s u re  fo r  comprehensive f o r e s t  r e so u rc e  p lan n in g  in  t h e i r  d is c u s s io n  

of th e  need fo r  a s ta te w id e  f o r e s t  r e so u rc e s  p la n .

C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of th e  S ta tew ide  F o re s t  Resources P lan

The c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of com plex ity ,  r e l a t i v e  advan tage , t r i a l a b i l i t y ,  

o b s e r v a b i l i t y  and conform ity  were determ ined from a survey  of a l l  mem­

b e rs  o f  th e  F o re s t  Management D iv is io n  and th e  U.S. F o re s t  S e rv ice  

N a t io n a l  F o re s ts  in  Michigan who had been involved  in  th e  SFRP to  d a te .  

For th e  purposes  o f b r e v i ty ,  t h i s  group w i l l  be r e f e r r e d  to  as  the 

"agency t a r g e t  group" in  th e  d is c u s s io n  fo llo w in g .  T h is  group was 

q u es tio n ed  as  to  t h e i r  p e rc e p t io n s  of th e  SFRP and t h e i r  o p in io n s  as  

to  the  o p in io n s  of how members of th e  p u b l ic  p e rce iv ed  th e se  same c h a ra c ­

t e r i s t i c s .  The survey methods and r e s u l t s  a re  d e t a i l e d  in  Appendix 

B.

R e la t iv e  a d v a n ta g e . The SFRP i s  c l e a r l y  p e rc e iv e d  a s  o f f e r in g  

a r e l a t i v e  advantage over c u r r e n t  a g e n c y ( ie s )  p ro ced u res  by th e  agency 

t a r g e t  group. N in e ty - f iv e  p e r  cen t  of th e  group thought t h e i r  r e so u rc e  

management job  would be b e t t e r  w ith  a SFRP. T h is  su g g e s ts  t h a t  e f f o r t s  

to  promote SFRP as  an improvement f o r  agency p e rso n n e l  a s  w e ll  a s  fo r  

th e  p u b l ic  have been s u c c e s s f u l .  F u tu re  d i f f u s io n  s t r a t e g i e s  should 

tak e  advantage of t h i s  p e r c e p t io n .

The SFRP i s  a l s o  thought to  be p e rc e iv e d  by th e  p u b l ic  as
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advantageous to  f o r e s t  management, a l th o u g h  n o t as s t ro n g ly  as i s  p e r ­

ce ived  by th e  agency group. S t r a t e g i e s  aimed a t  th e  p u b l ic  t a r g e t  

group m igh t,  t h e r e f o r e ,  be designed  to  s t r e n g th e n  and improve th e  p u b l i c ' s  

p e rc e p t io n  of r e l a t i v e  advan tage .

C onform ity . The c o m p a t ib i l i ty  of th e  SFRP w ith  th e  norms and 

v a lu e s  of f o r e s t  r e so u rc e  management was ranked very  h igh  by the  agency 

t a r g e t  group. This i s  somewhat s u r p r i s i n g  in  l i g h t  o f  r e s e a rc h  done 

on th e  in n o v a t iv e n e ss  of the  f o r e s t r y  p r o fe s s io n .  From h i s  s tudy  of 

f o r e s t r y  r e se a rc h  and a d m in i s t r a t io n  in  th e  United S ta te s  S c h if f  (1966) 

concludes  t h a t  f o r e s t e r s '  v a lu e  o r i e n t a t i o n  toward change was th a t  

i t  should  be g rad u a l and n o t u p se t  th e  c o n t in u i ty  o r b a lan ce  of a system . 

I t  i s  p o s s ib le  t h a t  th e  agency p e rso n n e l  surveyed d id  no t p e rc e iv e  

th e  S ta tew ide  F o re s t  Resources P lan  as producing  major changes in  t h e i r  

o r g a n iz a t io n  or t h e i r  jo b s .  Whether o r no t t h i s  major change w i l l  

occur as a r e s u l t  of th e  SFRP cannot y e t  be d e te rm ined . I f  major change 

does r e s u l t ,  however, th e r e  i s  l i k e l y  to  be a c o n f l i c t  between p e rc e p t io n s  

b e fo re  and a f t e r  im plem entation  of th e  P lan . This  would be a s i g n i f i ­

c a n t  source o f r e s i s t a n c e  in  im plem entation  o f th e  P lan .

The responden ts  d id  th in k ,  however, t h a t  th e  p u b l ic  might p e rc e iv e  

th e  SFRP as  conforming l e s s  to  i t s  v a lu e s  of f o r e s t  management. I t  

was no ted  t h a t  t h i s  might be due to  a p e rc e p t io n  on th e  p a r t  o f  some 

of th e  p u b l ic  th a t  th e  SFRP was too  "b ig  government" o r  i n t r u s i v e  in 

p r iv a t e  i n t e r e s t s .  I t  may no t be p o s s ib le  to  re so lv e  t h i s  t r a d e - o f f  

between p e rce iv ed  improvement in  f o r e s t  management th rough  compre­

hen s iv e  p lan n in g  fo r  a l l  ag en c ies  and ownerships v e r s u s  p e rce iv ed  

in t r u s io n  in  p r iv a te  a f f a i r s .  D i f fu s io n  s t r a t e g i e s  sh o u ld ,  however,
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s t r i v e  to  c l a r i f y  th e  impact o f  th e  SFRP on p r iv a te  i n t e r e s t s  and the  

r o le  o f  p r iv a t e  ow nerships in  th e  SFRP p ro c e s s .  D is p e l l in g  some u n cer­

t a i n t y  a s  to  th e  i n t r u s iv e n e s s  of th e  SFRP might improve some p u b l i c ' s  

p e rc e p t io n  of i t s  c o m p a t ib i l i ty .

Com plexity . The SFRP i s  p e rce iv ed  as  v a ry in g  from very  easy  to  

somewhat d i f f i c u l t  to  u n d e rs tan d  and use  by th e  agency t a r g e t  group.

Many o f  th e  group p e rce iv ed  th e  SFRP as  somewhat complex, i . e . ,  d i f f i ­

c u l t  to  use and u n d e rs ta n d ,  a l th o u g h  j u s t  a s  many p e rce iv ed  i t  a s  very  

o r somewhat easy to  use and u n d e rs ta n d .  This  su g g e s ts  t h a t  no s in g le  

approach  can be used in  th e  d i f f u s io n  s t r a t e g y  aimed a t  th e  agency 

g roup .

The SFRP i s ,  however, thought to  be d i f f i c u l t  f o r  th e  p u b l ic  to  

u n d e rs tan d  and to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in .  This o p in io n  of th e  SFRP agency 

p a r t i c i p a n t s  su g g e s ts  t h a t  a d i f f u s io n  s t r a t e g y  fo r  th e  p u b l ic  t a r g e t  

group be designed  to  overcome t h i s  b a r r i e r .

T r i a l a b i l i t y . Most o f th e  agency t a r g e t  group thought i t  would 

be somewhat d i f f i c u l t  to  implement th e  SFRP on a t r i a l  b a s i s .  They 

thought t h a t  th e  p u b l ic  p e rc e iv e s  t h a t  i t  would be s l i g h t l y  e a s i e r ,  

bu t  s t i l l  d i f f i c u l t .  Because o f  th e  comprehensive n a tu re  of th e  SFRP, 

i t  i s  u n l ik e ly  t h a t  th e  SFRP could  be implemented on a t r i a l  b a s i s  

o r  a s  a p i l o t  program in  M ichigan. Comprehensive f o r e s t  r e so u rc e  p la n ­

ning  (RPA) h as  been implemented a t  th e  f e d e r a l  l e v e l  and i s  b e in g  imple­

mented in  o th e r  s t a t e s .  The SFRP concept i s  th u s  undergoing  s e v e ra l  

t r i a l s .

I t  i s  p o s s ib le  t h a t  th o se  involved  in  th ese  e f f o r t s  can le a r n  from
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each o th e r ,  th o se  f a r t h e r  in  the p ro cess  se rv in g  a s  d em o n stra t io n  p ro ­

j e c t s  fo r  o th e r s .  In t h i s  r e s p e c t  Michigan i s  a t  a d isad v an tag e  s in ce  

i t  i s  one o f th e  e a r l i e s t  s t a t e s  to  adopt s ta te w id e  f o r e s t  re so u rc e  

p la n n in g .  The RPA p ro c e ss  was a l s o  l im i te d  a s  a dem o n stra tio n  fo r  

Michigan due to  th e  manner in  which i t  was developed . The RPA's 1975 

Assessment and 1975 Program were done s im u ltan eo u s ly  and by s e p a ra te  

s t a f f s .  Michigan d e s ir e d  to  compile i t s  Assessment f i r s t  such th a t  

t h i s  in fo rm a tio n  cou ld  be used in  the  Recommended Program. Michigan 

a l s o  recogn ized  th e  b e n e f i t s  o f  u s in g  the  same core  of s t a f f  th rough­

out th e  p ro cess  to  g ive  the  SFRP c o n t in u i ty  and c o n s is te n c y  (which 

was somewhat lack in g  in  th e  1975 RPA).

O b s e r v a b i l i t y . The r e s u l t s  o f  the  SFRP a re  a n t i c i p a t e d  to  be 

somewhat d i f f i c u l t  to  see in  the  s h o r t  term  by th e  agency group and 

in  t h e i r  o p in io n  o f the  p u b l i c ' s  p e rc e p t io n .  Although th e  n a tu re  of 

th e  SFRP d i c t a t e s  t h a t  many o f  i t s  r e s u l t s  w i l l  be r a t h e r  long term 

in n a tu r e ,  th e r e  a re  s h o r t - te rm  r e s u l t s  which could  be s t r e s s e d .  A 

d i f f u s io n  s t r a t e g y  f o r  th e  SFRP could  in c lu d e  some emphasis on the  

sh o r t ru n  b e n e f i t s  o f  a lm ost immediate in c re a se d  F o res t  Management D iv i­

s io n  i n t e r a c t i o n  w ith  o th e r  ag e n c ie s  and the  p u b l ic  a s  w ell a s  e a r l y ,  

la r g e  g a in s  in  th e  in fo rm a tio n  a v a i l a b l e  to  a g e n c ie s  and th e  p u b l ic  

about M ich ig an 's  f o r e s t  r e so u rc e s  and F o re s t  Management D iv i s io n 's  

r o l e  in  p ro v id in g  them.
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C r i t iq u e  o f th e  S t r a t e g i e s  Used in  th e  D if fu s io n  of 
M ich ig an 's  S ta tew ide  F o res t  Resources Plan

Approach

D if fu s io n  s t r a t e g i e s  fo r  th e  SFRP based upon th e  s ta g e s  o f  the  

in n o v a tio n  d e c is io n  p ro c e s s ,  th e  a d o p te r  environment and c h a r a c t e r i s ­

t i c s ,  th e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of th e  in n o v a t io n ,  and the  n a tu re  of the  

d e c is io n  p ro cess  w i l l  be d isc u s se d  in  t h i s  s e c t i o n .  This d is c u s s io n  

w i l l  r e l y  on g e n e ra l  th e o r i e s  of in n o v a tio n  d i f f u s io n  and on f in d in g s  

from re s e a r c h  on in n o v a tio n s  in  p u b l ic  b u re a u c ra c ie s  d isc u sse d  in  Chapter 

3. D iscu ss io n  of s t r a t e g i e s  fo r  each s ta g e  w i l l  c r i t i q u e  work a lre a d y  

done in  the  SFRP p ro cess  and suggest s t r a t e g i e s  fo r  f u tu r e  work. Tab les  

in  Appendix D o u t l i n e  s p e c i f i c  communication s t r a t e g i e s  t h a t  would 

be e f f e c t i v e  fo r  each s ta g e  in  th e  in n o v a tio n  p ro c e s s .  Also co n ta in ed  

in  Appendix A i s  an o u t l i n e  of SFRP p u b l ic  involvem ent.

O v e ra l l  D i f fu s io n  S tra te g y

Throughout th e  p ro cess  o f  deve lop ing  the  S ta tew ide  F o re s t  Resources 

P la n ,  a f a c i l i t a t i v e  s t r a t e g y  in com bination  w ith  o th e r  s t r a t e g i e s  

was used to  d i f f u s e  the  in n o v a tio n  w i th in  the  D iv is io n .  As in d ic a te d  

by th e  in te rv ie w s ,  th e  fo u r  p r in c ip a l s  in  th e  D iv is io n  p e rc e iv e d  a 

need fo r  th e  in n o v a tio n  and had a s t ro n g  commitment to  i t s  a d o p tio n .

The D iv is io n ,  however, d id  n o t have s u f f i c i e n t  r e so u rc e s  nor  some of the  

t e c h n ic a l  s k i l l s  r e q u ire d  to  adopt th e  in n o v a t io n .  A f a c i l i t a t i v e  

s t r a t e g y  was, th u s ,  very  a p p ro p r ia te  fo r  work w i th in  th e  D iv is io n .

No power s t r a t e g i e s  had , of t h i s  w r i t i n g ,  been used in  the  d i f f u ­

s io n  of the  SFRP. Power s t r a t e g i e s  were in a p p ro p r ia te  fo r  the  p u b l ic  

change t a r g e t  group s in c e  l i t t l e  power i s  a v a i l a b l e  to  b r in g  to  b ear  

on t h i s  t a r g e t .  Power s t r a t e g i e s  were a l s o  no t l i k e l y  to  be n ecessa ry
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w ith  th e  D iv is io n  group s in c e  th e r e  was some commitment to  and p e rc e iv e d  

need fo r  th e  in n o v a t io n ,  tim e re q u ire m e n ts  a r e  n o t  s h o r t  term , and 

th e  o b j e c t i v e s  o f  th e  in n o v a t io n  were f o r  more than  s im ply  b e h a v io r

change. A lthough DNR D i r e c to r  Tanner fo rm a lly  r e q u e s te d  th e  c o o p e ra t io n

of o th e r  d i v i s i o n s ,  th e r e  was no p r e s s u re  from t h a t  o f f i c e  to  e n su re  

com pliance  w ith  h i s  r e q u e s t .  A member of h i s  o f f i c e  was g iven  r e s p o n s i ­

b i l i t y  f o r  c o o r d in a t in g  th e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  of th e  DNR d i v i s i o n s  in  th e  

SFRP. T h is  fo rm a l ,  e x e c u t iv e ,  l e v e l  s u p e rv i s io n  ended e a r l y  in  the  

SFRP p r o c e s s ,  however, upon th e  r e s i g n a t i o n  o f th e  s t a f f  member from 

th e  DNR. Because o f th e  SFRP te a m 's  need fo r  d e t a i l e d  in fo rm a tio n  

in  c o m p i la t io n  of th e  A ssessm en t, and l a t e r  th e  Recommended Program , 

power s t r a t e g i e s  used in  co n n ec tio n  w ith  o th e r  d i v i s i o n s  would n o t  

have been a p p r o p r i a t e .  Power s t r a t e g i e s  would p o t e n t i a l l y  have c r e a te d  

too  much c o n f l i c t  and h in d e re d  th e  e s ta b l i s h m e n t  o f  in fo rm a tio n  flow s 

between th e  F o re s t  Management D iv is io n  and th e  c o o p e ra t in g  d i v i s i o n s .

S t r a t e g i e s  fo r  th e  In n o v a t io n  D e c is io n  S tag es

I t  i s  im p o rtan t  to  use d i f f u s i o n  s t r a t e g i e s  which a re  s u i t e d  to

th e  s ta g e s  in  the  in n o v a t io n  d e c i s io n  p ro c e s s .  R e s is ta n c e  to  any inno­

v a t io n  by some o r a l l  o f  th e  members o f  an o r g a n iz a t io n  shou ld  be a n t i ­

c ip a te d  in  each s t a g e .  The s t r a t e g i e s  which w i l l  b e s t  overcome t h i s  

r e s i s t a n c e  in  any p a r t i c u l a r  s ta g e  a r e  th o se  which a r e  based  upon (1) 

an u n d e rs ta n d in g  o f th e  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  environm ent a t  th e  same t im e , (2) 

th e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of th e  in n o v a t io n  most im p o rta n t  to  p o t e n t i a l  u s e r s  

in  t h a t  s ta g e  and (3) th e  r e s o u rc e s  a v a i l a b l e  to  th e  in n o v a t io n  team.

The S ta te w id e  F o re s t  R esources  P lan  i s  an  in n o v a t io n  t h a t  developed 

as  i t  was b e in g  im plem ented. The s ta g e s  in  i t s  in n o v a t io n  d e c i s io n
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p ro c e ss  a r e ,  th u s ,  no t d i s c r e t e  b u t can be i d e n t i f i e d  as  covering  approx­

imate p e r io d s  o f tim e.

Knowledge Stage

The knowledge s ta g e  of th e  SFRP began when members of the  F o res t  

Management D iv is io n  and th e  MSU F o re s t ry  Department f i r s t  became aware 

o f  s ta te w id e  f o r e s t  r e so u rc e s  p la n n in g  sometime p r io r  to  l a t e  1977.

T h is  s ta g e  was c o n c e n tra te d  in  th e  p re -p la n n in g  and e a r ly  assessm ent 

phases  of th e  SFRP, approx im ate ly  from January  1978 to  mid 1978 ( r e f e r  

to  F igure  2.1 and Table 2 .2 ) .  During t h i s  p e r io d  th e  SFRP was a c t iv e ly  

inform ing o rg a n iz a t io n a l  members, o th e r  a g en c ie s  and o r g a n iz a t io n s ,  

and th e  p u b l ic  o f i t s  p la n s  to  develop M ichigan’s S ta tew ide  F o res t  

Resources P la n .

Because in  th e  knowledge s ta g e  people a re  b e in g  In troduced  to  

th e  in n o v a t io n ,  how easy  i t  i s  to  communicate about the  in n o v a tio n  

w i l l  be i n f l u e n t i a l .  Two key a s p e c ts  of t h i s  a r e  th e  com m unicability  

of th e  in n o v a tio n  and th e  communication or knowledge i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  

of th e  o rg a n iz a t io n  and i t s  e x te r n a l  environm ent. Opinion le a d e r s  

a s  a channel f o r  in fo rm a tio n  a r e  im portan t i f  th e  knowledge i n f r a s ­

t r u c t u r e  i s  p o o r ly  developed . The ta s k  o f sp read in g  knowledge o f  an 

in n o v a t io n ,  th u s ,  should  beg in  w ith  id e n t i f y in g  th e  communication in ­

f r a s t r u c t u r e  and , where n e c e s sa ry ,  th e  op in io n  le a d e r s  in  a system.

Agency t a r g e t  g ro u p . Members of th e  Department of N a tu ra l  Resources 

were n o t i f i e d  of th e  b eg inn ing  of th e  SFRP p ro c e ss  through form al chan­

n e l s .  D i r e c to r  Tanner n o t i f i e d  DNR Bureau and D iv is io n  C h ie fs  v ia  a 

memo which a ls o  asked fo r  t h e i r  c o o p e ra t io n  in  th e  SFRP. A m eeting
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of a l l  DNR D iv is io n  C h iefs  was then  h e ld  in  A p r i l  of 1978 to  d is c u s s  

p la n s  fo r  th e  SFRP.

In  a d d i t io n  to  th e se  form al communications, members o f the  SFRP 

team met w ith  members o f each D iv is io n  which had been i d e n t i f i e d  as 

be ing  n e c e ssa ry  so u rc e s  o f  in fo rm a tio n  f o r  c o m p ila t io n  o f th e  A ssess­

ment . In a d d i t io n  to  d ev e lop ing  c o n ta c t s  fo r  in fo rm a tio n  to  th e  SFRP 

team, th e se  in fo rm al m eetings a l s o  served  to  d is se m in a te  knowledge 

about th e  SFRP in  o th e r  d i v i s i o n s .  This s e t  of c o n ta c ts  was used th rough­

ou t th e  Assessment phase of th e  SFRP and became known as  the  "Techni­

c a l  Advisory Group" (Group 4, Table 2 .1 ) .

In most c a s e s ,  th e  d iv i s io n s  s e le c t e d  who in  t h e i r  s t a f f  would 

be c o n ta c t s  fo r  th e  SFRP. These c o n ta c t s  served  a s  o p in io n  le a d e r s  

fo r  th e  SFRP in  t h e i r  r e s p e c t iv e  d i v i s i o n s .  The s e l f - a p p o in t in g  of 

th e se  c o n ta c t s  was p robab ly  a b e t t e r  s t r a t e g y  th an  i f  the  SFRP team 

had s e le c te d  c o n ta c t s  based s o le ly  on t h e i r  judgm ent. Opinion le a d e r s  

a re  no t always those  who hold  p o s i t i o n s  of a u t h o r i t y  or who c o n t r o l  

th e  form al communications o f a system .

The SFRP team used a com bination  of f a c i l i t a t i v e  and r e e d u c a t iv e  

s t r a t e g i e s  in  t h i s  p hase .  The former was a p p r o p r ia te  fo r  work w ith in  

th e  D iv is io n  g iven  th a t  th e re  was some p e rc e iv e d  need fo r  and commit­

ment to  th e  in n o v a tio n  w ith in  th e  D iv is io n  e s p e c i a l l y  s in c e  the  D iv is io n  

C hief was very  s t ro n g ly  and v i s i b l y  s u p p o r t in g  the  SFRP. There was, 

however, a low p e rc e iv e d  need f o r  and commitment to  th e  in n o v a tio n  

w i th in  th e  o th e r  D iv i s io n s .  In a d d i t i o n ,  th e  r e l a t i v e l y  long tim e 

p e r io d ,  two y e a r s ,  allow ed fo r  com pletion  of th e  p lan  in d ic a te s  th a t  

p e r su a s iv e  s t r a t e g i e s  were no t i n i t i a l l y  needed.



P u b lic  t a r g e t  g ro u p . In d i f f u s in g  knowledge about the  SFRP to 

th e  p u b l i c ,  th e  team d id  i d e n t i f y  op in io n  le a d e r s  a s  t a r g e t s  of the  

e a r l i e s t  in fo rm a tio n  d is s e m in a t io n  p h ases .  Although not la b e le d  "o p in ­

ion l e a d e r s , "  key people  w i th in  o th e r  p u b l ic  ag e n c ie s  and in  p u b l ic  

i n t e r e s t  and u se r  groups were i d e n t i f i e d .  Members of t h i s  "P ub lic  

Advisory Group" (Group 6, Table 2 .1 )  were s e n t  in fo rm atio n  on the  SFRP 

and were asked fo r  t h e i r  c o n t in u in g  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in  the  p ro c e s s .  The 

group was a l s o  p e r i o d ic a l l y  g iven  feedback and p ro g re s s  r e p o r t s .

This s t r a t e g y  was sound bu t was la c k in g  in  one r e s p e c t .  I t  i s  

p o s s ib le  t h a t  v a lu a b le  o p in io n  le a d e r s  in  th e  p u b l ic  t a r g e t  group were 

missed s in c e  th e  SFRP team i d e n t i f i e d  th e  o p in io n  le a d e r s  based on 

t h e i r  c o l l e c t i v e  p e r c e p t io n .  C re a t in g  th e  o p p o r tu n i ty  fo r  o th e r  op in io n  

le a d e r s  to  i d e n t i f y  them selves would a l s o  have been u s e f u l .  An a d d i­

t i o n a l  s t r a t e g y  which used mass media might have reached  th e se  a d d i t i o n ­

a l  o p in io n  l e a d e r s .  Use of th e  In fo rm atio n  and Education  D iv is io n  

of th e  DNR to  d is se m in a te  announcements to  the  g e n e ra l  and s p e c ia l iz e d  

n a t u r a l  r e so u rc e s  p r e s s  would have been e f f e c t i v e .  The source of th ese  

messages could  have been th e  same as t h a t  fo r  the  p e rso n a l  communications 

i . e . ,  th e  Chief F o re s te r  and the  DNR D ir e c to r .

R e s u l ts  o f  th e  in te rv ie w s  in d ic a te d  t h a t  none o f th e  p r in c ip a l s  

thought t h a t  th e  p u b l ic  involvement done e a r l y  in  the  p ro c e s s ,  du ring  

th e  assessm en t p h ase ,  was c r u c i a l  in  i t s  developm ent. One p r in c ip a l  

d id  th in k  th e  p u b l ic  involvement was h e lp f u l  in  t h i s  s ta g e .  The d e v e l­

opment of an assessm ent of M ich igan 's  f o r e s t  r e so u rc e s  was, however, 

used to  c r e a te  an aw areness among some of th e  p u b l ic s  of the  S ta tew ide  

F o re s t  Resources P la n .  Because th e  Assessment was l i k e l y  to  be of 

i n t e r e s t  to  many p u b l ic  groups and in d iv id u a l s  th e  p u b l i c i t y  g en e ra ted
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by th e  team concern ing  the  development and p u b l i c a t io n  of th e  A ssess ­

ment was an e f f e c t i v e  s t r a t e g y  to  c r e a te  awareness and knowledge o f 

th e  SFRP.

P e rsu a s io n  Stage

The p e rsu a s io n  s ta g e  in  the  SFRP began toward th e  e a r ly  p a r t  of 

th e  assessm ent p h a se , m id -1978, and con tinued  through the  p r e s e n ta t io n  

o f  "D ra ft  A l t e r n a t iv e  P rogram s,"  e a r ly  1980 ( r e f e r  to  F igure  2,1 and 

Table 2 ,2 ) .  Those who were asked to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in  the  SFRP were forming 

t h e i r  a t t i t u d e s  toward the  SFRP as  they  reviewed e a r ly  p ro d u c ts  of

th e  A ssessm ent, such as  th e  "D ra ft  O u t l in e ,"  and in  the  case  of the

T ech n ica l  A d v iso rs ,  a s  they  worked w ith  team members in  com piling  d a ta  

fo r  th e  A ssessm ent. Because th e  Assessment was a r e l a t i v e l y  in c o n t ro ­

v e r t i b l e  p a r t  o f  th e  SFRP, p a r t i c i p a n t s  were s t i l l  l i k e l y  to  be forming

o p in io n s  of th e  SFRP w e ll  in to  the  c o n t r o v e r s i a l  program phase .
»

I n te rp e r s o n a l  communication i s  thought to  be most im portan t in  

th e  fo rm ation  of o p in io n s  toward an in n o v a t io n .  The use o f mass media 

i s ,  th u s ,  r e l a t i v e l y  i n e f f e c t i v e  as  a s t r a t e g y  in  the  p e rsu a s io n  s ta g e .  

Opinion l e a d e r s ,  on th e  o th e r  hand, can be very  i n f l u e n t i a l  and u s e fu l  

in  d i f f u s io n  s t r a t e g i e s  in  t h i s  s ta g e .  The p e rce iv ed  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

o f  the  in n o v a tio n  a re  a l s o  very  im portan t in  th e  p e rsu a s io n  s ta g e .

As a p o t e n t i a l  a d o p te r  forms an o p in io n  of th e  in n o v a tio n  he o r  she 

" t r i e s  on fo r  s i z e "  th e  in n o v a t io n .  How fa v o ra b ly  th e  in n o v a t io n 's  

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  a r e  p e rc e iv e d  d u r in g  t h i s  t r i a l  w i l l  in f lu e n c e  th e  

p o t e n t i a l  a d o p t e r 's  o p in io n .
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Agency t a r g e t  g roup . Survey r e s u l t s  in d ic a te d  t h a t  agency members 

had g e n e ra l ly  fa v o ra b le  p e rc e p t io n s  of th e  a t t r i b u t e s  o f  c o m p a t ib i l i ty  

and r e l a t i v e  advan tage . T he ir  somewhat u n fav o rab le  p e rc e p t io n s  o f 

com plex ity ,  o b s e r v a b i l i t y  and t r i a l i b i l l t y  su g g e s ts  t h a t  e a r ly  work 

in  th e  knowledge s ta g e  and in  th e  p e rsu a s io n  s ta g e  might have focused 

on making th e  SFRP l e s s  d i f f i c u l t  to  u n d ers tan d  and to  p a r t i c i p a t e  

in .  S ev era l  re sp o n d en ts  a l s o  in d ic a te d  t h a t  th e  lo n g - te rm  n a tu re  o f 

th e  r e s u l t s  o f  th e  SFRP should  have been s t r e s s e d  s in c e  s h o r t - te rm  

r e s u l t s  were p e rc e iv e d  as  b e in g  d i f f i c u l t  to  o b se rv e .

D iv is io n  and agency o p in io n  le a d e r s  cou ld  have conducted person  

to  person  c o n ta c t s  w ith  t h e i r  " fo l lo w e rs "  to  r e l a t e  t h e i r  e x p e r ie n c e s ,  

u n d e rs ta n d in g  o f ,  and a t t i t u d e s  toward th e  SFRP. M eetings between 

th e  SFRP team and th e  T e c h n ic a l  A dvisors as  a group d id  occur r e l a t i v e l y  

f r e q u e n t ly  e a r l y  in  the  p ro c e s s .  The SFRP team, however, had l i t t l e  

in f lu e n c e  on what th e  t e c h n ic a l  a d v iso r s  communicated to  t h e i r  D iv is io n s .

The Michigan S ta te  U n iv e r s i ty  d o c to r a l  s tu d e n ts  (Group 2c, Table 

2 .1 )  who compiled in fo rm a tio n  fo r  th e  Assessment had f re q u e n t  c o n ta c ts  

w ith  th e  T e ch n ica l  A d v iso rs .  T he ir  r o l e  In  d i f f u s in g  in fo rm a tio n  about 

th e  SFRP was, t h e r e f o r e ,  a l a r g e  one. This had a n e g a t iv e  e f f e c t  in  

a t  l e a s t  one i n s t a n c e .  The W i ld l i f e  D iv is io n  ex p ressed  t h e i r  d i s s a t ­

i s f a c t i o n  w ith  s tu d e n ts  per  se  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in  th e  A ssessm ent. Any 

d i s t i n c t i o n  between u n d e rg rad u a te s  and d o c to r a l  s tu d e n ts  d id  n o t  appear 

to  be m eaningfu l to  W i ld l i f e  D iv is io n  t e c h n ic a l  a d v i s o r s .  More e a r ly  

p e r so n a l  c o n ta c t  between th e  SFRP team d i r e c t o r s  and T echn ica l  

A d v iso rs ,  u s in g  a more p e r s u a s iv e  s t r a t e g y  might have a l e v i a t e d  t h i s  

s i t u a t i o n .

One sou rce  o f  in f lu e n c e  w i th in  th e  D iv is io n ,  u n f o r tu n a te ly ,  could
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no t be used in  the  d i f f u s io n  o f th e  SFRP. The A s s i s ta n t  D iv is io n  Chief 

fo r  A d m in is t ra t io n  was not a s u p p o r te r  of the  SFRP te a m 's  e f f o r t s .

From p e rso n a l  o b s e rv a t io n ,  t h i s  s t a f f  member i s  a s tro n g  o p in io n  le a d e r  

w i th in  the  D iv is io n ,  fo r  both  s t a f f  and f i e l d  p e rso n n e l .  Although 

th e  A s s i s ta n t  Chief fo r  A d m in is t ra t io n  had no form al a u th o r i t y  over 

th e  te a m 's  a c t i v i t i e s  h i s  support of th e  p ro c e ss  would l i k e l y  have 

been e f f e c t i v e  in  c r e a t in g  p o s i t i v e  a t t i t u d e  toward and commitment 

to  th e  SFRP among o th e r  members of th e  D iv is io n .

P u b lic  t a r g e t  g ro u p . R e-ed u ca tiv e  s t r a t e g i e s  were a p p r o p r ia te ly  

used in  t h i s  s ta g e .  One p u b l ic  s e c to r  o p in io n  le a d e r ,  th e  West M ichi­

gan Environm ental A ction  C o a l i t io n ,  i n i t i a l l y  served  a s  a sou rce  fo r  

i n t e rp e r s o n a l  communication fo r  th e  p u b l ic  change t a r g e t  group. In 

th e  p re -p la n n in g  p hase ,  two workshops were h e ld  on f o r e s t  r e so u rc e  

p la n n in g ,  in c lu d in g  SFRP, w ith  p lanned sm all group and p e r so n - to -p e r so n  

i n t e r a c t io n  (see  F igure  2 .1 ) .  An e x te n s io n  o f t h i s  channel u s ing  

o t h e r ,  s i m i l a r ,  so u rces  would a l s o  have been u s e f u l .  Members o f th ese  

groups can se rv e  as  lo c a l  media, more e f f e c t i v e l y  g a in in g  support fo r  

an in n o v a tio n  than  can agency members.

E ducative  workshops h e ld  by o p in io n  le a d e r s  a l s o  meet requ irem en ts  

no ted  by o th e r  r e s e a r c h e r s .  Regional workshops in c re a s e  th e  a s s e s s a -  

b i l i t y  o f  th e  in n o v a tio n  and reduce th e  o p p o r tu n i ty  c o s t s  of l e a rn in g  

about and u s in g  i t  (K o tle r  and Zaltman, 1971). The use of d i f f e r e n t  

o p in io n  le a d e r s  as  workshop le a d e r s  fo r  segmented p u b l ic s  i s  a l s o  

recommended. I t  i s  n o ta b le  t h a t  s e v e ra l  su rvey  re sp o n d en ts  remarked 

t h a t  they  recogn ized  a segmented market fo r  th e  in n o v a t io n .  The p u b l ic  

i s  no t a s in g le  body bu t c o n s i s t s  o f  v a r io u s  p u b l i c s ,  each of which
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may have d i f f e r i n g  p e rc e p t io n s  of the  in n o v a t io n .  These workshops 

might a l s o  c r e a te  im portan t shared  p e rc e p t io n s  concern ing  the  need 

fo r  change, th e  p la n s  fo r  change and th e  consequences of change.

The F o re s t  Management D iv is io n  used p u b l ic  u s e r  and i n t e r e s t  groups 

l a t e r  in  th e  p ro cess  in  th e  development of f o r e s t  r e so u rc e  i s s u e s .

These i s s u e s  w i l l  be a major focus o f  the  Recommended Program. The 

i s s u e s  format could  have been used e a r l i e r  in  s t r e s s i n g  the  r e l a t i v e  

advantage o f th e  SFRP and in  improving p e rc e p t io n s  of o b s e r v a b i l i t y  

and c o m p a t ib i l i ty  o f  th e  SFRP. This r e e d u c a t iv e  s t r a t e g y  would use 

is s u e  development a s  a way to  d i s c u s s ,  in  more depth  than  was done, 

SFRP's advan tages  in  h e lp in g  s ta te w id e  f o r e s t  management ad d ress  i s s u e s  

and i t s  c o m p a t ib i l i ty  w ith  th e  v a lu e s  of f o r e s t  re so u rce  management.

The lo n g -te rm  n a tu re  of th e  r e s u l t s  of SFRP should  a l s o  have been 

s t r e s s e d ,  so as  n o t  to  c r e a te  unw arranted e x p e c ta t io n s  of o b se rv ab le  

s h o r t - te rm  r e s u l t s .  A renewed e f f o r t  in  the  development of the  i s s u e s  

which took p la c e  in  th e  f a l l  of 1980 in d ic a te d  t h a t  t h i s  i s  an e f f e c ­

t i v e  s t r a t e g y  in  a ro u s in g  i n t e r e s t  in  and support  fo r  th e  SFRP p ro ­

cess  .

D ecis ion  Stage

In  the  d e c is io n  s ta g e  a p o t e n t i a l  ad o p te r  d ec id es  whether or not 

to  u se ,  in  t h i s  case  accep t  and su p p o r t ,  an in n o v a t io n .  In the  inno­

v a t io n  d e c i s io n  p ro cess  fo r  th e  SFRP some p o t e n t i a l  u se rs  decided  very 

e a r ly  in  th e  p ro cess  t h a t  they would o r  would n o t support  th e  SFRP.

I t  i s  l i k e l y  t h a t  many p o t e n t i a l  ad o p te rs  w aited  to  make a d e c is io n  

u n t i l  some of the  r e s u l t s  of th e  program phase were a v a i l a b l e  ( e a r ly  

1980, see F igure  2 .1 ) .  A c tu a l ly  th e  e n t i r e  SFRP i t s e l f  cannot



94

be accep ted  or r e j e c t e d  u n t i l  the  f i n a l  Recommended Program i s  p re se n te d .  

There w i l l  be some p e o p le ,  however, who made t h e i r  d e c i s io n s  b e fo re  

th e  SFRP was com pleted.

The p e rc e p t io n s  of and th e  a c tu a l  t r i a l a b i l i t y  of an in n o v a tio n  

a re  th e  most im portan t c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  in  t h i s  s ta g e .  The a b i l i t y  

and o p p o r tu n i ty  to  use  an in n o v a tio n  on a t r i a l  b a s i s  reduces  the  

u n c e r t a in ty  of r i s k s  and c o s ts  a s s o c ia te d  w ith  ad o p tio n  of th e  innova­

t i o n  by g iv in g  th e  p o t e n t i a l  a d o p te r  in fo rm a tio n  as  to  th e  l i k e l y  

outcome o f t h e i r  a d o p t io n .  S t r a t e g i e s  which c o n c e n t r a te  on making 

th e  r e s u l t s  o f  ad o p tin g  an in n o v a tio n  c l e a r  to  the  p o t e n t i a l  ad o p te r  

a re  very  u s e fu l  in  th e  d e c is io n  s ta g e .  The p e rc e iv e d  d i f f i c u l t y ,  

as  in d ic a te d  by survey r e s u l t s ,  o f  implementing th e  SFRP on a t r i a l  

b a s i s  i s  l i k e l y  to  be a b a r r i e r  to  ad o p tio n  by bo th  t a r g e t  groups.

Agency t a r g e t  g ro u p . A form of v i c a r io u s  t r i a l  o f  th e  SFRP was 

a v a i l a b l e  th rough  o b se rv in g  o th e r  comprehensive f o r e s t  r e so u rc e  p la n s  

a t  th e  f e d e r a l  l e v e l  and in  o th e r  s t a t e s .  This in  f a c t  was done by 

s e v e ra l  members of th e  SFRP team. M eetings o f  s t a t e  f o r e s t  management 

p la n n e rs  sponsored  by th e  U.S. F o re s t  S e rv ic e ,  S ta te  and P r iv a te  For­

e s t r y  p robab ly  served  t h i s  fu n c t io n  fo r  some o f th e  agency t a r g e t  

groups (See F ig u re  2 .1 ,  P re -P la n n in g ) .  Mechanisms fo r  t r i a l  runs  

fo r  most of the  agency t a r g e t  group a r e ,  however, l i m i t e d .  Various 

In d iv id u a l s  have ex p ressed  a l a r g e ly  unmet need to  see what th e  SFRP 

would " look  l i k e . "  Because t h i s  was new p ro c e ss  and e x p e r ien ce  fo r  

a l l  in v o lv ed ,  what th e  SFRP w i l l  " look  l i k e "  i s  r e l a t i v e l y  in d e te rm in ­

a te  u n t i l  th e  p ro c e ss  has been com ple te ly  implemented. I n d ic a t in g
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the  U.S. F o re s t  S e r v i c e 's  RPA p ro cess  o r  o th e r  s t a t e s '  p ro c e sse s  as  

models o f  what the  SFRP would look l i k e  would r e s t r i c t  th e  f l e x i b i l i t y  

o f th e  SFRP p ro c e s s .

M ich ig an 's  S ta tew ide  F o re s t  Resources P lan  evolved as  i t  was 

be ing  implemented. The b a s ic  model fo r  th e  p la n  was developed in  

e a r l y  1978. The s t r u c t u r e  o f  th e  p lan  and th e  s te p s  cons ide red  n e ces ­

s a ry  f o r  i t s  im plem entation  changed over th e  th r e e - y e a r  p ro c e s s .  This  

f l e x i b i l i t y  was im portan t to  th e  D iv is io n  and in  f a c t  was a c t i v e l y  

defended a g a in s t  p r e s s u re s  from th e  U.S. F o re s t  S e rv ic e ,  N o r th e a s te rn  

S ta te  and P r iv a t e  F o re s t ry  Branch.

The c o n t in u in g  e v o lu t io n  o f the  SFRP, however, made i t  d i f f i c u l t  

to  communicate what th e  p ro c e ss  was and what would comprise th e  Program 

phase of the  P la n .  This  became a major problem when a p u b l ic  rev iew  

of "D ra f t  Program A l t e r n a t iv e s "  was conducted in  March o f 1980 ( r e f e r  

to  F igure  2.1 "D ra ft  A l t e r n a t iv e  P rogram s"). C r i t i c i s m  re c e iv e d  as  

a r e s u l t  of t h i s  rev iew  was one reaso n  p la n s  fo r  th e  Recommended Program 

were e s s e n t i a l l y  postponed a y e a r .  The D iv is io n  dec ided  to  c o n c e n t ra te  

e f f o r t s  on th e  d i s c u s s io n  of f o r e s t  r e so u rc e  i s s u e s  and p o l ic y  o p tio n s  

in  response  to  th e  i s s u e s  d u r in g  the  rem ainder of 1980.

I t  i s  p o s s ib le  t h a t  t h i s  problem need n o t have become a s  g re a t  

a s  i t  d id .  From p e rso n a l  o b s e rv a t io n ,  th e r e  was a r e lu c ta n c e  of the  

D i v i s i o n 's  c h ie f  and p r o je c t  d i r e c t o r  of th e  SFRP to  s p e c i fy  th e  s t r u c ­

t u r e  and c o n te n ts  of th e  Program. This was accompanied by th e  a t te m p ts  

o f  o th e r  SFRP team members to  p e r i o d ic a l ly  d e f in e  and r e d e f in e  th e se  

same a s p e c t s .  Some re l in q u ish m e n t  of f l e x i b i l i t y  f o r  p ro cess  d e f i n i ­

t i o n  might have been d e s i r a b l e  in  t h i s  c a se .

The SFRP was t r i a l a b l e  in  a tem poral s e n se .  Change t a r g e t s  were
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in t ro d u c e d  to  th e  in n o v a t io n  in  a g ra d u a l  f a s h io n .  T h e ir  p a r t i c i p a ­

t i o n  in  th e  p ro c e ss  was f i r s t  i n v i t e d  th rough  th e  c o m p i la t io n  and d i s ­

t r i b u t i o n  o f th e  F o re s t  Resources A ssessm en t. The assessm en t phase 

of th e  SFRP was p ro b ab ly  much e a s i e r  to  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n ,  s in c e  i t  was

b e t t e r  d e f in e d ,  than  was th e  subsequen t program p h a se .  I f  th e  t a r g e t ' s

e x p e r ie n c e  w ith  th e  Assessment was a f a v o ra b le  one, i t  cou ld  se rv e  

a s  a u s e fu l  t r i a l  o r  p r e - t e s t  of th e  SFRP p ro c e s s  a s  a whole. The 

a ssessm en t phase th u s  se rv ed  as  an a p p r o p r ia t e  r e - e d u c a t iv e  s t r a t e g y  

toward l a t e r  a d o p t io n  o f  th e  e n t i r e  SFRP p ro c e s s .

P u b l ic  t a r g e t  g roup . The d i f f i c u l t y  o f communicating the  SFRP 

m entioned above p ro b ab ly  a l s o  in f lu e n c e d  in d iv id u a l  members of th e

p u b l ic  in  t h e i r  d e c i s io n  whether o r  n o t  to  s u p p o r t ,  i . e . ,  adopt th e

S ta tew id e  F o re s t  R esources  P lan n in g  p r o c e s s .  Some in d iv id u a l s  d id  

have knowledge o f th e  f e d e r a l  RPA p ro c e s s  and t h e i r  a t t i t u d e s  toward 

i t  were l i k e l y  to  have in f lu e n c e d  t h e i r  d e c i s io n  about th e  SFRP.

One p o s s ib le  means o f g iv in g  th e  change t a r g e t s  a view of what 

SFRP would mean r e c e n t l y  became a v a i l a b l e .  The f i lm ,  " C h o ic e s ,"  p ro ­

duced by th e  N atu re  Conservancy fo r  th e  U.S. F o re s t  S e rv ic e ,  shows 

s e v e r a l  views o f com prehensive p la n n in g  and o f v a r io u s  p la n s  o r  p ro c e s s e s  

in  th e  U.S.A. Showing o f t h i s  f i lm  co u ld  a t  l e a s t  g iv e  members of 

th e  p u b l ic  a co n cep t o f  s im i l a r  p la n n in g  p r o c e s s e s .  D em onstra tions  

o f t h i s  type m ight s u b s t i t u t e  f o r  an  a c t u a l  t r i a l  run  o f the  SFRP.

As w ith  th e  agency group , e x p e r ie n c e s  in  th e  a s sessm en t phase formed 

a b a s i s  f o r  members of th e  p u b l i c ' s  a t t i t u d e  toward th e  p la n  a s  a w hole.
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Communication Stage

When an in n o v a tio n  i s  decided  to  be adopted as  a r e s u l t  o f  an 

a u t h o r i t y  d e c i s io n ,  t h i s  d e c is io n  must be communicated to  the  r e s t  

o f  the  o r g a n iz a t io n .  Because th e  SFRP was an in n o v a tio n  t h a t  developed 

as  i t  was implemented, th e  communication s ta g e  as  such was no t p r e s e n t .

As phases  of th e  in n o v a tio n  developed and were completed th e re  was 

communication w i th in  the  DNR (agency t a r g e t  g ro u p ) ,  and w ith  major 

developm ents, w ith  th e  p u b l ic  ( t a r g e t  g roup).

The in te rv ie w s  of the  SFRP p r i n c i p a l s  in d ic a te d  t h a t  p u b l ic  in v o lv e ­

ment, which in c lu d e s  involvement w ith  o th e r  d iv i s io n s  and a g e n c ie s ,  

was i n f l u e n t i a l  in  the  program phase of th e  p ro c e s s .  Communications 

between the  SFRP team and th e  t a r g e t  groups in f lu e n c e d  th e  s t r u c t u r e ,  

co n te n t  and emphasis of th e  Recommended Program p re se n te d  in  l a t e  1980 

(See F igure  2 .1 ) ,  "Recommended Program "). The r e s u l t s  o f  the  p u b l ic  

rev iew  of " A l te rn a t iv e  Programs" in  March, 1980, which le d  to  th e  p ro ­

d u c t io n  of a r e p o r t  on i s s u e s  and p o l ic y  o p t io n s ,  and of th e  p u b l ic  

workshop on th e  d r a f t  Recommended Program in  F eb ruary , 1981, which 

recommended a d d i t io n s  to  and r e s t r u c t u r i n g  o f the  document, were major 

in f lu e n c e s  on th e  form and s t r u c t u r e  of th e  in n o v a t io n .

C onfirm ation  Stage

In th e  c o n f irm a t io n  s t a g e ,  an a d o p te r  goes through a p ro c e ss  of 

r e c o n c i l in g  h i s  o r  h e r  p e rc e p t io n s  o f  th e  in n o v a tio n  w ith  messages 

from v a r io u s  so u rces  about th e  in n o v a t io n .  I f  the  a d o p te r s '  p e rcep ­

t i o n s  d i f f e r  s u f f i c i e n t l y  from th e  s o u r c e 's  m essages, c o g n i t iv e  d is s o n ­

ance o c c u rs .  To remove t h i s  d is so n a n c e ,  th e  a d o p te r  w i l l  e i t h e r  d isc o n ­

t in u e  use of th e  in n o v a t io n ,  o r f i l t e r  out o r  r a t i o n a l i z e  c o n f l i c t i n g
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messages or b o th .  I t  I s ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  im portan t t h a t  a d o p te r s '  pe rcep ­

t io n s  of the  in n o v a tio n  a re  supported  in  t h i s  s ta g e .

S t r a t e g i e s  fo r  both  t a r g e t  groups should  be e s s e n t i a l l y  th e  same 

in  t h i s  s ta g e .  P rev en tio n  of m isconcep tions  developed in  e a r l i e r  s ta g e s  

i s  one s t r a t e g y  which a v e r t s  d i s c o n t in u a n c e .  S t r e s s in g  the  p o s i t i v e  

r e s u l t s  of th e  in n o v a t io n ,  such as  improvement in  goods and s e rv ic e s  

su p p l ie d ,  i s  a l s o  an e f f e c t i v e  s t r a t e g y  in  the  co n f irm a tio n  s ta g e .

There might be a tendency w i th in  an o rg a n iz a t io n  to  d ec rease  d i f ­

fu s io n  e f f o r t s  once the  SFRP i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  com plete , I . e . ,  when the  

Recommended Program has been p re se n te d  to  the  p u b l ic  and the N a tu ra l  

Resources Commission. I t  i s  im p o r ta n t ,  however, to  a c t i v e l y  f o s t e r  

any su p p o rt  o f  and p o s i t i v e  a t t i t u d e s  toward the  SFRP g en e ra ted  in  

e a r l i e r  p h ases .  S trong  advoca tes  of th e  in n o v a tio n  agency and in  the  

p u b l ic s  can se rv e  the  purpose of co n t in u in g  re in fo rcem en t of th e  adop­

t i o n  d e c i s io n .  C ontinu ing  p ro g re s s  r e p o r t s  and news r e l e a s e s  can se rve  

a s im i l a r  fu n c t io n  to  remind ad o p te rs  o f  the  b e n e f i t s  o f  th e  SFRP and 

to  m a in ta in  th e  v i s i b i l i t y  of th e  r e s u l t s  o f  t h e i r  e f f o r t s  in  p a r t i ­

c ip a t io n  in  the  in n o v a t io n .  This  c o n t in u in g  in fo rm atio n  feedback of 

perform ance to  th e  t a r g e t  groups Is  e s p e c i a l l y  b e n e f i c i a l  (Huse, 1975). 

F o re s t  Management D iv is io n  p la n s  fo r  SFRP news r e l e a s e s  should  not 

be n e g le c te d  a t  t h i s  s ta g e .

I f  e f f o r t s  in  p re v io u s  s ta g e s  developed commitment to  th e  innova­

t i o n ,  and th e  r e so u rc e s  needed to  s u s t a i n  th e  in n o v a t io n ,  th e  change 

a g e n t s '  e f f o r t s  a t  t h i s  s ta g e  can be l a r g e ly  f a c i l i t a t i v e .  P e rsu as iv e  

s t r a t e g i e s  a re  a p p r o p r ia te  i f  th e r e  a r e  in d iv id u a l s  whose support  i s  

e s s e n t i a l  but who a re  r e s i s t i n g  th e  in n o v a t io n .  Power s t r a t e g i e s  can 

a l s o  be used to  overcome r e s i s t a n c e  in  t h i s  s ta g e .  P re ssu re  on the
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individual or group to support the innovation must* however, continue

as long as their support is required.

O rg a n iz a t io n a l  S t r a t e g i e s  in  th e  D if fu s io n  o f  M ich igan’ s 
S ta tew id e  F o re s t  R esources  P lan

O rg a n iz a t io n a l  S t r u c tu r e

The F o re s t  Management D iv is io n  i s  a r e l a t i v e l y  l a r g e  b u re a u c ra c y .

As o f  t h i s  w r i t i n g  th e  D iv is io n  had te n  s t a f f  s e c t i o n s ,  each su p e rv is e d  

by a s e c t io n  le a d e r  and one o f th e  two A s s i s t a n t  C h ie f  F o r e s t e r s .  F ie ld  

p e rso n n e l  c o n s is te d  of t h r e e  r e g io n a l  managers who s u p e rv is e d  th e  p e r ­

so n n e l on th e  s ix  s t a t e  f o r e s t s  in  th e  n o r th e rn  tw o - th i r d s  of Michigan* 

and th e  D i v i s i o n ' s  f i e l d  a c t i v i t i e s  in  th e  so u th e rn  o n e - t h i r d  o f th e  

s t a t e  ( r e f e r  to  F ig u re  2 .4 ) .

The d e s ig n  o f  in n o v a t io n  s t r a t e g i e s  f o r  p u b l ic  b u re a u c ra c ie s  must 

re c o g n iz e  th e  p a r t i c u l a r  b a r r i e r s  to  change t h a t  e x i s t  in  such o r g a n i ­

z a t i o n s .  B u re a u c ra c ie s  have been accused  of b e in g  l e s s  in n o v a t iv e  

th a n  p r i v a t e  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  The e m p i r ic a l  ev id en ce  comparing innova­

t i v e n e s s  in  p u b l ic  v e r s u s  p r i v a t e  o r g a n iz a t io n s  i s ,  however, in c o n c lu ­

s iv e  (R oessner ,  1977).

As d is c u s s e d  in  Chapter  3, th e  r i g i d i t y  of th e  o p e r a t i o n s ,  conform­

i t y  to  form al r u l e s  and p ro ced u res  and la c k  o f  s u rp lu s  r e s o u rc e s  a r e  

c i t e d  a s  b a r r i e r s  to  o r g a n iz a t i o n a l  In n o v a t io n .  T h is  i s  though t to  

be e s p e c i a l l y  t r u e  in  b u r e a u c ra c ie s  (Hoffman and A rc h ib a ld ,  1968;

Hayes, 1972). The d i s c u s s io n  which fo llo w s  d e s c r ib e s  th e  use  o f  t h r e e  

s t r a t e g i e s  by th e  SFRP team which o th e r  r e s e a r c h  has  been shown to  

be e f f e c t i v e  in  p u b l ic  b u r e a u c r a c ie s .
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Top Level Support

The p re se n c e  o f  s t ro n g  ad v o c a te s  o f th e  in n o v a t io n  in  th e  b u re a u c ­

ra c y  may be a d e te rm in in g  f a c t o r  in  th e  ad o p tio n  of th e  in n o v a t io n .

T h is  advocacy i s  e s p e c i a l l y  im p o rtan t  i f  i t s  so u rce  i s  th e  c h i e f  execu­

t i v e  of th e  agency.

The C hief o f  th e  F o re s t  Management D iv is io n  was a s t ro n g  ad v o ca te  

o f  th e  S ta tew id e  F o re s t  R esources  P la n .  He was r e s p o n s ib le  f o r  b r in g in g  

th e  id e a s  o f a SFRP to  th e  agency and f o r  s e c u r in g  th e  agreem ents  n e c e s ­

s a ry  f o r  i t s  developm ent. In a d d i t i o n ,  th ro u g h o u t  th e  SFRP p ro c e ss  

he spoke to  p u b l ic  and DNR groups c o n c e rn in g  th e  need f o r  th e  P lan  

and i t s  m e r i t s .  A l l  in te rv ie w s  o f  th e  SFRP p r i n c i p a l s  i n d ic a te d  th a t  

th e  D iv is io n  C h i e f ' s  su p p o rt  was e s p e c i a l l y  im p o r ta n t .

The im portance  o f  th e  su p p o rt  o f  th e  e x e c u t iv e  l e v e l  o f th e  DNR 

and th e  W ashington o f f i c e  of th e  U.S. F o re s t  S e rv ic e  was a l s o  c i t e d  

in  th e  in te r v ie w s .  T h is  su p p o r t  was c u l t i v a t e d  by th e  e f f o r t s  of 

th e  D iv is io n  C h ief  and th e  P r o je c t  D i r e c to r  from M.S.U. They and 

th e  D iv i s io n  P r o je c t  D i r e c to r  were a l s o  r e s p o n s ib le  f o r  g a in in g  th e  

su p p o rt  o f  o th e r  n a t u r a l  r e so u rc e  a g e n c ie s ,  p r i v a t e  o r g a n iz a t io n s  

and th e  f o r e s t r y  academic community. T h is  e x t e r n a l  su p p o rt  was though t 

to  be i n f l u e n t i a l  by a l l  o f  th e  p r i n c i p a l s  in te rv ie w e d ,  a l th o u g h  n o t 

a l l  m entioned each  s o u rc e .

The M.S.U. P r o je c t  D i r e c t o r ' s  a c t i v e  su p p o rt  o f  and p a r t i c i p a t i o n  

in  th e  SFRP was in d ic a te d  a s  b e in g  im p o rtan t  o r  c r i t i c a l  by t h r e e  

o f  th e  p r i n c i p a l s  in te rv ie w e d .  As w e l l  a s  h i s  own e x p e r t i s e ,  h i s  

Involvem ent made p o s s ib l e  th e  a s s i s t a n c e  o f  s t u d e n t s ,  s p e c i a l i s t s  

and e x p e r t s  from M ichigan S ta te  U n iv e r s i ty  and from c o n s u l t a n t s .
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Use o f  a S ta tew ide  F o res t  Resources P lann ing  Team

From A p r i l  1978 to  March 1981 the  F o res t  Management D iv is io n  used 

a SFRP team to  develop  th e  p lan n in g  p ro c e ss  and produce the  A ssess ­

ment , th e  Recommended Program and in te r im  p ro d u c ts .  As d isc u sse d  in 

Chapter 3, a team approach to  in n o v a tio n  i s  thought to  be e s p e c ia l ly  

e f f e c t i v e .  I t  combines a v a r i e t y  of p e r s p e c t iv e s  on p r o j e c t s  and 

f o s t e r s  exchange o f id e a s  and communication in  the  e a r ly  in n o v a tio n  

s ta g e s  where t h i s  i s  im p o r ta n t .  The p ro cess  of working to g e th e r  as 

a team causes  th e se  p e r s p e c t iv e s  e v e n tu a l ly  to  be shared  as w e ll  as  

c r e a t i n g  common g o a ls  fo r  th e  in n o v a tio n  p ro c e s s .  Teams, th u s ,  d i f f e r ­

e n t i a t e  t h e i r  s t r u c t u r e .  They a r e  r e l a t i v e l y  complex and inform al 

in  t h e i r  e a r ly  s ta g e s  and sh a re  p e r s p e c t iv e s  and become more form al 

in  t h e i r  l a t e r  s t a g e s .

Logs kep t o f th e  a c t i v i t i e s  of th e  SFRP team in d ic a te  t h a t  t h i s  

d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  d id  o ccu r .  In  th e  e a r ly  s ta g e s  of th e  assessm ent phase 

and of th e  program phase th e r e  was c o n s id e ra b le  d i s c u s s io n  of and d i s ­

agreement over approaches  to  th e  SFRP p ro c e ss .  P a r t  o f  t h i s  com plexity  

was b u i l t  in to  th e  team. In the  i n i t i a l  s ta g e s  o f the  assessm ent phase 

and, l a t e r ,  th e  program phase a d d i t i o n a l  a n a ly s t s  were added to  the  

team. These a n a ly s t s  w ere, however, n o t  involved  in  th e  f i n a l  s ta g e s  

o f d r a f t i n g  and r e v i s in g  the  Assessment and th e  Recommended Program.

By expanding and c o n t r a c t in g  th e  SFRP team th e  p ro cess  was allowed 

to  be complex and in fo rm al o r s im p l i f i e d  and form al where n e c e s sa ry .

The c o n t in u i ty  of th e  e f f o r t s  of th e  team were c o n t r o l l e d  by the  p ro ­

j e c t  d i r e c t o r s  and th e  p r o je c t  c o o r d in a to r s .
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O uts ide  Aid

The absence of s la c k  r e so u rc e s  i s  o f te n  a b a r r i e r  to  o r g a n iz a t io n a l  

in n o v a t io n .  The im portance of th e  U.S. F o re s t  S e r v ic e 's  N o r th e a s te rn  

S ta te  and P r iv a t e  F o re s t ry  Branch and Washington O ff ice  in  p ro v id in g  

f i n a n c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  fo r  the  SFRP was c i t e d  in  fo u r  of th e  in te rv ie w s .

A ll  f iv e  of th e  in te rv ie w s  s t a t e d  th a t  th e  o u ts id e  te c h n ic a l  

a s s i s t a n c e  and e x p e r t i s e  p rov ided  by Michigan S ta te  U n iv e rs i ty  and 

p r iv a t e  c o n s u l t a n t s  was c r i t i c a l  in  the  development of the  SFRP. The 

c o n s t r a i n t s  o f  time and la c k  o f s p e c i f i c  e x p e r t i s e  were c i t e d  in  the  

in te rv ie w s  as  reaso n s  o u ts id e  a id  was c r i t i c a l .  One in te rv ie w  a l s o  

mentioned th a t  p u b l ic  accep tan ce  of th e  SFRP might be in c re a se d  as 

a r e s u l t  o f  t h i s  o u t s id e  involvem ent.

Other r e s e a r c h e r s  mention th a t  o u ts id e  c o n s u l t a n t s  se rv e  to  de­

c re a se  the  p e rce iv ed  r i s k  of in n o v a tio n  by agency members. O utside  

a id  may r e s u l t  in  p e rc e p t io n s  of shared  r i s k  o r  in c re a se d  chances 

of su ccess  given th e  a d d i t i o n a l  r e s o u rc e s .

P e rso n a l  o b s e rv a t io n  in d ic a t e s  t h a t ,  in  a d d i t i o n ,  o u ts id e  team 

members may be more e f f e c t i v e  in  g a th e r in g  in fo rm a tio n  from o th e r  

ag e n c ie s  whose c o o p e ra t io n  w ith  th e  sponso r ing  agency i s  r e q u i re d .

This  o u t s id e  member m ust, however, be p e rc e iv e d  a s  be ing  competent 

and t ru s tw o r th y  by th o se  c o n ta c te d .

The use of o u t s id e  a id  o r  c o n s u l t a n t s  i s  a f r e q u e n t ly  used f a c i l -  

i t a t i v e  s t r a t e g y .  I f ,  however, th e  a b i l i t y  of th e  agency or o rg a n i ­

z a t io n  to  s u s t a in  th e  in n o v a tio n  has no t been developed d u r in g  the  

p ro c e ss  th e  Innova tion  may be d is c o n t in u e d  when th e  o u ts id e  a id  i s  

withdrawn. As of t h i s  t im e , o u t s id e  a id  in  th e  SFRP p ro c e ss  i s  m in i­

m al. The F o res t  Management D iv is io n  i s  dev e lo p in g  th e  Recommended
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Program to  p re se n t  to  th e  N a tu ra l  Resources Commission, the  Michigan 

F o re s t ry  P lann ing  and Development Committee, and to  th e  p u b l ic .  Fu ture  

developments a r e ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  r e q u ire d  to .d e te rm in e  whether o r  no t the 

D iv is io n  has  developed the c a p a c i ty  to  s u s t a in  the  use o f the  S t a t e ­

wide F o res t  Resources P lan .



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Summary

The F o re s t  Management D iv is io n  of the  Michigan Department of N atu r­

a l  Resources h as  been implementing a s ta te w id e  f o r e s t  r e so u rc e s  p lan  

s in c e  e a r ly  1978. M ich igan 's  S ta tew ide  F o re s t  Resources P lan (SFRP) 

i s  s im i l a r  to  th e  RPA p ro cess  used by the  U.S. F o re s t  S e rv ic e .  The 

SFRP has two p h a se s ,  an assessm ent of M ich igan 's  f o r e s t  r e so u rc e s  and 

a program recommending d i r e c t i o n s  f o r  f o r e s t  management in  the  s t a t e .

The SFRP d i f f e r s  from th e  RPA p lan n in g  in  t h a t  i t s  assessm ent and p ro ­

gram were done s e q u e n t ia l l y  and by the  same team of people  th ro u g h o u t.  

The SFRP a l s o  g ives  a l a r g e r  r o le  to  f o r e s t  r e so u rc e  is s u e s  than  d id  

th e  1975 or 1980 RPA Program. The SFRP program, w hile  sponsored by 

th e  F o re s t  Management D iv is io n ,  recommends p o l ic y  d i r e c t io n s  fo r  a l l  

f o r e s t  management in  th e  s t a t e ,  p u b l ic  and p r iv a t e .

M ich ig an 's  S ta tew ide  F o re s t  Resources P lan  as a th re e  y ea r  case  

s tudy  of in n o v a tio n  in  an o r g a n iz a t io n  was th e  s u b je c t  o f  t h i s  d i s s e r ­

t a t i o n .  The g o a ls  o f  t h i s  d i s s e r t a t i o n  were:

(1) to  p ro v id e  a documented case  s tudy  o f a s ta te w id e  f o r e s t  

r e so u rc e s  p lan n in g  p ro cess  and

(2) to  i l l u s t r a t e  th e  u s e fu ln e s s  o f  Innova tion  d i f f u s io n  theo ry  

a p p l ie d  to  t h i s  p la n n in g .

The f i r s t  goal was met by documenting th e  h i s t o r y  of M ich igan 's

104
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SFRP in  C hapter Two. This docum entation  inc luded  a d e s c r ip t io n  of 

th e  p lan  of work fo r  the  SFRP p ro c e s s ,  the  key p a r t i c i p a n t s  in  the 

SFRP, and th e  major a c t i v i t i e s  undertaken  in i t s  development and imple­

m en ta t io n .  The h i s t o r y  was w r i t t e n  from log books kept by the  au th o r  

from A p r i l  1978 to  March 1981. The lo g s  inc luded  in te rd e p a r tm e n ta l  

and i n t e r d i v i s i o n a l  memoranda, m a te r ia l s  d i s t r i b u t e d  to  p a r t i c i p a n t s  

and p a r t i c i p a n t s '  rev iew s of the  v a r io u s  p ro d u c ts  of th e  p ro c e ss .

The second goal was met through the  development of a framework 

fo r  th e  a n a ly s i s  of in n o v a tio n  ad o p tio n  in  an o r g a n iz a t io n  in  Chapter 

T hree , and th e  a p p l i c a t io n  of t h i s  framework in an a n a ly s i s  of the  

SFRP p ro c e ss  in  Chapter Four. The framework fo r  a n a ly s i s  was based 

upon a l i t e r a t u r e  review  of e m p ir ic a l  s tu d ie s  of in n o v a tio n  in  organ­

i z a t i o n s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  p u b l ic  a g e n c ie s ,  and of th e  th e o ry  of in n o v a tio n  

a d o p t io n .  This  rev iew  in d ic a te d  t h a t :  (1) th e  p ro c e ss  of problem d e f i n ­

i t i o n ,  (2) th e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of th e  key p a r t i c i p a n t s  in  in n o v a tio n  

d i f f u s io n ,  (3) th e  s ta g e s  in  the  in n o v a tio n  p ro cess  through which an 

in d iv id u a l  o r  o r g a n iz a t io n  goes and (A) th e  type of in n o v a tio n  d e c is io n  

a r e  im portan t in  a n a ly z in g  th e  adop tion  of an in n o v a tio n  in  an o rg a n i­

z a t io n  .

The f a c t o r s  in  an o r g a n i z a t i o n 's  environment which in f lu e n c e  whether 

o r  no t an o rg a n iz a t io n  ado p ts  an in n o v a tio n  and th e  r a t e  of i t s  ad o p tio n  

were a l s o  examined in  Chapter T hree . The c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of th e  inno­

v a t io n  i t s e l f  which a ls o  in f lu e n c e  th e  adop tion  d e c is io n  and r a t e  of 

ad o p tio n  were d e s c r ib e d .  C hapter Three concluded w ith :  (1) an i d e n t i ­

f i c a t i o n  and d is c u s s io n  o f th e  b a s ic  types  o f s t r a t e g i e s  used in  the  

d i f f u s io n  of in n o v a t io n s ,  (2) th e  im portance o f u s in g  s t r a t e g i e s  which 

a re  a p p ro p r ia te  to  each in n o v a tio n  p ro c e ss  s ta g e ,  and (3) some key
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s t r a t e g i e s  which have been found to  be e f f e c t i v e  in  o r g a n iz a t io n s ,  

e s p e c i a l l y  p u b l ic  a g e n c ie s .

P e rso n a l  lo g s ,  SFRP r e c o rd s ,  in te rv ie w s  w ith  th e  f iv e  o th e r  p r in ­

c i p a l s  in  th e  p ro c e s s ,  and a survey  of DNR and U.S. F o re s t  S erv ice  

p a r t i c i p a n t s  in  th e  SFRP were used as  m a te r ia l  fo r  th e  a n a ly s i s  c o n ta in ­

ed in  Chapter Four.

The n a tu re  o f th e  problem, the  key p a r t i c i p a n t s  in  th e  SFRP p ro cess  

and the  type o f in n o v a tio n  d e c is io n  were d isc u s se d  in  th e  b eg inn ing  

s e c t io n s  of th e  c h a p te r .  This  was follow ed by d e s c r ip t i o n s  of the  

i n f l u e n t i a l  f a c t o r s  in  the  environment of th e  F o re s t  Management D iv i­

s io n  and t h e i r  in f lu e n c e  on th e  d i f f u s io n  of th e  SFRP. The r e s u l t s  

of a survey of th e  p e rc e iv e d  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of the  SFRP by those  

d i r e c t l y  involved  in  th e  p ro c e ss  in  the  DNR and th e  U.S. F o re s t  S erv ice  

were then  p re se n te d .

The f in d in g s  of t h i s  s tudy  as  to  th e  n a tu re  o f the  problem, the 

key p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  th e  type o f in n o v a tio n  d e c i s io n ,  th e  environment 

of th e  D iv is io n  and th e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  th e  SFRP were then  used 

to  c r i t i q u e  th e  s t r a t e g i e s  used to  d i f f u s e  th e  SFRP w ith in  the  DNR 

and to  a t t a i n  p u b l ic  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in  the  p ro c e s s .  These f in d in g s  

a l s o  suggested  t h a t  th e  s e v e ra l  key o r g a n iz a t io n a l  s t r a t e g i e s  found 

e f f e c t i v e  in  o th e r  p u b l ic  ag e n c ie s  were used in  the  SFRP p ro c e ss .  Chap­

t e r  Four was concluded w ith  a d i s c u s s io n  o f th e  use of th e se  s t r a t e g i e s  

in  the  SFRP p ro c e s s .
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Conclusions

The Environment of th e  F o res t  Management D iv is io n

The environment of the  F o re s t  Management D iv is io n  was very  condu­

c iv e  to  th e  ad o p tio n  of the  SFRP ( r e f e r  to  Table 5 .1 ) .  A v a r i e ty  of 

DNR and F o re s t  Management D iv is io n  S ta f f  p e rce ived  t h a t  th e re  was a 

perform ance gap between e x i s t i n g  and d e s i r e d  d i v i s i o n a l  perform ance.

The SFRP was seen as  be ing  a b le  to  c lo se  th e se  perform ance gaps and 

meet the  needs fo r  program c o o rd in a t io n  and improved D iv is io n  p e r f o r ­

mance .

There were a l s o  a c t iv e  s u p p o r te r s  o f  th e  SFRP o u ts id e  the  o rg a n i ­

z a t io n .  The U.S. F o re s t  S e rv ic e ,  N o r th e a s te rn  S ta te  and P r iv a te  F o re s t ry  

Branch a c te d  a s  a s u p p l i e r  of th e  in n o v a tio n  in  some r e s p e c t s .  They 

prov ided  some te c h n ic a l  a s s i s t a n c e  in  s ta te w id e  p la n n in g ,  a l though  

th e  a s s i s t a n c e  they  could  supply in  the  l a t e r ,  program phase , was lim ­

i t e d .  More im p o rtan tly  th e  N o r th e a s te rn  S ta te  and P r iv a te  F o re s t ry  

Branch and the  Washington O f f ic e ,  a re a  P lanning  U nit p rovided  funding 

to  g r e a t ly  in c re a s e  the  re so u rc e s  a v a i l a b le  to  th e  D iv is io n  fo r  the  

SFRP. Although the  DNR e x e c u t iv e  o f f i c e  d id  no t o v e r t ly  p re s s u re  the  

D iv is io n  to  adopt s ta te w id e  p la n n in g ,  they  d id  su p p o rt  th e  in n o v a t io n .

Members o f th e  DNR s t a f f  th rough  t h e i r  p r o fe s s io n a l  a c t i v i t i e s  

had developed a knowledge i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  w ith  s t ro n g  o u ts id e  communi­

c a t io n  l i n k s .  This  in c re a se d  th e  amount of in fo rm a tio n  a v a i l a b le  to  

th e  d iv i s io n  about s ta te w id e  f o r e s t  re so u rc e  p la n n in g .  D iv is io n  members 

were a l s o  aware o f  o u ts id e  e x p e r t i s e  and a s s i s t a n c e  a v a i l a b l e  to  them 

in doing t h i s  p la n n in g .



108

Table 5.1. Summary of the Influences of the Environment of the For­
est Management Division on the Diffusion of the Statewide
Forest Resources Plan.

Environm ental F a c to r In f lu e n c e

P erce iv ed  perform ance gap p o s i t i v e ,  th e r e  was a pe rce iv ed  
need fo r  th e  SFRP to  f i l l  a p e r ­
formance gap

Supply o f  in n o v a t io n s p o s i t i v e ,  th e  RPA served  some­
what a s  a model

A gency-executive  r e l a t i o n ­
sh ip s

p o s i t i v e ,  e s p e c i a l l y  e a r ly  in 
th e  p ro c e ss  when th e  DNR D irec ­
t o r ' s  su p p o rt  was voca l

A c t i v i t i e s  of s u p p l i e r s p o s i t i v e ,  a l th o u g h  th e r e  was 
g r e a t e r  in f lu e n c e  by S&PF through  
f i n a n c i a l ,  than  t e c h n i c a l ,  a s s i s ­
tance

Resources a v a i l a b l e p o s i t i v e ,  th rough  USFS f in a n ­
c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  and the  o u ts id e  
a id  th e reb y  made a v a i l a b l e .

In te rg o v ern m en ta l  r e l a t i o n ­
sh ip s

p o s i t i v e ,  USFS provided  some 
le a d e r s h ip

C i t i z e n s  demands Not i n f l u e n t i a l
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C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of th e  S ta tew ide  F o re s t  Resources Plan

Some of th e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of th e  S ta tew ide  F o re s t  Resources 

P lan  were p o s i t i v e  in f lu e n c e s  on i t s  ad o p tio n  w hile  o th e r s  p robably  

h in d ered  i t s  ad o p tio n  ( r e f e r  to  Table 5 .2 ) .  The r e l a t i v e  advantage 

and c o m p a t ib i l i ty  of th e  SFRP were p e rc e iv e d  fa v o ra b ly  by th o se  d i r e c t l y  

involved  in  th e  P ro c e ss .  The t r i a l a b i l i t y  and o b s e r v a b i l i t y  o f  r e s u l t s  

w ere, however, g e n e r a l ly  p e rc e iv e d  u n fa v o ra b ly .  P e rc e p t io n s  o f the  

com plex ity  of th e  SFRP were mixed, w ith  s l i g h t l y  more responden ts  

p e rc e iv in g  t h i s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  fa v o ra b ly .

R e la t iv e ly  lo n g -te rm  r e s u l t s  a r e  in h e re n t  in  comprehensive p la n n in g ,  

and th u s  p e rc e p t io n  t h a t  th e  r e s u l t s  o f  th e  SFRP were d i f f i c u l t  to  

see cou ld  p ro b ab ly  n o t have been changed. More f a v o ra b le  p e rc e p t io n s  

of th e  t r i a l a b i l i t y  and com plex ity  of th e  SFRP, however, cou ld  have 

been c r e a te d .  This  cou ld  have been accom plished by a more c o n c re te  

and e a r l i e r  d i f i n i t i o n  of th e  s t r u c t u r e  and scope o f th e  SFRP by the 

p r in c ip a l s  in vo lved . Although a l lo w in g  th e  SFRP to  evo lve  over s e v e ra l  

y e a rs  was p e rc e iv e d  as  hav ing  ad v a n ta g e s ,  some of th e  c o s ts  of t h i s  

approach may n o t  have been re co g n ized .  An in n o v a tio n  which i s  c o n t in ­

u a l ly  changing i s  d i f f i c u l t  to  form a m ental image of and i s ,  th u s ,  

d i f f i c u l t  to  e v a lu a te  o r  m en ta l ly  " t r y  on fo r  s i z e . "  Such an in n o v a tio n  

i s  a l s o  d i f f i c u l t  to  u n d e rs ta n d ,  i . e .  complex, simply because i t  i s  

no t s t a t i c .

Type o f  S t r a t e g i e s  Used

The ty p es  of s t r a t e g i e s  used by th e  SFRP team to  g a in  p a r t i c i p a ­

t i o n  in  and su p p o rt  o f  th e  SFRP w ere, on th e  whole, a p p ro p r ia te  given 

th e  i n t e r n a l  and e x te r n a l  environment and the  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of the
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Table 5.2 Summary of the Influences of the Characteristics of the
Statewide Forest Resources Plan on Its Diffusion.

C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  In f lu e n c e

R e la t iv e  advantage p o s i t i v e ,  th e  SFRP was p e rc e iv e d  as  
o f f e r in g  an advantage over c u r r e n t  
p rocedures

Conformity p o s i t i v e ,  th e  SFRP was p e rce iv ed  as  
be ing  com patib le  w ith  th e  norms and 
v a lu es  of f o r e s t  management by 
agency p e rso n n e l  a lth o u g h  th e  pub­
l i c  (s)  may no t p e rc e iv e  i t  a s  such

Complexity u n c e r t a in ,  p e rc e p t io n s  o f  th e  com­
p le x i t y  of th e  SFRP v a r ie d .  The 
p u b l i c ( s )  may f in d  the SFRP d i f f i ­
c u l t  to  u n d ers tan d  and p a r t i c i p a t e  
in

T r i a l a b i l i t y n e g a t iv e ,  th e  SFRP was p e rce iv ed  as 
be ing  d i f f i c u l t  to  t r y  on a t r i a l  
b a s i s

O b s e rv a b i l i ty n e g a t iv e ,  the  r e s u l t s  of th e  SFRP 
were p e rce iv ed  as  b e ing  d i f f i c u l t  
to  see excep t in  th e  long run
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SFRP ( r e f e r  to  Table 5 .3 ) .  The SFRP team a l s o  used d i f f e r e n t  types  

o f s t r a t e g i e s  fo r  d i f f e r e n t  groups of SFRP p a r t i c i p a n t s  a s  i s  recommend­

ed by in n o v a tio n  d i f f u s i o n  r e s e a r c h .  This r e s e a r c h  a l s o  in d ic a t e s  

t h a t  s t r a t e g i e s  should  be changed o r  r e p la c e d  a s  th e  in n o v a tio n  p ro c e ss  

p ro g re s se s  or when i n i t i a l  s t r a t e g i e s  f a i l .  This  changing of s t r a t e ­

g ie s  was a l s o  done to  some e x te n t  by th e  SFRP team.

A com bination o f  f a c i l i t a t i v e  and re e d u c a t iv e  s t r a t e g i e s  were 

used th roughou t th e  SFRP p ro c e s s .  S ev era l  f a c t o r s  w ith in  th e  F o res t  

Managerment D iv is io n  in d i c a t e  t h a t  f a c i l i t a t i v e  s t r a t e g i e s  were app ro ­

p r i a t e  fo r  work w i th in  t h i s  group. The a d m in i s t r a t io n  o f  th e  D iv is io n  

was committed to  and p e rc e iv e d  a need fo r  th e  SFRP. One o f th e  i n t e r ­

views w ith  th e  SFRP p r i n c i p a l s  a l s o  mentioned t h a t  th e r e  was a  p e r ­

ce ived  need fo r  comprehensive p lan n in g  fo r  th e  D i v i s i o n ' s  programs 

among th e  f i e l d  s t a f f .  The D iv is io n  a l s o  had r e so u rc e s  a v a i l a b l e  to  

s u s t a i n  i t s  o u ts id e  a s s i s t a n c e  f o r  a long p e r io d  and had a l l o c a t e d  

a long p e r io d  fo r  SFRP developm ent. R e s is ta n c e  to  th e  SFRP w ith in  

th e  D iv is io n  a lso  appeared  to  be low.

The use o f r e e d u c a t io n a l  s t r a t e g i e s  in  a d d i t i o n  were a p p ro p r ia te  

s in c e  i t  i s  l i k e l y  t h a t  some D iv is io n a l  members were no t committed 

to  th e  SFRP and m ight be somewhat r e s i s t a n t  to  i t .  The use  o f  th e  

A s s i s ta n t  C hief fo r  A d m in is t ra t io n  as an o p in io n  le a d e r  p robab ly  would 

have been a pow erfu l s t r a t e g y  in  g a in in g  su p p o rt  fo r  th e  SFRP among 

th e  f i e l d  s t a f f  o f  th e  D iv is io n .  U n fo r tu n a te ly ,  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  

s t r a t e g y  was n o t a v a i l a b l e  to  th e  SFRP team.

The s i t u a t i o n  in  o th e r  DNR d iv i s io n s  I n d ic a te s  t h a t  a com bination 

of r e e d u c a t iv e  and p e r s u a s iv e  s t r a g e g ie s  was c a l l e d  f o r  in  working 

w ith  t h i s  group. T h e ir  commitment to  and p e rc e iv e d  need fo r  th e  SFRP
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Table 5.3 Summar y  of the Effectiveness of Stragegles Used in the
Diffusion of Michigan's Statewide Forest Resources Plan.

S tra te g y  E f f e c t iv e n e s s

F a c i l i t a t i o n  o f  th e  p ro c e ss  good
through funds and s t a f f  a s s ig n ­
ments

Use o f  o p in io n  le a d e r s  w i th in  
th e  F o re s t  Management D iv is io n

Use o f  o p in io n  le a d e r s  w i th in  
th e  Department o f  N a tu ra l  Re­
so u rc e s  (T ech n ica l  A dvisors)

Use o f o p in io n  l e a d e r s  w ith  
th e  p u b l ic s  (P u b lic  Advisory 
Group)

f a i r ,  an im portan t o p in io n  
le a d e r  cou ld  n o t  be used

good, o p in io n  le a d e r s  were 
s e l f  ap po in ted

f a i r ,  p u b l ic  ad v iso ry  r e p ­
r e s e n t a t i v e s  were s e le c t e d ,  
more should  have been 
a llow ed to  a p p o in t  them­
s e lv e s

No use o f  mass media in  
b eg in n in g  o f  p ro c e ss

P e r io d ic  m ail  and p e r so n a l  con­
t a c t s  w ith  T ech n ica l  A d v iso rs ,  
P u b l ic  Advisory Group, Advisory 
P a n e l ,  U .S .F .S .  and o th e r s

M aintenance o f  SFRP as  a f l e x i ­
b le  p ro cess

Promoting th e  SFRP in  co n nec tion  
w ith  s o lu t io n s  to  M ich igan 's  
economic problems

poor,  slowed and r e s t r i c t e d  
knowledge o f th e  SFRP

good, m ain ta ined  aw areness 
o f  th e  SFRP

good, a llow ed th e  SFRP to  
evolve  to  s u i t  D iv i s io n 's  
needs

poor,  r e s u l t e d  in  in c o n s i s ­
t e n t  messages to  o th e r  p a r -  
t i c i p a n t s

good, in c re a se d  p e rce iv ed  
r e l a t i v e  advantage and ob­
s e r v a b i l i t y  of r e s u l t s  of 
th e  SFRP

C u l t iv a t io n  and use  of top l e v e l  
support

good, DNR D ir e c to r ,  FMD 
C h ie f ,  MSU F o re s t ry  D epart­
ment and G overnor 's  support  
were key
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Table  5 .3  ( c o n t ’d . )

Use o f o u ts id e  a id  good, p rov ided  s la c k  r e ­
s o u rc e s ,  a d d i t i o n a l  ex p er­
t i s e ,  c o n t in u i ty  and f r e s h  
p e r s p e c t iv e s

poor,  in  th e  case  o f  th e  use 
o f s tu d e n ts  in  c o n ta c t  w ith  
th e  W i ld l i f e  D iv is io n ,  which 
o b je c te d  to  th e  use of s t u ­
d e n ts

Use o f  a team good, p rov ided  a  s t r u c t u r e
which cou ld  expand and con­
t r a c t  a s  needed and in c re a se  
or d e c rease  in  d i v e r s i t y  
and f o rm a l i ty  a s  needed
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appeared  to  be very  low. S trong r e s i s t a n c e  to  the  SFRP could  a lso  

be expec ted  s in c e  i t  was an i n t r u s io n  by a n o th e r  DNR d iv i s i o n .

While th e  te a m 's  s t r a t e g i e s  fo r  SFRP a c t i v i t i e s  w ith  o th e r  

d i v i s i o n s  was o s te n s ib ly  r e e d u c a t iv e ,  some of th e  communication was, 

d o u b t le s s ,  p e r s u a s iv e  in  n a tu r e .  I t  was obvious  a t  t im es t h a t  

e f f o r t s  a t  p e rsu ad in g  o th e r  d iv i s io n s  to  co o p e ra te  were n o t  t o t a l l y  

s u c c e s s fu l  as  t h e i r  members p e rce iv ed  l i t t l e  r e l a t i v e  advantage to  

t h e i r  d i v i s i o n s  from ado p tio n  o f  th e  SFRP. I t  i s  w orth  n o t in g  th a t  

in  th e  l a t e  s ta g e s  o f  th e  development o f th e  Recommended Program 

W ild l i f e  D iv is io n  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in  th e  SFRP became much more a c t i v e .

The Governor had j u s t  p re v io u s ly  p u b l i c ly  g iven  h i s  su p p o rt  to  

economic development th rough  f o r e s t  management and the  r o le  t h a t  the  

SFRP had in  s e t t i n g  t h i s  d i r e c t i o n .  W i ld l i f e  D iv is io n  members exp ressed  

t h e i r  s t ro n g  d e s i r e  to  have th e  c u r r e n t  and p o t e n t i a l  economic b e n e f i t s  

o f  W i ld l i f e  Included in  th e  Program. I t  ap p ears  t h a t  th e  Governor’ s 

s ta te m e n ts  changed th e  W i ld l i f e  D i v i s i o n 's  p e rc e p t io n  o f th e  r e l a t i v e  

advantage of th e  SFRP to  them.

S t r a t e g i e s  to  g a in  ad o p tio n  of th e  SFRP by v a r io u s  p u b l ic s  were 

p r im a r i ly  r e e d u c a t iv e .  These s t r a t e g i e s  were a p p ro p r ia te  g iven  most 

o f  th e  p u b l i c ' s  la c k  o f  knowledge about s ta te w id e  f o r e s t  r e so u rc e  

p la n n in g .  I t  i s  a l s o  l i k e l y  t h a t  few of th e  p u b l ic  were committed 

to  o r  p e rce iv ed  a need fo r  th e  p ro c e s s .  Mass media as  a channel fo r  

in fo rm a tio n  about th e  SFRP was not used . The use o f  mass media to  

c r e a t e  i n i t i a l  aw areness o f th e  SFRP would have been more e f f e c t i v e  

than  was th e  use o f  m a i l in g s  to  s e le c t e d  in d iv id u a l s  and groups. The 

prim ary  approach  used by th e  SFRP f o r  involvement o f  th e  p u b l ic s  was 

communication w ith  o rg an ized  p u b l ic  I n t e r e s t  g roups, p r iv a te
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o r g a n iz a t io n s  and o p in io n  l e a d e r s  in  f o r e s t  management in  th e  s t a t e .  

T h is  was a p p r o p r i a t e  f o r  th e  l a t e r  p a r t  o f  th e  p ro c e s s  where mass media 

i s  n o t  i n f l u e n t i a l  b u t  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  com m unications a r e  v e ry  e f f e c ­

t i v e .  P la n s  f o r  f u tu r e  mass madia com m unications r e g a rd in g  th e  1977- 

1981 SFRP a r e  n o t  l i k e l y  to  g a in  a d d i t i o n a l  p u b l i c  su p p o rt  o r  in v o lv e ­

ment.

D uring th e  program phase  o f  th e  SFRP, F o re s t  Management D iv is io n  

team members in c r e a s e d  t h e i r  a c t i v i t y  in  p rom oting  th e  SFRP. T h e ir  

work in  g a in in g  th e  G o v e rn o r 's  p u b l ic  su p p o rt  o f  th e  SFRP and i n  g a in ­

in g  su p p o r t  o f  l e g i s l a t o r s  and f o r e s t  i n d u s t r y  was a more p e r s u a s iv e  

approach  th an  had been used p r e v io u s ly .  T h is  su p p o rt  was ga ined  by 

prom oting  th e  SFRP a s  b e in g  a b le  to  c o n t r i b u t e  to  th e  s o lu t i o n  of 

M ic h ig a n 's  economic prob lem s. T h is  was p ro b ab ly  an e f f e c t i v e  p e r s u a ­

s iv e  s t r a t e g y ,  and a p p r o p r ia t e  to  th e  more c o n t r o v e r s i a l  program p h ase .

O rg a n iz a t io n a l  S t r a t e g i e s  Used

A ll  th e  p r i n c i p a l s  o f  th e  SFRP in d ic a te d  t h a t  th e  f a c t o r s  of 

to p  l e v e l  su p p o r t  and o u t s id e  a id  fo r  th e  SFRP were c r u c i a l  in  i t s  

s u c c e s s f u l  developm ent. A lthough th e  use o f a  team p e r  se  was n o t  

c i t e d ,  th e  e s ta b l i s h m e n t  o f  an SFRP team which expanded and c o n t r a c te d  

as  needs a ro se  en ab led  th e  use  o f  t h i s  o u t s id e  a i d .  In n o v a t io n  d i f f u ­

s io n  r e s e a r c h  s u p p o r ts  th e  c o n c lu s io n s  t h a t :  (1) to p  l e v e l  s u p p o r t ,

(2) o u t s id e  a id  and (3) th e  use  o f  a team a re  e f f e c t i v e  s t r a t e g i e s  

in  th e  d i f f u s i o n  o f an In n o v a tio n  in  an  o r g a n iz a t io n .
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Top l e v e l  s u p p o r t . The s tro n g  sup p o rt  o f  th e  SFRP by th e  F o re s t  

Management D iv is io n  Chief and th e  M. S. U. P ro fe s s o r  of F o re s t  Eco­

nomics was v e ry  i n f l u e n t i a l  in  th e  d i f f u s io n  of th e  SFRP. This l e v e l  

o f  sup p o rt  in d ic a te d  to  th e  F o re s t  Management D iv i s io n ,  th e  DNR and 

th e  f o r e s t  management community t h a t  th e r e  was a s t ro n g  commitment 

to  s ta te w id e  f o r e s t  r e so u rc e s  p la n n in g .  T his  was combined w ith  the  

su p p o rt  of the  DNR D ire c to r  and the  support  o f  o th e r  f o r e s t  management 

ag e n c ie s  and o th e r  p u b l ic  and p r iv a t e  o r g a n iz a t io n s  which th e  D iv is io n  

C hief and th e  P r o je c t  D i r e c to r s  were a b le  to  g a in .  The D iv is io n  Chief 

and th e  M. S. U. P r o je c t  D i r e c to r  were a l s o  a b le  to  use t h e i r  a u th o r ­

i t y  to  channel r e so u rc e s  from th e  D iv is io n  and from Michigan S ta te  

U n iv e r s i ty ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  to  th e  SFRP p r o j e c t .

O uts ide  a i d . Aid to  th e  SFRP from M. S. U. and p r iv a t e  c o n s u l t ­

a n t s  took a v a r i e t y  o f form s. The M. S. U. P ro fe s s o r  o f  F o re s t  Eco­

nomics c o - d l r e c te d  much of the  SFRP p ro c e ss  th ro u g h o u t .  H is g rad u a te  

a s s i s t a n t  was a c t i v e l y  invo lved  as  a c o - o rd in a to r  o f  th e  SFRP a c t i v i ­

t i e s  and a n a ly s t  fo r  th r e e  y e a r s .  P e r io d ic  a s s i s t a n c e  was rendered  

by re so u rc e  a n a l y s t s ;  and r e c r e a t i o n ,  w i l d l i f e  and p u b l ic  in v o lv e ­

ment s p e c i a l i s t s .  This  p ro v is io n  o f a d d i t i o n a l  e x p e r t i s e  and 

w orkforce was c i t e d  by a l l  SFRP p r i n c i p a l s  a s  b e in g  c r i t i c a l .

The a d d i t i o n a l  w orkforce was a s la c k  re so u rc e  t h a t  cou ld  be 

c o n c e n tra te d  on th e  SFRP, u n l ik e  D iv is io n  S t a f f  which had o th e r  

r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .  The D iv is io n  was a l s o  r e s t r i c t e d  in  th e  number 

and ty p es  o f  re so u rc e  a n a ly s t s  a v a i l a b l e .  The a d d i t io n  of a n a ly s t s  

and s p e c i a l i s t s  from o u ts id e  th e  o r g a n iz a t io n  In c reased  th e  amount 

and d i v e r s i t y  o f  e x p e r t i s e  t h a t  was a p p l ie d  to  th e  SFRP.
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As mentioned p re v io u s ly  in  Chapter 4, th e  use o f o u t s id e  a id  

i s  a p p r o p r ia te  i f  th e  o r g a n iz a t io n  develops  th e  re so u rc e s  to  s u s t a in  

th e  in n o v a t io n  a f t e r  th e  o u ts id e  a id  i s  withdrawn. Only a l a t e r  

e v a lu a t io n  o f  th e  S ta tew ide  F o re s t  Resources P lan  would a l lo w  the  

d e te rm in a tio n  of th e  e x te n t  and su ccess  o f i t s  a d o p t io n .

Use o f  a team . The use of an SFRP team to  s t r u c t u r e  th e  a c t i v i t i e s  

of th e  p ro c e ss  a l s o  was e f f e c t i v e .  Because th e  team com position  was 

f l e x i b l e ,  a n a ly s t s  and s p e c i a l i s t s  could  be added on ly  when needed.

The c o s ts  o f  t h i s  e x p e r t i s e  were, th u s ,  l e s s  than  i f  p e rso n n e l  were 

added to  th e  D iv is io n  i t s e l f .  In th e  e a r ly  s ta g e s  o f th e  assessm ent 

phase and o f  th e  program phase th e  team expanded, b u i ld in g  in  the  

Im portant f a c t o r s  o f  d i v e r s i t y  and in f o r m a l i ty .  As each of th ese  

phases  nea red  com pletion  th e  SFRP team was reduced  to  th e  sm a lle r  

management team o f  th e  P r o je c t  D i r e c to r s  and P r o je c t  C o -o rd in a to r s .

This management team had a l e s s  d iv e r s e  and more fo rm al s t r u c t u r e ,  

which was more a p p ro p r ia te  to  th e  f i n a l  s ta g e s  o f each phase . Achiev­

ing t h i s  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  of th e  s t r u c t u r e  o f  th e  u n i t  d ev e lop ing  the  

in n o v a t io n  would have been much more d i f f i c u l t  i f  a l l  th e  members 

were permanent D iv is io n  s t a f f .

E x ten t o f  Adoption of th e  SFRP

The e x te n t  o f  th e  a d o p tio n  o f  th e  SFRP w i th in  th e  DNR, th e  F o res t  

Management D iv is io n  and th e  v a r io u s  p h b l lc s  can no t as  y e t  be judged .

The a u t h o r ' s  Involvement in  th e  p r o je c t  ended in  e a r l y  1981 as  the  

Recommended Program was beg in n in g  to  be p re p a re d .  This  case  s tudy  

and i t s  co n c lu s io n  a r e ,  th u s ,  r e le v a n t  only  up to  t h a t  p o in t  in  the
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p ro c e s s .  An exam ination  o f th e  e x te n t  and l e v e l  o f support  fo r  the  

SFRP would be a u s e f u l  s u b je c t  fo r  f u tu r e  r e s e a r c h .
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APPENDIX A

OUTLINE OF THE HISTORY OF MICHIGAN'S STATEWIDE 

FOREST RESOURCES PLAN

1977

Dec. 19

1978

Jan .

March 8

March 9

A p r i l  21/22

A p r i l  24/28

May 2 

May 26

P re -P lan n in g

F o re s t  Goals and I s s u e s  S tatem ent compiled by 
F o re s t  Management D iv is io n  fo r  U.S. F o re s t  Ser­
v ic e  .

P lans  fo r  S ta tew ide  F o re s t  Resource P lan  develop­
ed and d e sc r ib e d  by F o re s t  Management D iv is io n .

DNR D ire c to r  Tanner announces b eg inn ing  of SFRP 
p ro c e s s ,  names M.L. Petoskey r e s p o n s ib le  fo r  
c o o rd in a t in g  i n t e r - d i v i s i o n  c o o p e ra t io n ,  announces 
R.S. M anthy 's agreement to  a s s i s t  in  SFRP p ro c e s s .

C oopera tive  Agreement between th e  DNR and Michi­
gan S ta te  U n iv e rs i ty  a r ra n g e s  fo r  R.S. M anthy's 
a s s i s t a n c e ,  the  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  of R. A l s to n 's  
re so u rc e  economics prosem inar c l a s s  a t  M.S.U. 
in  th e  Assessm ent, and K. Olson as re so u rc e  s p e c i ­
a l i s t  and c o -c o rd in a to r  o f  Assessment a c t i v i t i e s .

"M ich igan 's  F o re s ts  and th e  F u tu re"  sponsored 
by West Michigan Environm ental A ction  C o a l i t io n .  
P a r t i c i p a n t s  informed of p la n s  fo r  th e  SFRP.

"Comprehensive S ta te  F o re s t  P lan n in g  and the  
RPA" program sponsored by U.S. F o re s t  S erv ice  
h e ld  a t  M.S.U.

In fo rm atio n  m eeting  on th e  SFRP h e ld  w ith  Bureau 
and D iv is io n  C h iefs  o r  t h e i r  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s .

In fo rm a tio n a l  m eeting on th e  SFRP h e ld  w ith  the  
Hiawatha N a t io n a l  F o re s t  P la n n e r .

119
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1978 (con tinued) 

May 27

Ju ly  20

August 4

August 10 

August 14

August 22

August 23

September 25

September 28/29

October 10 

October 12

O ctober 20-21

1978 O ct. 1 -
1979 March 1

March 14 

March 20 

March 30

In fo rm a t io n a l  Meeting on th e  SFRP h e ld  w ith  the 
USFS Region Nine P lan n er  and Huron M anistee N ation ­
a l  F o re s t  S u p e rv iso r .

Assessment

D ra f t  Assessment o u t l i n e  reviewed by DNR Techni­
c a l  A d v iso rs ,  Bureau C h ie f ,  D iv is io n  C h ie f ,  and 
P u b l ic  Advisory Group.

In fo rm a tio n a l  Meeting h e ld  w ith  Ottawa N a tio n a l  
F o re s t  P la n n e r .

In fo rm atio n  Meeting h e ld  w ith  Region I I I  s t a f f .

In fo rm atio n  Meeting h e ld  w ith  Region I  and I I  
s t a f f .

In fo rm a t io n a l  M eeting he ld  w ith  U .S .F .S . ,  S&PF 
S o u th e a s te rn  Area P lann ing  S t a f f .

In fo rm ation  Meeting h e ld  w ith  U .S .F .S . ,  S&PF N orth­
e a s t e r n  Area P lan n in g  S t a f f .

Summary o f re sp o n ses  to  th e  d r a f t  o u t l i n e  sen t  
to  re v ie w e rs .

Review of working d r a f t  of Assessment by SFRP 
management team.

P ro g re s s  r e p o r t  made to  G overno r 's  O f f ic e .

P ro g re s s  r e p o r t  made to  D ire c to r  Tanner and M.L. 
P e to sk y .

"M ich igan 's  F o re s ts  and th e  F u tu re"  sponsored 
by West Michigan Environm ental A ction  C o a l i t io n .  
P a r t i c i p a n t s  informed of p ro g re s s  o f  th e  SFRP.

D ra f t  Assessment p re p a re d .

D ra f t  Assessment reviewed by DNR, U .S .F .S . ,  
S&PF p e r so n n e l ,  and P u b l ic  Advisory Group.

D ra f t  Assessment reviewed by p u b l ic  a t  N a tu ra l  
Resources Days a t  Michigan S ta te  U n iv e r s i ty .

I n te n s iv e  rev iew  of d r a f t  Assessment by DNR 
te c h n ic a l  a d v iso r s  begun.
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September 13

1979 

A p r i l

A p r i l  20

May 8

May 29

June 15 /S ep t.  1

June 26 

August 17

September 1/ 
October 30

November 20

December 19

1980 

January  1

February 1 

March 19

Michigan*s F o re s t  Resources 1979—An Asses-sment 
p r in te d  and d i s t r i b u t e d .

Management team b eg in s  p la n s  f o r  th e  Program 
p h a s e .

Meeting h e ld  w ith  T e ch n ica l  A dvisors  in  DNR to  
d is c u s s  p la n s  fo r  th e  Program.

Team members p a r t i c i p a t e d  in  F o re s t  Resources 
P lann ing  seminar a t  Michigan T echno log ica l  Uni­
v e r s i t y  .

Advisory Panel of le a d e r s  in  f o r e s t  re so u rc e  
management e s t a b l i s h .

Team proceeds  with a n a l y s i s :

—Five a l t e r n a t i v e  d i r e c t i o n s  d r a f t e d  
—R e la t io n s h ip  of i s s u e s  to  d i r e c t i o n s  developed 
— Programs, a c t i v i t i e s ,  o u tp u t  l e v e l s  and c o s ts  

analyzed  fo r  each a l t e r n a t i v e  d i r e c t i o n .

Advisory Panel rev iew s f o r e s t  r e so u rc e  i s s u e s .

Advisory Panel rev iew s a l t e r n a t i v e  d i r e c t i o n s  
and t e n t a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i v e  re so u rc e  o u tp u t  t a r g e t s .

A nalys is  com piled.

D ra f t  of a n a ly s i s  reviewed by SFRP p r i n c i p a l s .

Working Document "A n a ly s is  of A l t e r n a t iv e  F o re s t  
Resource Programs fo r  M ichigan" p re se n te d  to  For­
e s t  Management D iv is io n  by c o n s u l t a n t s .

P re p a ra t io n  of "M ich igan 's  F o re s t  R esources: 
A l t e r n a t iv e  Programs" f o r  p u b l ic  rev iew  b e g in s .

Review of a n a ly s i s  by T ech n ica l  A dvisors  com plete .

Review d r a f t  p re se n te d  to  p u b l ic  a t  N a tu ra l  
Resources Days a t  Michigan S ta te  U n iv e r s i ty .

March 15/ 
September 1 Team of F o re s t  Management D iv is io n  members develop 

d is c u s s io n s  of i s s u e s  and p o l ic y  o p t io n s .
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1980 (con tinued) 

September 12

October 20

December 11

1981 

January  9

January  9 / 
February  1

February  20

February  20/ 
September

Working d r a f t  "M ich igan 's  F o re s t  Resources P lan : 
Overview of I s s u e s  and P o licy  O ptions"  p re se n te d  
to  the  Michigan F o re s t ry  P lann ing  and Develop­
ment Committee fo r  t h e i r  rev iew .

Review d r a f t  "M ich igan 's  F o re s t  Resources P la n :  
I s s u e s ,  P o l ic y  O p tio n s ,  and Recommended O v era l l  
Program D ire c t io n "  se n t  to  P u b lic  Advisory Group 
fo r  Review.

SFRP meets w ith  U.S. F o res t  S e rv ice  p e rso n n e l  
in  Michigan to  review  re so u rce  ou tp u t t a r g e t s  
and p u b l ic  f o r e s t s  r o l e .

P lan s  begun fo r  p u b l ic  workshop fo r  rev iew  of 
and comment on a d r a f t  recommended program.

Recommended Program d r a f t e d .

M ich igan 's  S ta tew ide  F o re s t  Resources P lan  work­
shop h e ld ,  D ra f t  Recommended Program d is c u s s e d .

R ev is io n  of Recoranended Program, p r e p a ra t io n  
b r i e f  Assessm ent, f i n a l  d r a f t  of Michigan S t a t e ­
wide F o re s t  Resource P lan .
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APPENDIX B

SURVEY OF THE CHARACTERISTICS OF MICHIGAN'S STATEWIDE 

FOREST RESOURCES PLAN

O b je c t iv e s

The c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  com plex ity ,  r e l a t i v e  ad v an tag e , t r i a l a b i l -  

i t y ,  o b s e r v a b i l i t y ,  and c o m p a t ib i l i ty  a r e  thought to  be r e l a t e d  to  

th e  r a t e  of ad o p tio n  of an in n o v a t io n .  A q u e s t io n n a i r e  survey was 

designed  to  de term ine  how th e se  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  were p e rc e iv e d  by 

th o se  in  the  Michigan Department of N a tu ra l  Resources and the  U.S. 

F o re s t  S e rv ic e  who had been involved  in  the  development and implemen­

t a t i o n  of M ich ig an 's  S ta tew ide  F o re s t  Resources P la n .  These same 

people  were a ls o  asked t h e i r  o p in io n  of how th e  p u b l ic  p e rc e iv e s  th e se  

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .

Methods

The survey  was d es igned  to  be r e l a t i v e l y  s im p le ,  s t r a i g h t  fo rw ard , 

and s h o r t .  This was because much of th e  in te rv ie w in g  was to  be done 

by te lep h o n e  and a l l  was to  be done d u r in g  working h o u r s ^ .  Ten ques­

t i o n s  were asked of each person  in te rv ie w e d — one q u e s t io n  on each 

o f th e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  from t h e i r  p e r s p e c t iv e  and one q u e s t io n  on

—̂ Eight su rv ey s  were a d m in is te re d  by te le p h o n e ,  t h i r t e e n  were 
a d m in is te re d  by i n t e r o f f i c e  m a ll .
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t h e i r  o p in io n  of th e  p u b l i c ' s  p e rc e p t io n  of each o f the  f iv e  c h a r a c t e r ­

i s t i c s  .

The q u e s t io n s  and th e  p o s s ib le  re sp o n ses  were worded s im i l a r ly  

to  f a c i l i t a t e  th e  re sp o n ses  and t h e i r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  The response  

c a te g o r ie s  d id  no t a l lo w  fo r  a "no o p in io n "  answer bu t fo rced  th e  

responden t to  make a judgment.

There i s  a p o s s i b i l i t y  of b i a s  in  th e  wording o f th e  q u e s t io n s ,  

a l th o u g h  they  were w r i t t e n  so as  to  avo id  t h i s .  Each q u e s t io n  and 

th e  resp o n ses  c o n ta in  norm ative  words—b e t t e r ,  w orse, ea sy ,  d i f f i c u l t ,  

com patib le  and in co m p a tib le .  I t  was thought t h a t  i f  th e  q u e s t io n s  

were phrased  such as  "How d i f f i c u l t  do you t h i n k . . . "  t h a t  t h i s  might 

y i e l d  a  d i f f e r e n t  response  than  "How easy  do you t h i n k . . . "  The ques­

t i o n s  w ere, t h e r e f o r e ,  worded "How easy  or d i f f i c u l t  do you t h i n k . . . "

The Survey Q uestions

The q u e s t io n s  concern ing  th e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  were developed r e l a ­

t i v e l y  d i r e c t l y .  The S ta tew ide  F o re s t  Resources P lan  i s  a new method 

of p lan n in g  and d i r e c t i n g  f o r e s t  management in  th e  s t a t e .  I t  was 

th o u g h t ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  t h a t  re sp o n d en ts  would be a b le  to  make a judgment 

as  to  how d i f f i c u l t  th e  SFRP i s  to  u n d e rs tan d  and to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in ,  

com plex ity ;  to  implement on a t r i a l  b a s i s ,  t r i a l a b i l i t y ; o r  to  observe 

the  r e s u l t s  o f ,  o b s e r v a b i l i t y .

I t  was d i f f i c u l t  to  ph rase  q u e s t io n s  concern ing  th e  o th e r  two 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  R e la t iv e  advantage can have s e v e ra l  components in 

t h i s  c a s e .  These a re  advantage in  d e a l in g  w ith  th e  p u b l ic ,  advantage 

in  perform ing  i n t e r n a l  agency f u n c t io n ,  o r  b o th .  Since a major o b je c ­

t i v e  of th e  SFRP i s  to  make the  perform ance o f  f o r e s t  management
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" b e t t e r "  in the  s t a t e ,  re sp o n d en ts  were asked how much b e t t e r  o r  worse 

they  thought th e  SFRP would make t h e i r  job o f f o r e s t  management and 

how much b e t t e r  or worse they  thought th e  p u b l ic  th in k s  f o r e s t  manage­

ment w i l l  be w ith  a s ta te w id e  p la n .  This  was judged  p r e f e r a b le  to  

guess ing  as to  how re sp o n d en ts  might p e rc e iv e  what composes r e l a t i v e  

advan tage .

Because c o m p a t ib i l i ty  of an in n o v a tio n  w ith  o rg a n iz a t io n a l  and 

p e rso n a l  norms, v a lu e s  and e x p e r ie n c e s  would have been d i f f i c u l t  to  

e x p la in  in  a s h o r t  time p e r io d ,  th e  q u e s t io n  d e a l in g  w ith  c o m p a t ib i l i ty  

was a l s o  d i f f i c u l t  to  p h ra s e .  The p r o fe s s io n s  which p r a c t i c e  f o r e s t  

r e so u rc e s  management and members o f th e  p u b l ic  have norms concern ing  

what i s  p roper  f o r e s t r y ,  w i l d l i f e ,  ou tdoor r e c r e a t i o n ,  an d /o r  f i s h e r ­

ie s  management. Respondents were, t h e r e f o r e ,  asked how com patib le  

they  thought the  SFRP was w ith  th e  v a lu e s  of f o r e s t  management. This 

was opposed to  ask in g  resp o n d en ts  how com patib le  they  thought the  

SFRP was w ith  th e  v a lu e s  of th e  DNR or of t h e i r  community.

R e s u l t s

A t o t a l  of tw enty-one q u e s t io n n a i r e s  were a d m in is te re d .  Survey 

p a r t i c i p a n t s  w ere: th e  D iv is io n  C h ie f ;  the  A s s i s ta n t  D iv is io n  Chief 

fo r  N a tu ra l  Resource Development; U nit le a d e r s  of th e  C oopera tive  

F o re s t  Management, P la n n in g ,  and F o re s t  R e c re a t io n  u n i t s ;  th e  P lann ing  

A n a ly s t;  th re e  s t a f f  members of th e  F o res t  R e c re a t io n  u n i t ;  two s t a f f  

members o f th e  C oopera tive  F o re s t  Management u n i t ,  and fo u r  F o re s t  

P lan n e rs  (two F o res t  P lan n er  p o s i t i o n s  a re  c u r r e n t l y  v a c a n t ) ;  of the  

F o res t  Management D iv is io n ;  one t e c h n ic a l  a d v iso r  from th e  W ild l i fe  

D iv is io n  and one t e c h n ic a l  a d v iso r  from the  R e c re a t io n  S e rv ic e s  D iv is io n
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of th e  DNR; the  th r e e  N a t io n a l  F o re s t  P la n n e rs  in  M ichigan; and 

th e  p u b l ic  involvement c o n s u l ta n t  to  th e  F o re s t  Management D iv is io n  

fo r  th e  SFRP. The a u th o r  d id  n o t respond to  th e  q u e s t io n n a i r e .

As in d ic a te d  in  th e  t a l l y  sh e e t  fo l lo w in g ,  th e  re sp o n ses  d id  

f a l l  i n to  c l u s t e r s  fo r  most q u e s t i o n s .—̂  There was more agreement 

in  re sp o n ses  fo r  th o se  q u e s t io n s  which asked fo r  th e  re sp o n d e n ts '  

p e rc e p t io n s  th an  th e r e  was fo r  th e  responses  which asked fo r  t h e i r  

o p in io n s  o f  the  p u b l i c ' s  p e r c e p t io n s .

Complexity

Most re sp o n d en ts  thought th e  SFRP p ro c e ss  i s  somewhat d i f f i c u l t  

to  un d ers tan d  and to  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n ,  a l th o u g h  j u s t  a s  many thought 

i t  was somewhat o r very  ea sy .  No p a t t e r n  in  th e se  re sp o n ses  was 

found between Lansing o f f i c e  p e r so n n e l ,  th e  F o re s t  Panners ( f i e l d  

p e rso n n e l)  o r  th e  F o re s t  S e rv ic e  P e rso n n e l .  One responden t d id  answer 

t h a t  he thought th e  SFRP i s  very  easy  to  u n d e rs tan d  bu t somewhat 

d i f f i u c l t  to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in  due to  h i s  d i s t a n c e  from o th e r s  invo lved  

in  th e  p ro c e s s .  A la r g e  m a jo r i ty  o f  re sp o n d en ts  thought t h a t  th e  

p u b l ic  f in d s  th e  SFRP somewhat o r  very  d i f f i c u l t  to  u n d ers tan d  and 

to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in .  One response  was s p l i t  between very  e a sy ,  fo r  

o rg an ized  g roups,  v e r su s  v e ry  d i f f i c u l t ,  fo r  in d iv id u a l s .

R e la t iv e  Advantage

The la r g e  m a jo r i ty  o f  re sp o n d en ts  thought t h a t  th e  SFRP would 

make t h e i r  jo b s  somewhat o r  much b e t t e r .  Only one response  o f  somewhat

—̂ Since t h i s  was a 100 per  c e n t  survey  o f th o se  who were d i r e c t l y  
Involved  w ith  th e  SFRP a t  t h a t  t im e ,  so s t a t i s t i c a l  a n a ly s i s  was r e q u i r e d .
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worse was g iven . A la rg e  m a jo r i ty  of re sp o n ses  as  to  the  p u b l i c ' s  

p e rc e p t io n s  of the  r e l a t i v e  advantage o f  th e  SFRP were in  the  somewhat 

b e t t e r  c a te g o ry .

T r i a l a b i l i t y

Most re sp o n d en ts  thought t h a t  th e  SFRP would be somewhat d i f f i ­

c u l t  to  implement on a t r i a l  b a s i s .  Responses f o r  th e  p u b l i c ' s  op in io n  

of t r i a l a b i l i t y ,  however, were s p l i t  f a i r l y  even ly  between the  somewhat 

ea sy ,  somewhat d i f f i c u l t  and very  d i f f i c u l t  c a t e g o r i e s .

O b s e rv a b i l i ty

The resp o n ses  to  th e  two q u e s t io n s  as to  o b s e r v a b i l i t y  of r e s u l t s  

of th e  SFRP were more s c a t t e r e d  th an  fo r  any o th e r  o f  the  q u e s t io n s .

The resp o n ses  fo r  both  q u e s t io n s  fo u r  and n in e  d id  tend to  f a l l  in  

th e  very  d i f f i c u l t  o r  somewhat d i f f i c u l t  c a t e g o r i e s .  Many responden ts  

no ted  th a t  they p e rce iv ed  th e  r e s u l t s ,  o r  thought th e  p u b l ic  would 

p e rc e iv e  the  r e s u l t s ,  a s  being  d i f f i c u l t  to  observe because of t h e i r  

long -te rm  n a tu r e .  Since s h o r t - te rm  r e s u l t s  a re  more v i s i b l e ,  the  

r e s u l t s  o f  th e  SFRP a re  reg a rd ed  as  b e ing  d i f f i c u l t  to  observe o v e r a l l .

C o m p a t ib i l i ty

Most re sp o n d en ts  thought t h a t  th e  SFRP i s  very  com patib le  w ith  

th e  v a lu e s  o f  f o r e s t  r e so u rc e  management. Two re sp o n se s  f e l l  i n to  

th e  inco m p atib le  c a t e g o r i e s .  O pin ions o f th e  p u b l i c ' s  p e rc e p t io n  

were v a r ie d  from th e  response  t h a t  th e  SFRP i s  somewhat incom patib le  

to  t h a t  i t  i s  very  co m p atib le .  Reasons f o r  th e  somewhat incom patib le  

response  were t h a t  th e  SFRP might be viewed a s  i n t r u s i v e  in  p r iv a te
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i n t e r e s t s .

Comments

There were two un in tended  r e s u l t s  o f  th e  su rv ey ,  bo th  o f  which 

y ie ld e d  a d d i t i o n a l  in fo rm a tio n  about th e  SFRP p ro c e ss .  F i r s t ,  th e re  

was a r e c o g n i t io n  by many o f  the  re sp o n d en ts  t h a t  th e  " p u b l ic "  i s  

a c t u a l l y  many p u b l i c s ,  w ith  p e r s p e c t iv e s  on th e  SFRP which may v a ry .

This i s  a  good in d ic a t io n  th a t  th e  com plex ity  of the  SFRP p ro c e ss  

i s  a l s o  re co g n ized .  Secondly, th e r e  was some m isp e rc e p tio n  th a t  th e  

Recommended Program o r  th e  P lan  document were to  be the  S ta tew ide  

F o re s t  Resources P la n .  Many re sp o n d en ts  d id  p e rc e iv e  t h a t  th e  SFRP 

was, r a t h e r ,  th e  p ro c e ss  which in c o rp o ra te s  th e  A ssessm ent, and Recom­

mended Program and a l l  th e  a c t i v i t i e s  a s s o c ia te d  w ith  th e  p la n n in g .

The q u e s t io n n a i r e s  were a d m in is te re d ,  however, such th a t  the  miscon­

c e p t io n s  t h a t  d id  e x i s t  were c l a r i f i e d  b e fo re  th e  re sp o n se s  were reco rd ed .

A sample o f  th e  q u e s t io n n a i r e  w ith  a t a l l y  o f  th e  tw enty-one 

re sp o n ses  fo l lo w s .
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CHARACTERISTICS OF THE STATEWIDE FOREST RESOURCES PLAN

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

T a lly

1. How easy  o r  d i f f i c u l t  do you th in k  the  S ta tew ide  F o re s t  Resources 
P lan  i s  to  u n d ers tan d  and to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in?

very  somewhat somewhat very
easy  easy d i f f i c u l t  d i f f i c u l t

3 9 8 0
1, to  u n d e rs tan d  1, to  p a r t i c i ­

p a te  in

2. How much b e t t e r  o r worse do you th in k  your f o r e s t  r e so u rc e  manage­
ment jo b  would be w ith  a S ta tew ide  F o re s t  Resource Plan?

much somewhat somewhat much
b e t t e r  b e t t e r  worse worse

9 11 1 0

3. How easy  o r  d i f f i c u l t  do you th in k  th e  S ta tew id e  F o re s t  Resources 
P lan  would be to  implement on a t r i a l  b a s is ?

very  somewhat somewhat very
easy  easy  d i f f i c u l t  d i f f i c u l t

1 3 14 3

4. How easy o r  d i f f i c u l t  do you th in k  i t  would be to  see the  r e s u l t s  
o f  th e  S ta tew id e  F o re s t  Resources Plan?

very  somewhat somewhat very
easy  easy  d i f f i c u l t  d i f f i c u l t

3, in  long run 4 9 5

5. How com patib le  o r  in co m p atib le  do you th in k  th e  S ta tew ide  F o re s t  
Resources P lan  i s  w ith  the  v a lu e s  o f f o r e s t  r e so u rc e  management?

very  somewhat somewhat very
com patib le  com patib le  incom patib le  incom patib le

1 3 6 1 1
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6. How easy or d i f f i c u l t  do you th in k  the  p u b l ic  f in d s  the  S ta te ­
wide F o res t  Resources Plan to  understand  and p a r t i c i p a t e  in?

very
easy

somewhat
easy

somewhat
d i f f i c u l t

very
d i f f i c u l t

1 fo r  groups 1 14 14
1 fo r  in ­
d iv id u a ls

7. How much b e t t e r  o r  worse do you th in k  the  p u b lic  th in k s  f o r e s t  
management w i l l  be w ith  a S tatew ide f o r e s t  r e so u rc e s  plan?

much somewhat somewhat much
b e t t e r  b e t t e r  worse worse

2 16 1 1

8. How easy or d i f f i c u l t  do you th in k  the  p u b l ic  th in k s  the S tatew ide 
F o res t  Resources Plan would be to  implement on a t r i a l  b a s is ?

very  somewhat somewhat very
easy  easy d i f f i c u l t  d i f f i c u l t

0 8 7 6

9. How easy o r d i f f i c u l t  do you th in k  the  p u b l ic  th in k s  the r e s u l t s  
of the  S ta tew ide  F o res t  Resources P lan w i l l  be to  see?

very somewhat somewhat very
easy  easy d i f f i c u l t  d i f f i c u l t

3 4 7 7

10. How com patible o r incom patib le  do you th in k  the  p u b lic  th in k s  the
Statew ide F o res t  Resources P lan  i s  w ith  the  va lues  of f o r e s t  manage­
ment?

very  somewhat somewhat very
com patib le  com patib le incom patib le  incom patib le

4 12 5 0
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APPENDIX C

INTERVIEWS OF THE PRINCIPALS OF MICHIGAN'S STATEWIDE 

FOREST RESOURCES PLAN

O b je c t iv e s

The p e rce iv ed  need fo r  an in n o v a t io n ,  th e  type o f o rg a n iz a t io n a l  

support  i t  r e c e iv e s  and th e  methods used to  d i f f u s e  i t  in  an o rg a n iz a ­

t io n  have been r e l a t e d  to  th e  su ccess  o f an in n o v a tio n  in  an o rg a n iz a ­

t i o n  by v a r io u s  r e s e a r c h e r s .  A s e t  of q u e s t io n s  were developed and 

used to  in te rv ie w  the  f iv e  p r i n c i p a l s  o f  th e  S ta tew ide  F o re s t  Resources 

p la n ,  ex c lu d in g  th e  a u th o r ,  in  o rd e r  to  ana lyze  t h e i r  p e rc e p t io n s  

and o p in io n s  of th e se  f a c t o r s  w ith  reg a rd  to  the  SFRP.

Methods

Five q u e s t io n s  were used to  s t r u c t u r e  in te rv ie w s  w ith  F o res t  

Management D iv is io n  C hief Henry W ebster, A s s i s ta n t  D iv is io n  Chief 

Gerald  Rose, P lan n in g  A nalyst Jim Olmstead, P lann ing  S e c tio n  Leader 

Gerald  Theide and M.S.U. P ro fe s so r  Robert Manthy. Two of th e  i n t e r ­

views were conducted in  p e rso n .  Three o f  the  in te rv ie w s  were conducted 

by m ail due to  l i m i t a t i o n s  on th e  p r i n c i p a l ' s  t im e. No r e s t r i c t i o n s  

were p laced  on th e  le n g th  o f  each in te rv ie w ,  each response  was as  

long o r s h o r t  a s  th e  p r in c ip a l  d e s i r e d .  In  a d d i t i o n ,  no prompting 

from th e  in te rv ie w e r  was g iven  d u r in g  th e  in te rv ie w  i t s e l f .

131
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The In te rv ie w  Q uestions

The In te rv ie w  q u e s t io n s  were developed based upon a rev iew  of 

in n o v a tio n  d i f f u s io n  l i t e r a t u r e  and upon d is c u s s io n s  w ith  s e v e ra l  

o f  th e  SFRP p r i n c i p a l s  a s  to  q u e s t io n s  they d e s ir e d  to  have re se a rc h e d .  

A ll  th e  q u e s t io n s  were worded in  a g e n e ra l  fa sh io n  so as  no t to  suggest  

t h a t  c e r t a i n  re sp o n ses  were ex p ec ted . A l i s t  of th e  f iv e  in te rv ie w  

q u e s t io n s  fo llo w s  on F igure  C . l .

R e su l ts

The in te rv ie w s  were ana lyzed  fo r  common and c o n s t r a s t in g  e lem en ts .  

As re sp o n ses  to  th e  q u e s t io n s  were s p e c i f i c  in  a lm ost a l l  c a s e s ,  the  

a n a ly s i s  was n o t  d i f f i c u l t .  A l i s t  of a l l  re sp o n ses  to  each q u e s t io n  

was made. Like re sp o n ses  were then  grouped. Table C .l  which t a l l i e s  

the  number of in te rv ie w s  c i t i n g  a p a r t i c u l a r  response  i s  a summary 

of t h i s  a n a l y s i s .  I t  should  be no ted  t h a t  th e  resp o n ses  in  the  cases  

of q u e s t io n s  one, two and fo u r  need n o t be m u tually  e x c lu s iv e  and 

thus  th e  t o t a l  number o f c i t a t i o n s  under th e se  q u e s t io n s  can be more 

than  f i v e .  In the  i n t e r e s t  of space and c o n f i d e n t i a l i t y  of th e  p r i n c i ­

p a l s  involved  th e  t r a n s c r i p t s  of th e  in te rv ie w s  a r e  n o t p re se n te d  

h e r e .

D iscu ss io n

Q uestion  1. P e rce iv ed  need fo r  a 
s ta te w id e  f o r e s t  r e s o u rc e s  p l a n .

P e rce iv ed  needs fo r  a s ta te w id e  f o r e s t  r e so u rc e s  p la n  v a r ie d .

The most conmon response  was t h a t  i n d i c a t iv e  of a need to  s e t  g o a ls  

and d i r e c t i o n  fo r  th e  programs and th e  a c t i v i t i e s  of th e  F o re s t  Manage­

ment D iv is io n .  I t  was mentioned th a t  a s ta te w id e  p lan  was needed
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1. P erce ived  need :

What need o r  needs d id  you p e rc e iv e  fo r  a s ta te w id e  f o r e s t  r e ­
sou rces  p lan?

2. I n s t i t u t i o n a l  s u p p o r t :

What support w i th in  the  agency o r from o th e r  i n s t i t u t i o n s  do you 
f e e l  was e s p e c i a l l y  im portan t in  d eve lop ing  the  S ta tew ide  F o re s t  
Resources P lan?

3. P lan  o f  work:

Do you f e e l  t h a t  th e  c o o p e ra t iv e  working arrangem ents  fo r  o u ts id e  
a id  in  deve lop ing  th e  S ta tew ide  F o res t  Resources P lan were c r i t i ­
c a l ,  h e l p f u l ,  o r  no t Im portant in  d eve lop ing  th e  p lan?

4. Assessment and Recommended Program developm ent:

Are th e r e  any key e v e n ts  e x te r n a l  to  th e  F o re s t  Management D iv i­
s io n  which you f e e l  were e s p e c i a l l y  im portan t in  dev e lo p in g  the  

Assessment o r  Recommended Program?

5. P u b l ic  involvem ent:

How im portan t do you f e e l  p u b l ic  involvement was in  develop ing  
th e  Assessment and Recommended Program?

How im portan t do you f e e l  p u b l ic  Involvement was and w i l l  be in  
a c h ie v in g  accep tan ce  and sup p o rt  fo r  th e  Recommended Program?

F ig u re  C . l .  M ich ig an 's  S ta tew ide  F o re s t  Resources 
P lan In te rv ie w  Q uestions
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Table C . l .  In te rv ie w  R e s u l ts  

(number o f people  c i t i n g  a p a r t i c u l a r  response)

1. P erce ived  Need

Set o f  Goals o r  O v era ll  
D i r e c t io n  f o r  F o re s t  
Management D iv is io n

Budget A c q u i s i t io n /  
Support

D ire c t io n  fo r  A ll  
F o re s t  Management 
in  the  S ta te

2. Im portant I n s t i t u t i o n a l  Support

D iv is io n
Chief

Academic
Community

USFS
S&PF

DNR D ire c to r  
o r  DNR 
Bureau Level

Other P u b lic  
Agencies or 
P r iv a te  O rgani­
z a t io n s

Plan o f Work

O uts ide  Aid 
C r i t i c a l

O utside Aid 
H e lp fu l

O utside  Aid 
Not im portan t

4. Assessment and Program Development: Im portan t E x te rn a l  Events

M ich ig an 's  Economic Problems 

3

5. P u b l ic  Involvement

RPA/NFMA

2

In Developing Assessment 

C ru c ia l  

0

In Developing Program 

C ru c ia l  

0

H elp fu l

1

Not Im portant 

4

Not Im portant 

0

H e lp fu l  

4

In A chieving Support o f  Recommended Program 

C ru c ia l  H e lp fu l Not Im portan t Depends Upon Balance of Impact 

4 0 0 1
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such t h a t  th e  D iv is io n  could a s s e s s  i t s  r o le  in  the  c o n te x t  of f o r e s t  

management s ta te w id e .  A p e rce iv ed  need fo r  c r e a t i n g  a common sense  

of d i r e c t i o n  f o r  f o r e s t  management in  Michigan was mentioned in  th re e  

o f the  in te rv ie w s .  In  two of th e se  the  need fo r  f o r e s t  management 

to  c o n t r ib u te  to  economic development in  the s t a t e  was s p e c i f i c a l l y  

r e l a t e d  to  t h i s  common sense  o f d i r e c t i o n .  Three of th e  In te rv ie w s  

c i t e d  the  need to  do s ta te w id e  f o r e s t  re so u rc e s  p lan n in g  to  ensure  

f e d e r a l  funding  f o r  f o r e s t  management programs in  th e  s t a t e ,  o r  to  

secu re  o th e r  budget su p p o r t .

Q uestion  2. Importance of i n s t i t u t i o n a l  su p p o r t .

The in te rv ie w s  c i t e d  a v a r i e t y  of so u rces  of i n s t i t u t i o n a l  support 

f e l t  to  be im p o rta n t .  A l l  in te rv ie w s  mentioned the s e l f - g e n e r a te d  

su p p o rt  o f  th e  D iv is io n  C h ie f .  The fo u r  p r i n c i p a l s ,  o th e r  than  the  

D iv is io n  Chief c i t e d  h i s  su p p o rt  as  be ing  very  im p o rtan t .

Four o f  th e  in te rv ie w s  c i t e d  th e  support of the  academic community 

in  Michigan as  b e ing  im p o rtan t .  Two of th e se  in te rv ie w s  mentioned 

th e  support  of P ro fe s so r  Manthy as  im portan t in  b r in g in g  a d d i t i o n a l  

e x p e r t i s e  to  th e  SFRP p ro cess  and in  f a c i l i t a t i n g  g a in in g  support 

from o th e r  s o u rc e s .

The p a r t i a l  funding  o f the  SFRP and some t e c h n ic a l  a s s i s t a n c e  

from th e  N o r th e a s te rn  S ta te  and p r iv a t e  f o r e s t r y  b ranch of th e  U.S. 

F o re s t  S e rv ic e  was c i t e d  in  th re e  of the  in te rv ie w s  as  be ing  im p o rtan t .  

One a d d i t i o n a l  p r in c ip a l  a l s o  a s se s se d  t h i s  f a c t o r  a s  be ing  very  impor­

t a n t  a f t e r  b e ing  asked about th e  r o le  of th e  U.S. F o re s t  S e rv ic e  a f t e r  

th e  s t r u c tu r e d  in te rv ie w  was com pleted.

Two in te rv ie w s  mentioned DNR D ire c to r  Tanner or h ig h e r  l e v e l s
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of the DNR as important sources of support.

A v a r i e ty  of o th e r  s o u rc e s ,  p u b l ic  a g e n c ie s ,  o r  p u b l ic  o r  p r iv a te  

o r g a n iz a t io n s  were c i t e d  in  th e  in te rv ie w s .  These were: g ra s s  ro o ts

support o f  th e  D iv is io n  f i e l d  s t a f f ,  Michigan F o re s t ry  P lanning  and 

Development Committee members, th e  Washington O ff ice  of th e  U.S. F o res t  

S e rv ic e ,  f o r e s t  in d u s t r y ,  a major env ironm enta l o rg a n iz a t io n  in  Michi­

gan, th e  Council o f  S ta te  Governments and th e  Michigan Department 

of A g r ic u l tu r e .  These so u rces  were c i t e d  in  no more than  one i n t e r ­

view each .

Q uestion  3. P lan  o f work.

The c o o p e ra t iv e  working arrangem ents  w ith  th e  SFRP p r in c ip a l s  

from Michigan S ta te  U n iv e r s i ty  were c i t e d  as  be ing  c r i t i c a l  in  the  

development of th e  SFRP in  a l l  f iv e  in te rv ie w s .  The a d d i t i o n a l  a n a ly ­

t i c  t a l e n t ,  l e a d e r s h ip  and p e r s p e c t iv e s  t h i s  arrangem ent provided  

as  w ell a s  th e  u s e fu ln e s s  of p e rso n n e l  no t c o n s t r a in e d  by o th e r  D iv i­

s io n a l  a c t i v i t i e s  and r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  were mentioned in  th e se  r e ­

sponses .

Q uestion  4. Assessment and program developm ent.

Three of th e  in te rv ie w s  in d ic a te d  t h a t  th e  economic problems 

of Michigan were th e  most i n f l u e n t i a l  e x t e r n a l  f a c t o r  in  the  develop­

ment o f  the  SFRP. As w e ll  a s  shaping  th e  d i r e c t i o n  th e  program to o k , 

th e  s t a t e ' s  economic problems c r e a te d  a c l im a te  which was r e c e p t iv e  

to  new p lan n in g  methods and in  which th e re  was in c re a se d  i n t e r e s t  

in  th e  r o le  o f  f o r e s t  r e s o u rc e s  in  M ich igan 's  economy.

The im portance o f  th e  f e d e r a l  RPA Assessment and Program and
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th e  P ro v is io n s  fo r  s t a t e  f o r e s t  re so u rc e  programs in  th e  N a tio n a l  

F o res t  Management Act were c i t e d  in  two of the  in te rv ie w s .

Q uestion  5. P u b l ic  invo lvem en t.

There was agreement among th e  p r in c ip a l s  t h a t  p u b l ic  involvement 

was n o t  very  im portan t in  th e  development of the  A ssessm ent, a lthough  

i t  d id  se rv e  to  keep people  informed of th e  p ro c e s s .

Most of the  in te rv ie w s  in d ic a te d  th a t  p u b l ic  involvement was 

u s e fu l  and had some s u b s t a n t i a l  in f lu e n c e s  on the  Program. Two of 

th e  p r in c ip a l s  in te rv iew ed  d isc u s s e d  the  changes in  th e  program th a t  

r e s u l t e d  from the  p r e s e n t a t i o n  of d r a f t  a l t e r n a t i v e s  a t  N a tu ra l  Re­

so u rces  Days in  March 1980.

Four of th e  p r in c ip a l s  f e l t  t h a t  p u b l ic  involvement in  th e  SFRP

was c r u c i a l  to  develop ing  th e  needed common sense  of d i r e c t i o n  fo r  

the  program and to  g a in in g  sup p o rt  fo r  th e  Recommended Program. In v o lv e ­

ment of th e  p u b l ic  from th e  e a r l i e s t  s ta g e s  of th e  SFRP p ro c e ss  c r e a te d  

f a m i l i a r i t y  w ith  a s p e c ts  of th e  SFRP among some of th e  p u b l ic  and 

was a ls o  u s e fu l  in  d is c u s s in g  the  Recommended Program w ith  th e  members 

of th e  N a tu ra l  Resources Commission. One p r in c ip a l  r e p o r te d  th a t  

some Commission members needed to  f e e l  c o n f id e n t  t h a t  v a r io u s  p u b l ic s  

had been involved in  th e  development of th e  program. Also c i t e d  in  

t h i s  in te rv ie w  was th e  im portance of the  involvem ent o f  th e  s t a t e  

l e g i s l a t u r e ,  which passed  a j o i n t  r e s o l u t i o n  rec o g n iz in g  f o r e s t  manage­

ment in  th e  s t a t e ,  and of th e  G overno r 's  o f f i c e ,  which recogn ized  

the  im portance of the  SFRP a t  a s t a t e  con ference  on f o r e s t r y  and in

th e  S ta te  o f the  S ta te  Address in  the  f a l l  o f  1980.
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RECOMMENDED DIFFUSION STRATEGIES FOR MICHIGAN’S 

STATEWIDE FOREST RESOURCES PLAN



Table D.l. Recommended Diffusion Strategies for Michigan's Statewide Forest Resources Plan Agency Change
Target Groups.

Knowledge  Innovation  D ecision  Stages__________________
P ersuas ion  D ecision  Confirm ation

Sources: Chief F o re s te r
D iv is io n  D ire c to r

Channels: I n t e r -  and I n t r a ­
o f f i c e

Media: Memoranda

Opinion Leaders -  
te c h n ic a l  a d v iso rs  
p o s s ib ly  u n i t  le ad e rs

In te rp e rso n a l

Opinion le a d e rs

In te rp e r so n a l

P ro fe s s io n a l  meet-SFRP C h a r a c te r i s t i c  Sur­
vey, sm all i n t e r d i v i s i o n -  in g s ,  p a r t i c ip a t i o n  
a l  implementation meet- in  workshops fo r  pub- 
ings and inform al com­
m unica tions; i . e . ,

l i e  t a r g e t .  P a r t i c i ­
p a t io n  in  SFRP

P erso n a l ,  op in ion  le a d ­
e r s ,  Chief F o re s te r ,  
D iv is io n  D irec to r

In te rp e r s o n a l
In tr a p e r so n a l

P ro g ress  R eports ,  
Implementation work­
shops, p a r t i c ip a t i o n  
in p r e s e n ta t io n s  to 
pu b lic

c o f fe e  b reak s ,  e t c . Assessment

Messages: Announcement of 
i n s t i t u t i o n  of 
SFRP, ex p lan a t io n  
of SFRP p rocess

Sharing experiences  
w ith ,  p e rc e p t io n s  and 
knowledge o f the  SFRP 
e s p e c ia l ly  about p o s i ­
t iv e  a t t r i b u t e s  of SFRP 
and decrease  complexity

F a c i l i t a t i v e  of t r y ­
ing SFRP on fo r  s iz e ,  
s t r e s s in g  o th e r  p la n ­
n ing  successes

Assurances th a t  SFRP 
w i l l  meet e x p e c ta t io n s  
by r e p o r t in g  accomplish 
ments



Table D.l (cont'd.)

Feedback: I d e n t i f y  FRM con­
t a c t  person  as 
source  fo r  f u tu r e  
in fo rm atio n  and 
c l a r i f i c a t i o n

I d e n t i f y  c o n ta c t  person  
in  each agency as  
source  fo r  in fo rm a tio n ,  
Meet ing summar i e s , 
R e s u l ts  of a t t r i b u t e
survey

Formal and in form al 
communication w ith  
c o n ta c t  person

P ro g ress  r e p o r t s ,  Work­
shops to  work through 
d i f f i c u l t i e s



Table D.2. Recommended Diffusion Strategies for Michigan's Statewide Forest Resources Plan Public Change
Target Groups.

Knowledge  In n o v a tio n  D ecision  S tages_________________
P ersu as io n  D ecis ion  Confirm ation

Sources: Chief F o re s te r
D iv is io n  D ire c to r

Channels: Mass

Media: Radio and TV News
n a t u r a l  re so u rc e  
magazines -  s t a t e  
d i s t r i b u t i o n  
s u f f i c i e n t

Messages: In fo rm ation  on
i n s t i t u t i o n  of 
SFRP, i t s  b e n e f i t s  
to  f o r e s t  manage­
ment

Opinion le a d e r s  -  
p u b l ic  i n t e r e s t  and 
u se r  group le a d e r s

In te rp e r s o n a l

Person to  p e rso n , 
through sm all workshops 
sponsored by p u b l ic  
groups, a l s o  on an 
agenda of g en e ra l  meet­
ings of groups

S t r e s s  r e l a t i v e  advan­
ta g e ,  c o m p a ta b i l i ty ,  
of SFRP, e x p la in  SFRP 
as  to  reduce com plexity

Opinion le a d e r s

Mass and i n t e r ­
p e rso n a l

"Choices" f i lm  to  
group m eetings f o l ­
lowed by d is c u s s io n  
lead  by op in ion  
le a d e r

Try SFRP on fo r  s i z e ,  
observe su cc e sse s  of 
o th e r  p lann ing  e f f o r t s

P e rso n a l ,  op in ion  le a d ­
e r s ,  Chief F o r e s t e r ,  
D iv is io n  D ire c to r

Mass and in te rp e r s o n a l

Radio and TV news 
r e l e a s e s  -  p ro g re s s  
r e p o r t s ,  p r e s e n ta t io n  
of r e s u l t s  to  groups, 
im plem entation work­
shops

P ro g re s s ,  r e s u l t s ,  
su ccesses  of SFRP to  
d a te



Table D.2 (cont'd.)

Feedback: I d e n t i f y  c o n ta c t  
persons  in  FMD, 
e s t a b l i s h  l i s t  of 
i n t e r e s t e d  
p a r t i c i p a n t s

M ailings to  p a r t i c ip a n t  
l i s t ,  r e q u e s t  percep ­
t io n s  of i s s u e s  in  
f o r e s t  management in  
Michigan from groups 
and in d iv id u a ls

Mail back r e s u l t s  o f  
i s s u e s  su rvey , 
encourage p u b l ic  
i n t e r e s t - u s e r  groups 
d is c u s s io n s  of i s s u e s  
and how SFRP w i l l  
d ea l  w ith  them

Implem entation workshop 
format to  in c lu d e  s h a r ­
ing of p e rc e p t io n s ,  
q u e s t io n s
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