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INTRODUCTION

Since the early 1960's as a regult of the eurri;ulum reform movement,
a plethora of cufricu1a has been developed. Yet the innovations have
generally failed to meet their objecéives and atrophied because of the
failure to understand thé circumstances facilitating and resisting imple-
mentation. Goodlad and Klein (1970) and Gross, Giacquinta and Bernstein
(1971) reported that a discrepancy existed between reported claims of use
and actual classroom -implementation of soundly developed and ;nnovative
curricuium. In Goodlad and Klein's (1970) words, the innovations of the
last decade "have been blunted on the classroom door* (p.3). Howevér,
thgré is 1ittle research on the process of implementation of the new
curricula in the schools, while much more hes been yritten about the
deveiopment of the curricula. Correspondingly the change iiterature is
voluminous as indicated by Havelock's (1971) and Maquire's (1971) massive
reQiew and -cogent synthesis of change Titerature. ‘

Educational journals have-for the last few years featured an increasing
number of articles discussing tﬁe failure of innovative curricula. There is
a clear call for an isolation of the factors facilitating or impeding the A
’ Tmpleméntation of curricular innovations. Beauchamp (1978) described the
state of the field when he sajd "“the missing link in American curriculum is
the process of implementation" (p.405). Beauchamp and Beauchamp (1872) in
their investigation of Western European educational systems stated that in
recent years curriculum innovation has become a major objective for school
sysfems in many nations. Reéardless of this fact, they conclude that too

few schools have been able to surmount the barriers of implementation.
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Hampson (1975) predicted that the phenomena of curriculum implementation
will probably become the cause cél®bre in education of the late 1970's

and early 1980;5. It is obviouslthat schools cannot afford many failures

in these times of limited resources and accountability. Thus implementation
has emerged as a necessary and fertile field for investigation. As there

is a need for an expanded knowledge base regarding the process of implemen-
‘tation in education, the identification of géneral patterns in the process
of implementation will hopefully contribute to the state of the art and lead
to further testing, refinement and extension of available knowledge.

The study assumes that' change, both.CUrricu1ar and non-curricular,
will occur and this assumptio; is based on an accepted d%éanizationaT
principle that change in ;n drganizatfon is an expected force and that
organizations, if they are to remain effective, must adapt. Yet studies
indicate that change in some organizations occurs at a significantly siower
rate than in other organizations and that schools are generally less res-
ponsive to change than many other types of organizations (Mort an& Carlson;
1968). Curriculum theorizers-have suggested that certain existing
organizational variables G?JEé;ﬁting units play a critical role in whether
and to what degreé curriculum implementation occurs. There is a need for
empirically examining relationships between characteristics of the adopting
units and the degree of implementation. .

Several studies have indicated the need for the research under;aken
by this study. Manning (1973) observed that no systematic categorization of
orgénizationa] variables as they affect adoption (used in the context of
implementation) has been developed. In a comprehensive survey of research

on curriculum and instruction impiementation, Fullan and Pomfret {1977)

.
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further pointed out the need to examine the relationship between cﬁaracter-
isfics of the adopting units and the degree of imp]émentation. Common (1978)
stated “A plausible contention, in need of solution, is that there must be
conditions internal to the school that directly influence implementation”.

Copious literature supports the prediction that when a new curricu]um
is to be attempted by a staff; the principal may be faced with barriers to
change. There is a need to examine the role of -the principal in respectlto
changes that may occur. Historically the role of the principal in the
elementary school has been evolving in response to a number of external and
interna1'pressures. Despite a lack of consensushit appears that the
preferred role set -of the principal should involve responsibilities in the
areas of curriculum and instruction. Beauchamp (1975} has stated that
"the assignment of 1eade}ship responsibility and accountabiii;y for
curriculum eng{nee;ing is mandatory for the perserverance of the curriculum
systemé; (p.208). The'specific responsibilities in these areas have been
the subject of considerable discourse during the past few decades. While
a great deal has been written relative to ways in which the principal
should perform his role in instructional improvement, the principal’s
curricular role has been less clearly specified. Further confusion is added
by viewing the principal as having curriculum responsibilities in the areas
~ of development, implementation and evaluation and ‘whose functions are
variously and discrepantly described as that of curriculum change agent,
curriculum worker, curriculum leader, curriculum supervisor, curriculum
manager, procedural task master and change facilitator.

Whether or not the principal is viewed as hhving—curricu1um development

responsibilities or curriculum implementation responsibilities will vary



according to the—curriculum decision-making arena. . One would expect that
principals operating in a centralized decision-making system would have
responsibilities for implementing curricular decisions already made and
that in a decentralized system the principal would have curriculum
development responsibilities.

In the past few years the Department of Education in Manitoba has
been reorganized to include a curriculum development section with Subject
specialists. In addition, working committees of seconded feachers are made
available at the regional level for curriculum development, for further
transiation of provincial guidelines and for the subsequent introduction of
the innovative curriculum. Emanating from this expenditure of human and
Tinancial resources has been a profusion of curriculum documents in many
areas. While curriculum in Manitoba, as elsewhere, has undergone many
changes in the past few years, a disproportionate_amount of educational
development resources has been allocated exclusively to product deve1opmeﬁt
rather than to the implementation process. Curricula are increasingly
being developed external to the teachers who are the eventual users of the
curriculum (Mosher and Purpel, 1972} and often there is little, or no,
active role by the user in the speculation, formulation, pianning, develop-
ment, or decision to adopt an innovative curficu1um. This situation has
resulted in a concern for the Proper utilization of curricular plans in the
school.

Thus, in the centralized curriculum decision-making setting of Manitoba,
principals are presently faced witﬁ a situation where the provincial Depart-
ment of Education is sending to ?he principal's desk new curriculum guide-

Tines in various subjects at the elementary level. Recently the Department



has initiated the use of more prescriptive curricula in various subject
fields. The principal has been delegated with the task of getting these
documents into the hands of the teachers and to have them implemented by

a specific time. With the coming changes and the conditions that presently
exist, there is a need to establish what principals can do to motivate,
assist, and help initiate the implementation of the new curricula that is
coming into the schools.

It is easy to say that the principal has leadership responsibilities
in the area of curriculum, but it is not easy to define distinguishing
traits or procedures that will ensure success. It is possible that the
advent of union-styled negotiations and the higher levels of teacﬁer train-
ing which results in increased teacher expertise may have made the notion
of the principal as the functional and status curriculum teader no longer
viable. The role of the principal in the area of curriculum may now be
that of creating a climate of receptivity to research, experimentation and
innovation in the school and the community (Berman, 1978, Walen, 1967, Wood,
1973). Thus the major curriculum implementation responsibility of the
principal may be to generate a psychological tone or climate conducive to
change. - Drucker (1968) stated that the administrator should now be more
concerned with having an innovative system as opposed to managing a stable
or fixed organization.

A good deal of research indicates that there is no siﬁp1e relationship
among climate and motivation, attitudes and performance. Rensis Likert's
(1977) management systems theory is presented as an approach that
accommodates the interrelationships among a- large number of variables and

views them as parts of a meaningful whole. In attempting to categorize
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systematically organizational variab)es as they affect implementation and in
linking variables in a manner which is helpful for management of the
implementation process, Likert's framework may be a useful reference point.

Likert has suggested that his management systems theory may be used as
a predictor of innovation and promoted the idea that a human organization
is the best type of organization to promote change. Recent evidence has
been found to support the predicted relationship between school management
systems and adaptiveness or innovativeness of schools. Consequently, the
purpose of this study is to extend the change aspect of Likert's theory Sy
examining the relationship of school management patterns to curriculum
implementation as an outcome.

The timeliness of the study is corroborated by the fact that it occurs
at a time when provincial educators are emphasizing the importance of school
management practices by providing leadership training courses throughout

™

the province and aiso are articulating a concern about implementation of !
the numerous provincial curricula that have been developed.
There is 1ittle existing implementation research that can be used as
a basis for applied organization change by principals. If it is found that
certain management patterns are or are not conducive to implementation,
S~ -then it behooves one to start moving in a direction that would result in

effective curriculum implementation. Based on specific feedback from the
staff, a principal would be able to take an introspective look at how he

. has been operating, and if found wanting, could attempt to move the manage-
ment toward a 'style that facilitates curriculum impiementation. Thus

Likert's systems may offer effective organizational development procedures

to be followed in order to alleviate some resistance to change and may be an



effective approach to facilitating the implementation process.,

" The research is reported in four chapters. fhe investigatidn‘and thg
reported findingg are presented in the f&l]owing manner. The body of the |
report includes the preceding introductor; section and the foundations of
the investigation which appears in ChapteE_One. The first chapter presents
the Yeview of the literature pertaining to establishing the theoretical
framework for this investigation and concludes with a statement of the
problem, its significance, and definitions of the terms related to the
study. The presentation, the methodoiogy and procedure incorporated into
the research design of this study are given in Chapter Two. The analysis
of data and the re§g1ts from testing the hypotheses are presented and
‘discussed in Chapter Three. A summary of this research, its conclusions
and imp]icatgons are recorded in Chapte: Four. A bibliography, appendices

and an abstract of the thesis are also included.



CHAPTER I

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

OrganizationaT theory, -change theory and curriculum implementation
theorizing are examined in this chapter in order to establish a theoretical
framework for the Tinking of manaéement patterns and organizational
variables to curriculum implementation. First the nature of implementation
s examined in terms of its place in the larger process of change, in
order to demonstrate the relationship of change theory to implementation
theorizing. The section includes both a survey of current views on the
field of curriculum implementation and a critical examination of implemen-
tation research.

An examination of the dependent variable,of the study, degrees of
implementation, is provided in the second part, with an emphasis on the
Concerns Based Adoption Model and its correspondiﬁg Stage of Concern (SoC)
and Levels of Use (LoU) instruments.

The third section explores the concept of organizational change. In
an attempt to identify those components that may affect the change process
in general, and may be expected to affect the implemenfation process,
organizational literature is examined in terms of the two change contexts
of organizational innovativeness and organizational adaptiveness as affected
by organizational'e1ements.

. The concept of organizational systems and its relationship to change is
explicated in part four. The section concludes with a summary of Rensis
Likert's management systems theory, with specific emphasis on his proposition

that the management systems theory can be used as a predictor of innovation.



The final segment establishes a theoretical foundation Tinking
Likert's theory and degree of implementation factors. A.reyiew of
related studies that have empirically tested the theory and a statement

of the problem to be investigated are provided.

CURRICULUM IMPLEMENTATION

THE CHANGE PROCESS IN EDUCATION

As an area of study, implementation is inextricably bound as only
one component of the larger process of'change: The literature on change
js replete with a variety of terms including communications,sdiffusion,
innovation, adoption, and installation and-more -recently, systems. However,
it is difficult to find agreement on what constithtes the change process;
in other words, what the stages are within the change brocess in education.

Rogers (1962), in the first major work on change processes, identified
five stages in the adoption process; awareness, inferest, evaluation,
trial run and final adoption. '

Clark and Guba (1967) and Guba (1967) presented an.analysis and
discussion of the overall field of change and developed a conceptualization
of the educational change process. Their classification scheme called
attention to the range of p%ocesses involved in change strategy. Specifically
these wr1ters enumerated four major processes involved in change: research,
development, diffusion and adoption. Each of these categor1es has several
Vdimensions. It is significant that Clark and Guba stratified the processes
of installation and institutionalization under the édoption category. These
two concepts form the framework for that stage bf the change process that

will be specifically examined in this study; namely, implementation.
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Until recently implementation was not examined beyond the point
of official adoption of an innovation. "Carlson (1965) and Pe]iegrin
(1975) observed that the failure-to establish timp1ement] an adopted change
as intended was a crucial problem in the change process. Hoyle (1970)
suggested that in the Guba and Clark (1965) taxonomy of seven stages of
change processes, only the first four processes were being pursued with
respect to curriculum change. New curricula are being developed, dissemin-
ated and demonstrated but Tittle attention.is being given to }mpIementation,

Giacquinta (1973) pointed out the necessity of distinguishing among .
the initial adoption, implementation and incorporation as distinct stages.
Pincus (1974) criticized the existing change models for their focus on pre-
adoptive behavior. He judged the change models as portraying é sequence
of events which tékes place in the user systems before a“decisicn to adopt
is made and indicated a need for the elaboration of post-adoptive behavior
(impiementation). Thus, one stage may not necessarily lead to another.
Although research on the adoption stage is by no means adequate, research
on implementation js especially scarce. A review of pertinent literature
reveals that 1ittle is known about what influences the extent of implementation
after the decision towards full use of an innovation is made. (Bennis,
Benne, Chin and Corey, 1976).

In addition to the dearth of studies on implementation, certain
methodological shortcomings restrict tﬁe abp]icabi1ity of much of the
existing research. Much of what is written about implementation consists
of generalizations made from other areas of research (Habe1ock, 1973 -

change theory; Rogers, 1962 - agriculture). The studies typically focused
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oh the adoption and diffusion of rather simple innovations such as &
audio-visual aids or farm implements. As many of the studies have used
agricultural innovations as.the data source, the nature of the innovation
limits the usefulness of generalizing this knowledge to-the implementation
of educational innﬁvation¢" ' |

An increasing number of generalizations and propositions is based on
inferences drawn from case studies of the implementation process within
particular settings. Usually these case studies involve single schools or
at the most a small sample (Roose, 1976), thus offeriné limited general-
jzability of findings and necessitating replication of results. Some of the
literature consists of personal experience and édvocacy statements
(Farrington, 1976). Vi;tua11y_none of the posited generalizations have k
been empirically tested. . In the few studies where empirical® testing has
occurred, some of the findings must be considered spurious as, until
recently, the methods of arriving at indices of impfementation degree have
been subjective and inadequate (Evans and Scheffler, 1974; Gross, Giacquinta
and Bernstein, 1971). The study of jmplementation has been plagued by a
scarcity of evaluative instruments (Evans and Behrman, 1977; Neufield and
Firth, 1979). In addition to questionable data gathering instrumentation,
data have often been gathered from administrators rather than frem the
teachers actually making the changes specified by the innovation (Car]son,
1965). .

An alternative methodology befﬁg used in 1mpTementation research is
that of model building. Implementation models developed through theorizing
have suggested guestions that need to be answered and often incorporate

assumptions and postulates about implementation that need to be tested
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(Common, 1978; Fui]an, 1978; Gross et al, 1971; Hall, 1975; Leithwood, 1974,
1977). Too often thg developed models are misleading and misrepresentativye.
as the complex phenomena of the 1mp1e%eﬁtation process are presented in an
overly simplified form or are reduced to a static_;tate. Several recent
studies have éécognized that curriculum implementation is a more dynamic,
complex process (Brantley, 1975; Winklevoss,. 1975) than portrayed by the
existing models. .
‘ A review of the change literature reveals that with a few exceptions
the ihpiementation process- is not examined. In summary, it can generally
be said that much of the literature focuses on initial adoption and over-
Tooks implementation factoss as determinants of success or failure.: An
examihation of ex}sting implementation literature reveals numerous method-

ological shortcomings and the need for empirical testing of generalizations.

DERIVING A METHODOLOGY FOR EVALUATING CURRICULUM IMPLEMENTATION

As this study examines curriculum implementation as a‘dependent var-
iable, then it is necessary to generalize on the nature of imp]ementgrion .
based on the writer's abstraction of the elements of implementation from the-
literature. Further, as the study iﬁvo]ves an évaluatjon of the degree of
curriculum implementation, there is a need to sedect data collection
instruments that are cépabTe of eliciting vé]id,_re]iab]e and meaningful
information ébout the implementation process. _

Alkin and Fink (1974), Eichelberger (1974) and Patton (1978) have
emphasized the importance of including a measure of degree of iﬁﬂovation
use (implementation) in programvor producf evaluation. Leithwood (1979)

identified some issues that the selection of methodology for evaluating

curriculum implementation is contingent upon, specifically; the nature
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of the implementation process and the function of the implementation data
to be obtained This section examines the nature of curriculum implemen-
tat1on and derives criteria for se]ect1ng a methodology for evaluating

curriculum implementation.

THE NATURE QF CURRICULﬁH IMPLEMENTATION

There must be a-clear conéeptua]ization of the currfcu]uﬁ implemen-
tation érocess in order to establish criteria for its evaluafion.. In the
curriculum implementation literature there exists substantial agreement as
to the nature of implementation., Farrington (1971) and Rutherford (1976)
emphasized that implementation is not a static event but is an individual-
istic process that occurs over time with each pérson implementing in his own
unique fashioﬁ. Hall, Wallace and Dossett (1973) stressed_that thg
process accurs within formal organfzations (user systems) and that-
organizational characteristics will effect in varying degrees the
iﬁp]ementatioﬁ processes. They further su;gested that implementation is
a developmental process in which concerns and levels of individual usage
are of significance. The impiementation process is viewed as complex; in~-
volving relationships between the users (teachers) and the managers
(administrators) - (Fullan and Pomfret, 1977), and interplaying between
innovation and its setting (Berman and-Mchugh1in, 1976). Leithwood and
Russell (1973) viewed implementation as a problem-soiving process directed
at solving a recognized need. Leithwood (1976) further described implemen-
tation as a linear, logical process. He inchuded formulation of |
implementation goals in the process and.this further impiied the purpose-
fulness of implementation and the rationality of the process. 1In

conclusion, this study supposes that implementation is a rational, complex,
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'developmental process requiring systematic deliberation and responsible

planning. As this study further assumes that curriculum implementation is
a process of adaptation it will be necessary to elaborate on this éssqmp-'
tion.

The implementation literature reveals that implementation studies

usually concentrate on determining the degree of implementation of an

innovation in terms of a fidelity perspective to innovative prescriptions.

Y
3

In a fidelity orientation, the degree of imb]ehéntation becomes the degree’

- of curriculum goal realizatfion or the degree of congruence between role

éﬁgnge and behavior change prescribed by the innovation. Fu]lan'and T‘
Pomfret (1377) examined twelve studies that explicitly dealt with measuring
implementation from a fideiity perspective. |

; Yet contrary to the assumption héld'in the early 196Q0's that it

was pess1b1e to develop teachen-proof curriculum packages, teachers are

adapting introduced curr1cu1a to f1t their situation and pressing needs

l

. at various-points during implementation (Eismer, 1970, p.$; Tanner & Tanner,

-

1675, pp. 444-446).

Conversely, an innovative curriculum is often judged mere]y on its

-'success in achieving the intended outcomes. Beauchamp (1978), Goodlad

(1970}, Gross, Giacquinta and Bernstein (1971) and Patton (1978)'have .

.pofnted out the difficulty of assessing the merits of innavations without

substantial information as to the degree to which proposed innovations
are operating as intended or without information delineating the important
nuances of the altered curriculum.

Several theorists have recently suggestéd that implementation is 2

~* process and that it requires an, "adaptation model" rather than a2 fidelity
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perspective (Beauchamp, 1978; Berman and Mclaughlin, 1977; balip, 1975;
Leithwood, 1979; Musella, 1971; Nicodemus, 1976, 1977; Russell and Patton,
1978; Leithwqod, 1973).

Russell and Leithwood (1973) contended that the teacher is.in the
bést position to determine the changing needs of students and to monitor
the effectiveness of any.innovation in meeting the students needs. The
curriculum is expected to be adapted in light of the recognfzed‘situationa1
needs. Thus }mp]ementation is viewed as a continual process of revision
in the light of formative eva]uation'data. -

The process of adaptation was further explained by Patton (1978)
as he suaggested that programs were not implemented in the rational fashion
of singlemindedly adopting a set of means to échieve a predetermined end.
"From an incrementalist, satisficing perspective organizations and decision-
mekers do not methodically implement a program as if they had found the
§ést means to achieve top priority goals" (p.158). It was positéd that 2
curriculum is shaped as the users reacted to dynamics, uncertainties and
complexities that emerged in the Jocal conditions.

IQbTementation was described by Beauchamp (1978) as a process of
moving so'és to ensure that the curriculum is used as a point of departure
for the develapment of teaching strategies. Beauchamp supparted the con-
cept of implementation as an adaptation process when he §uggested that it
is the means of transmitting the spirit and the content of the p1anned
curriculum into the instructional process. Specifically he proposed that
implementation may be thought of as the "transition from the static nature

of the curriculum to an action strategy" (p.406).

Berman and McLaughlin (1976) perceived implementation as the dynamic



complex interplay between the innovation and its setting. In differ-
entiating between successful and unsuccessful implementation efforts they
reportgd that successful implementation is not merely the direct application
. of a technology. As it is viewed as a process characterizeﬂ by mutual
adaptation there is often not a éreat degree of fidelity to the original
adoption. They hypothesized that there is a shaping over timé by the
institutional setting as the initial design of an innovative project is
adapted to the particular organizational §etting of the school of classroom.
At the same time the organization and its members are adapting Eo the
demands of the innovation. Tgps Berman and McLaughlin's mutual adaptétion
conceptualization includes two dimensions: adjustments or modifications
to the curricﬁ]uﬁ such as goals, design components, technologies; and
user and organizational behavior modification on role set changes. They
proposed that curriculum should be modified to meet the lecal needs while
retaining the original essence of the curriculum.

Museila (1971) and Dalin (1975) also examined implementation from an
adaptation perspective. They suggested that certain aspects of an innova-
tion are implemented while other elements or parts are not. Musella (1971)

- proposed that the criteria for evaluation of an innovation should not~be“
merely in terms of fidelity to the original intent but should also include
as a basis for judgement a consideration of any spin-offs that may occur.
Musella further suggested that continuous development and evolution should
be a goal for ail impiementation efforts. Dalin (1975) explained that
successful imp1eﬁentation would mean the ability of the school to be
responsive to centrally or externally developed innovations on the one hand

and at the same time, be able to develop a creative growth and improvement
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process with the.schoo1 itself. In other words, implementation should be an
organizational development process in toto.
The implementation procéss was perceived by Pressman and Wildavsky
(1973) as being developmental. They advocated mutual adaptation of innova-
tions in indicating that circumstances are susceptible to change as
initial adoption conditions may change and original goals can erode.
Nicodemus (1976, 1977) examined the use of centrally developed
curriculum and reported alternative uses of specific materials and resources.
.The brocess of mutual adaptation bEtWEEEE§§Z§iCU]um materials  and users
is indicated by the reported diverse integratibns of the materials into
differing organizational structures on varying recéiving programs.
Many theérists-propose that curriculum should be modified to meet
local needs, while retaining the originai essénce of the curriculum
There is a need to be able %to adapt in light of formative evaluative data.
Beauchamp (1978) advised planners to create designs that are amenable to
adaptation. Specifically, mutual adaptation is viewed as requiring user
input. As the user modifies the curriculum, the amount of user input and -
impetus may increase until a point is reached when the user has extended
tﬁe curricuium beyond its original intent and spirit. At that point, the
user has moved from the domain of cdrricu]um implementation and has
entered into th; area of curriculum development. Concurrently, the
adopted curriculum may undergo so much extension and possible distention
that it undergoes not implementation, but rather re-development. An
obvious issue that has not been resolved is at what specific point in the
process does mutual adaptation implementation end and curriculum development

begin. Researchers at the University of Texas Research Center are currently
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developing a concepf of innovation configurations for analyzing the
adaptations of innovations and refer to a pofnt of drastic mutations as
"that point beyond which the integrity of the innovation_is not .preserved"
(Hall and Loucks, 1978, p.10).

The assumption in a curriculum édoption'decision is that the curriculum
to be dsed_wi]l affect the organization in a positive sense. Implementation
for organizational improvement'implieg shared functions, particularly planning
and problem-solving, between the organizational members involved in
imp]emenégtion, namely the user and manager. Thus the organization during
the implementation process will change and improve, a premise of the
organizational development movement: "the idea of improving an organiz-
ation's problem-solving g;d renewal processes" (French and Beli, 1973,

p.15).

Recent literature on implementation suégests that it may be in-
appropriate and misleading to fbcus only on fidelity of iﬁpIementation as
a measure of the degree of implementation. Many theorists perceive mutual

' a&%ptation-as the key factor of successful implementation. If implementation
is perceived as an adaptation process, then an externally developed innovative
curriculum can be expected to be adapted in light of situational needs.

IMPLEMENXATION EVALUATION METHODOLOGY

From this examination of the nature of implementation, criteria may be
derived that a chosen methodology for evaluating curriculum implementation
would be expected to meet or incorporate. Implementation has been described
as an individualistic process that occurs over time, has directionality, in-
volves adaptation of the curriculum gnd modification 6f teacher behavior and

classroom practice as teachers develop an increasingly sophisticated image of
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what the innovation involves. It is recognized that curriculum implement-
ation is not discrete or absolute. As a curriculum may be implemented to
varying degrees there is a need to be able to judge the degree of implemen-
tation. The various users of a curriculum in a school may demonstrate a
wide variation in the degree of their use of an innovative curriculum.

This variation in use by each implementer should be behaviorally described
and systematically accounted for in.the chosen methodology. Yet, reliably
- judging the degree of implementation is difficult as there may be a

variety of legitimate views as to what constitutes implementation depending
upon the point of view’of the judge and the perceptions of the practices
intended by tﬁe curricuium. Thus, because df the complexity of the nature
of implementation, there is value in viewing implementation in terms of
growth stages or tevels of use that describe individual teacher know{edge,
behaviors and associated classroom practice.

The functions of the evaluation data to be obtained-also offer some
suggestions as to the type of evaluation methodology to be selected. As it
is hypothesizea that implementation is related to management patterns and
organizational variabies, it is necessary that the regﬁlting data from an
evaluation of implementation be of the type that provides information that
woﬁ]d assist with managerial decisions. There is a need to choose 2
methedology that will: provide a description of the actual classroom
practice in & quantifiable form, identify those conditions under which
implementation is 1%ke1y to succeed, provide a delineation of problems
encountered under these conditions and provide strategies for their
resolution (Lewy, 1977: Leithwood, 1979).

The implementation evaluation methodology selected included &
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teacher sé1f—reporting format. This study assumed that the teacher should

be the source of evaluation information as more remote sources have been

shown to be unreliable (Berman and Pauly, 1975; Greenwood, Mann and MclLaughlin,
1975). For this study, self-reporting was viewed as the best method for
obtaining information as subtle changes in a teacher's planning behavior

are difficult to detect through a manageable amount of classroom observation.

In sumﬁary. an analysis of two issues central to the process of
curricuium implementation (the nature of implementation and the function
of data to be obtained) suggests a specific methodological focus for the
implementation evaluation. Any selected e;;Tuation methodology for the
assessment of curriculum implementation has to provide for an empirical
recognition of the variance of individual teacher behavior on a number of
dimensions, the conceﬁt of mutual adaptation, the notion of levels of
increasing sophistication in the use of the curriculum, the assessing of
varying degrees of implementation and should inciude a teacher self-reporting
" format.

Fullan and Pomfret (1977) and Leithwood (1979) suggested that to date
one of the most sophisticated, rigorous and explicit concepfﬁalizations for
assessing implementation is the Concerns Based Adoption Model developed at
the University of Texas Research and Development Center. An elaboration of
this modei thaf incorporates both the fidelity and adaption dimensions of
assessing implementation and that meets the study's identified criteria for
an evaluation methodology. appears in the next section.

CONCERNS BASED ADOPTION MODEL

A unique approach to the problem of conceptualizing and measuring

the degree and quality of implementation has been developed by researchers
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at the University of Texés. The Procedures for Adopting Educational
Innovation Project at the University of Texas Research and Development
Center for Teacher Education focuses on a model of innovafion implementation:
A Concerns Based Adoption Model {C.BLAM.). In this section the assumptions
underlying the research at the Research and Development Center are first
described and then the two key dimensions of the model, Stéges of Concern
and’ Levels of Use, are dealt with respectively. In presenting a-develop-
mental conceptualization of the implementation process, the researchers
indicated that implementation has not been sufficiently examined as a
developmental process in which the individual implementer's extent and
manner of use are significant. The major premise of their research is that
innovation impiementation is individualistic. The researchers contend

that there are observable, identifiable, definable and measurable differ-
ences in how various individuals approach and use an innovation.

Research conducted at the center has shown that growth in the quality
of implementation of the innovation b} most Individuals is a developmental
process. The amount of time required to implement an inno&ation will vary
depending upon such factors as the complexity of the innovation, the amount
of support that is provided, the skill of the individuals involved as weTl
as the user system characteristics and conditions. Based on these assump-
tions regarding the nature of the implementation process, any study of the
implementation of innovative curriculum requires that the individual be a.
unit of analysis and the basic unit for data collection (Hall, 1977).

STAGES OF CONCERN ({SoC)

As the Level of Use and Stages of Concern are the two dependent

variables of the study, this portion of the literature review will examine
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the Concerns-Based Adoétion Model in greater detail. The Texas implementa-
tion project has conceptualized a generic implementation variable that
describes the dynamics and performance of an individual who uses an inno-
vation. The SoC index serves as one way‘to operationally describe and
document whether and how an innovation or treatment is being implemented. -
It focuses on the user's needs, motivations and problems as he is using

the innovation.

The pioneering research in the area of teacher concerns by Gabriel
(1957) and Fuller (1969) served as a basis for the deve1opﬁent of the
Stages of Concern dimension of the Concerns Based Adoption Model. Gabriel
(1957) indicated that there were significant differences in concerns,
problems and satisfactions between experienced and inexperienced teachers.
FQ&1er (1969) proposed a developmental éonceptqa]ization of the concerns
of teachers and identified three phases of concern that occurred in a
natural sequence: a pre-teaching phase, early teaching phase and a later
teaching phase. From these early classifications, and from subsequent
investigations into the dynamics of concerns (Fuller, Parsons and Watkins,
1973) and their assessment, arousal and resolution (Fuller and Manning,
1972; Fuller and Brown, 1975) emerged the stages of self, task and impacf
‘concerns with the latter concern being further subdivided into several
Tevels.

In a manner paral1e1ing Fuller's studies of concerns of teachers, in
the Concerns Based-Adoption Model individuals were hypothesized to have
defin%te categories of concerns that relate to their potential or actual
use of an innovation. The developers posited that Fuller's concept of

concerns emerging in a logical progression could be generalized to the
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innovation implementation pfocess. It was proposed that individuals
appeared to go through developmental stages of self-concern whenthey

first encounter an_innovation, wondering what it will require of them

and as these concerns are resolved more task oriented concerns would

emerge. Later concerns were'expected to focus on how the 1nnovétion affects
students, and how to change or replace the innovation to enhance student .
learning. The Concerns Based.Adoption Model has seven stages of concern
that refiect this developmental progression and are identified in Figure 1.

Specifically it was assumed by the re$earchers a£ the University of
Texas that nohusers of an innovation would have relatively more intense -
stages 0, 1 and 2 concerns and Jegs intense stages .4, 5 and 6 concerns
than would users. When use of the innovation began, stages Q, 1 and 2
concerns were expected to decrease in intensity and sfage 3 concerns would
become Tore intense. With increased sophistication, stages 4, 5 and 6
concerns would gradually become mo;e intense and the concerns on stages
0, 1, 2 and 3 would correspondingiy further decrease in intensity.

The dévelaopers viewed a concern as an aroused state of personal feel-
ings and thought about a demand or task. Each person was viewed as uniquely
perceiving and contending differently wigh.an adopted innovative curriculum
resulting in differential degrees of arousal or intensity of concern. In
portraying the SoC as being developmental, the developers contended that
ﬁn\;he progression certain types of concerns will be more intense, then
1es§\intense, before arousal of other types will occur. In arousal and
resolut{ah‘gf concerns, the timely provision of affective experiences and

resources may operate.as a catalyst for concerns arousal and resolution,

thereby facilitating the development of higher level concerns.
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FIGURE 1
~
' STAGES OF CONCERN OF A _
_CURRICULUM INNOVATION DURING IMPLEMENTATION ‘
STAGES QF CONCERN DéFINITION OF CONCERN
0 AWARENESS : Little concern about or involvement with the
innovation as indicated.
1 INFORMATIONAL: A general awareness of the innovation and interest

in learning more detail about it is indicated.
The person seems to be unworried about herseif/
himself in relation to the innovation. She/he is
interested in substantive aspects of "the innova-
tion in a selfless manner such as general char-
acteristics, effects and requirements for use.

2 RERSONAL: Individual is uncertain about the demands of the
innovation, her/his inadequacy to meet those
demands, and her/his role with the innovation.
This includes analysis of her/his role in relation
to the reward structure of organization,
decision making deration of potential
conflicts with /fexisting structures of personal
commitment. Ffnancial or status implications of
the program for self and colleagues may also be
reflected,

"3 . MANAGEMENT: Attention is focused on the processes and tasks
of using the innovation.and the best use of
information and resources. Issues related to
efficiency, organizing, managing, scheduling,
and time demands are utmost.

4 CONSEQUENCE : Attention focuses on impact of the innovation on
students in her/his irmediate sphere of influence.
The focus is on relevance of the innovation for
students, evaluation of student outcomes, including
performance and competencies, and changes needed to
increase student outcomes.

5 COLLABORATION:  The focus jis on coordination and cooperation with
others regarding use of the innovation.

6 REFOCUSING: The focus is on exploration of more universal
benefits from the innovation, including the
possibility of major changes or replacement with
a more powerful alternative. Individual has
definite ideas about alternatives to the praposed

. or existing form of the innovation. J

\

N,

Hall, George, Rutherford (1977} \\\\\
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Hall (1979) identified the following research problem in need of
resolution:
However, arousal of impact concerns is not happening as
readily as we had hypothesized! In some schools, stage 4
concerns have been aroused; in other schools they haven't.
Amount of experience with the innovation does not appear
to be an important independent variable. It appears that
the role played by the principal is a key factor.
[There is a need] to Took a lot closer at what principals
do and don't do in an attempt to develop hypotheses about
the differences (p.2).
LEVELS OF USE {LoU)

A second dimension of implementation is also included in the C.B.A.M.
and focuses on eight Levels of Use of an innovation that an individual may
demonstrate. These levels range from lack of knowledge that an innovation
exists to its active, sophisticated and highly effective use and further
to an active searching fa} a superseding innovation. The Levels of Use
(LoU) conceptualization is based on the assumption that growth in quality
of use of an innovation (movement toward higher levels) is developmentai.
The hypothesized developmental progression is viewed as moving from an
orientation time, to a decision to use, to a management-oriented use of the
innovation and ultimately to an integrated use of the innovation. Prior
to actual use an individual becomes increasingly knowledgeable about an
innavation. The initial use of the curriculum is usually paralleled with
management prob1ems\and is often disjointed. With continued use of the

curriculum the management becames routine and the user directs efforts
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toward increasing the effécfivenesé for the clients and integrating his
efforts with what others.are dding. The operational definitions for the
overall eighi levels are presented in Figure 2 along with the decision
points which indicate the clear demarcation between the levels. Each
level is acknowledged as steps in growth toward sophisticated use. Loucks
(1977) sﬁated that "the Leve1‘of Use has shown strong potential as a
measure of the degree aﬁd extent of implementation of an innovation” (p.13).

The LoU, dimension i; not discrete from thé 50C as the two integrants
are interrelated. . The hypothesized eight Levels of Use of an innovation
that an individual may demonstrate are accounted for in_tﬁe C.B.A.M. and
incorporated into the Stages of Concern. The developers, Hall, Wallace,
Dossett, (1973) stated: “Both Levels of Use and Stages of Concern are
aspects of the same developmental preﬁess. At each Level of QSe there
should be a congruent stage of concern if addption is prog;éss+ng
satisfactorily" (p.16). Hall and Loucks (1977) added, "In theory they
will move in nearly one to one correspondence" (h.ZO). The relationship
between.Stages of Concern and Levels of Use is shown in Figure 3. As the
implementation procesé unfolds, each individual's use of the curriculum
should progress toward sophisticated levels, and concomitantly, the Stage
of Concern should progress toward renewal concerns. It is the contention
of the developers that strategies should be developed that deal with a
- user's present SoC and LoU and facilitate growth to higher stages and
levels.

‘It is significant that embodied in the SoC and LoU dimeénsions are
both the fidelity and mutual adaptation orientations of assessing curriculum

implementation. The classical fidelity perspective of viewing the extent

e
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FIGURE 2

LEVELS OF USE OF A\CURRICULUM DURING IMPLEMENTATION

LEVELS QOF USE

DEFINITION OF USE (BEHAVIORAL INDICES)

II

Il

IVA

NONUSE

Decision Point A

ORIENTATION

‘Decision Point B
PREPARATION
Decision Point C

MECHANICAL USE

~ Decision Point D-1

ROUTINE

‘State in which the user has little or no know-

ledge of the innovation, no involvement with the
innovation, and is doing nothing toward becoming
involved.

Takes action to learn more detailed informa-
tion about the innovation.

State in which the user has recently acquired

or is acquiring information about the innovation
and/ot has recently explored or is exploring its
value orientation and its demands upon user and
user system.

aaakés a decision to use the innovation by
esgab]ishing a.time to begin.

State in which the user is preparing for first

. use of the.innovation.

needs. .

Changes, if any, and use are dominated by user

State in which the user focuses most effort on
the short-term, day-to-day use of the innovation
with 1ittle time for reflection. Changes in use
are made more to meet user needs than client
needs. The user is primarily engaged in a step-
wise attempt to master the tasks required to use
the innovation, often resuiting in disjointed
and superficial use.

A routine pattern of use is established.

Use of the innovation is stabilized. Few, if
any, changes are being made in ongoing use.
Littie preparation or thought is being given to
improving innovation use or its consequences.



FIGORE 2 (continued)

deVELS OF USE DEFINITION OF USE (BEHAVIORAL INDICES)

-

Decision Point D-2 . Changes use of the innovation based on formal
o ‘ or informal evaluation in order to increase
‘ client outcomes.

IVB = REFINEMENT State in which the user varies the use of the
. innovation to increase the impact on clients
within the immediate sphere of infiuence. ,
Variations are based on knowledge of both short-
N and long-term consequences for clients.

Decision Poiq} E Initiates changes in use of innovation based
or input of and in coordination with what
colleagues are doing.

v INTEGRATION State in which the user is combining own efforts
: » 1o use the innovation with related activities of

. . colleagues to achieve a collective impact on
‘ clients within their common sphere of inf{uence.

Decision Point F Begins exploring alternatives to or majar
: modifications of the innovation presently in
use.

~. VI RENEWAL State in which the user reevaluates the quality
of use of the innovation, seeks major modifica-
tions of or alternatives to present innovation
to achieve 1ncreased'impact on clients, examines
new developments in the field, and explores new
goals for self and the system.

Adapted from: Hall, G.E., Wallace, R.C., and Dossett, W.F. ™A Developmental

Conceptualization of the Adoption Process Within Educational Institutions,"
1973.

Procedures for Adopting Educational Innovations Project
Research and Development Center for Teacher Education
The University of Texas at Austin _ '

1.
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FIGURE 3
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of implementation as the degree of congruency between the cdrriculum )
prescriptions and the actual usage is represented by the SoC stage 3
management concerns and the LoU managing dimension consisting of Levels 11l
(Mechanical) and IV-A (R;utine). The concept of mutual adaptation, in
which implementation is viewed as an interactive and adabéive process, is
incorporated into the higher Stages of Concern and Levels of Use dimensions.‘
The SoC impact category, comprised of stage 4 (Consequence) 5 {Collabora-
tion) and 6 (Refocusing), refers to concerns about changing the curriculum
to increase its effectiveness. Consistent with this study's assumption
that the process of mutual adaptation is the greatest degree of implemen-
tation, the Levels of Use IV-B, V and VI are considered by the C.E.A.M.
developers to be descriptive categories of sophisticated usage of a curric-
ulum. Synthesized in Levels IV-B (Refinement) V (Integratfon) and VI
(Renewing) are the processés of modifying, integrating and collaborating
in order to increase the effectiveness of the curriculum. Thus it 1is
proposed that the goal for implementation planners should be to facilitate
user growth from a nonuse to a fidelity perspective to an adaptation
orientation.

Either of the two dimensions of the C.B.A.M. is hypothesized to bé
a powerful assessment tool and a critical indicator of an individual's '
Tevel of performance in implementing & curriculum. Hall and Rutherford
(1975) suggested that the C.B.A.M. research has resulted in “Two key
developmental dimensions of innovation user growth [having] been identi-
fied, described and defined as basic independent variables far monitoring
innovation implementation” (p.3). When combined, SoC and Lol provide a

detailed description of the individual involved in curriculum implementation;



one dimension focusing on feeling, the other on behavior. The investig-
ator views the C.B.A.M. and the SoC and Lol dimensions as providing the
conceptual handle, measurement tools and data base for assessing the

extent of implementation of a curriculum as required by this study.

THE AFFECTS OF THE USER SYSTEM ON THE LEVEL OF IMPLEMENTATION OF AN
INNOVATION -

Hall, Wallace and Dossett (1973) stressed that implementation occurs
within a2 formal organization, usually referred to as the user system.

Thus one might expect that organizational characteristics will affect in
varying degrees implementation processes. Hall, George and Rutherford
(197?) hyp&thesized that the movement toward higher stages of concerns
will depend on "(...) the innovation and the environmenta] context" (p.6).

Hall (1977) proposed that *he following areas of investigation
should be pursued: (1) whicwcontext variables are important to the
implementation process and (2) how do contex: variables affect impiement-
ation. Hall stated: ‘

Research studies cannot assume a nonuse/use dichotomy.
In order to identify, teacher effects the affect of the
context as it impacts the teacher and the innovation
must be accounted for. (...} We invite our colleaques
(...) to share in this exploration (b.23).

The assumption of the implementation model is that the primary focus
must be upon the individual innovation user. The user system variables
can then be Tooked upon in relation to how they influence and affect the
implementation of each of the individua]é.

Hall (1975) found that some individual institutions show definite

31
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movement by the majority of the users to the same level of implementation
despite his previous assumption that there is a linear development through-
out the levels of implementation. He announced: )
We suspect that this movement can be associated with
certain adpption strategies, interventions and user system
conditions, as well as some characteristics of the innovation.
E}ploration of the reasons for this movement is one of the
chief directions that we would like to take in our future
research (p.25).

Hall emphasized that implementation of innovations must be viewed
systematically as the entire process of implementing by the classroom
teacher occurs within a larger system: the school, school system and
community. Thus the primary unit of implementation is the individual
classroom teacher with the school building the secondary unit and the
school system as the tertiary unit of adoption.

A key component of the Concerns Based Adoﬁtion Model is the role ; /”_’#//’/’
played by the implementation agent. The model can provide the practicipé//
implementation agent with strong clues as to the necessary interventiohs
and potential relevance of such interventions to the user's progressfon
through the levels of implementation. The model has utility for a school
administrator from a prescriptive viewpoint.

Hall (1973) stated that the im;]ementation agent is ”coﬁcerned with
changes in individuals, in the user system as an organization, and if need
be, in the innovation itself that will Tead to attainment and continuance
(...} of the innovation by the user system" (p.19).

In facilitating the implementation of an innovation the implementation
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agent becomes the chief liaison agent for the user system. The agent is

expected to provide supportive experience, arrange for training, consulta-

tion, data gathering and many other actions that will facilitate the imple-

mentation of an innovation. Thus the model provides direction for a

principal wishing to improve the level of use of adopted innovations in a

school.

In summary it should be noted that there are several important

characteristics of the implementation model that make it an appropriate

basis for this research. These include:

1.

Focusing on assessing the degree of implementation of innovations
rather than a nonuse/use dichotoﬁy.

Having the individual teacher as the unit of analysis rather

than groups or the entire user system. |
Viewing implementation as a developmental process with definable,
predictable and measurable Jevels.

Proposing that implementation of an innovation progresses through
a series of definable, predictable and measurable levels.
Incorporating the concept of fidelity and mutual adaptation of

a curriculum as components of implementation.

Providing a systematic means of evaluating the degree of implemen-
tation through provision of a set of tested and validated
instruments and procedures.

Suggesting that implementation must be examined from a systems view-
point as the entire process takes place within the larger system.
Accounting for the role of an implementation agent (principal) in

facilitating the user's progression through the levels of implementation.
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In total, implementation is viewed as an adaptive, interactive,

ongoing developmental process which occurs within a formal organization )
and the LoU and SoC dimensions are seen as providing a detailed descrip-
tion of .the in&ividua1 involved in curriculum implementation. Since Level
of Use and Stage of Concern are well defined generic descripto%s of
curriculum imp1ementétion, it is possjble to explore relationships
between SoC and LoU of teachers and other variables. The present study
is constructed to explore one such relationship: that among SoC and

LoU and school management patterns. The relationship between curriculum
implementation and management patterns does not as yet have an empir{ca1
base in the literature. Therefore, 2 rationéle is developed in the next
section for relating these two variables by synthesizing the nascent
theoretical notions of the theorists who have recently begun fo consider

this problem.

ORGANIZATIONAL ELEMENTS AND MANAGEMENT PATTERNS

ORGANIZATIONAL ELEMENTS AFFECTING CHANGE

As the implementation process has been described as occurring within
a formal organization, there is reason to expect organizational character-
istics to effect the implementation process in varying degrées. The premise
of the study is that curricuium implementation is an organizationai problem.
Organizational literature does not specifically examine the process of
implementation and so it will be necessary to generalize from the writing
that examines the moré general subsuming process of change. This section
of the study attempts to identify thqse components of an organization that
may affect the change process. |

Generally the concept of organizational change is often based on a
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quantitative aspect of change: the tendency of a system to adopt a given
innovation or set of innovations. This leads to the conclusion that the
more innovations the organ1zat10n adopts, the more the organization changes.
Yet. as discussed in the review of curriculum implementation research,
there are indicators to show that adoption does not equal eff1c1ent use
and does not necessarily mean genuine change. Specifically,-organizational
literature is found to examine change wjthiﬁ the two contexts of organiza-
tional innovativeness and organizational édaptiveness. Innovativeness

is v1ewed as implying progress and direction, and adaptiveness is diff-
erent1ated as implying flexibility, but not necessar11y direction or
improvement.

Organizational theorists emphasize that organizations must adapt to
their environment. Ouncan (1972) attempted to establish and define the
components and dimensions of the concept, organjzationa1 environment. He
viewed environment as the totality of the physical and social factors that
are ;aken directly into consideration in the decision-making behavior of
indi&iduals in the organization. Duncan separated environment into two
distinct components: internal and external. Internal environment consisted
of those physical and social factors within the boundaries of the organization
or specific decision units that are directly considered in the dec%sion-
making behavior of the system's individuals. In the internal environment,
Duncan differentiated between a functional and personnel component. The
_ functional component incorporates the technological characteristics and the
jnterdependency of organizational units. The personnel component describés
the human fabric: the member's involvement and comnitment to system goals,

the interpersonal behavior styles and availability of manpower. Rogers

b
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and Shoemaker (1971) emphasized the‘importance of both dimensions as they
+stressed that innovative institutions may differ from non-innovative
institutions on institutional variables such as communication sources,
environmental conditions, organiiationa] structures and characteristics
of persons involved in the change process. The next section will examine
variables in the functional component and the personne]_component.as to
Tikelihood of each in predicting innbvativeness or su;;essful implement-
ation. |

INTERNAL FUNCTIONAL ELEMENTS CONDUCIVE TO CHANGE

Several theorists have suggested that specific types of organizationai
structqfa1 variables can be used to predict detailed ends that an organiz-
ation is. 1ikely to achieve. The sequeﬁEing, performance and evolution of
the various tasks require organizations to be structured in a manner which
will insure effectiveness and efficiency. Weber (1947) described what he
helieved to be the most efficient type of organization, the bureaucratic
structure. Gouldner (1954) and Hall (1961) found organizafions varied in
their degree of bureaucratization. Burns and Stalker (1961), after studying
the wark of Hall, Gouldner and others, described and defined two types of
organizations: mechanistic and organic. A mechanistic organization was
described as an organization using precise definitions of rights, obliga-
tions and a hierarchical method of control and authority. The organic model
classified organ{}ations that were characterized by shifting definitions
of rights and duties and the control and authority was distributed throughout
the organization. Burns and Stailker (1961) found that organizations with
a relatively organic structure were ﬁore adaptive and innovative in a

changing environment than mechanistic organizations.
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Similar to Burn's and Stalker's model, Hage (1965) identified two
ideal types of organizations. The mechanistic modei is characterized by
Tow complexity, low adaptiveness, low job satisfaction and is high in
centralization, formaiization' stratification. production, and efficiency.
In contrast the organic model is characterized by high comp]exity, high
adaptiveness, high job satisfaction but is low in centraiization, formali-
zation, stratification, production and efficiency. Corwin (1969) dealt
specifically with schools and indicated that dual organic and mechanistic
structural compohents have been historically evolving. MHis analysis sugg-
ested that there would be a mixture of organic and mechanistic elements
within the educationaP organization.

Hage (1965) and Hage and Aiken (1970) attempted to 1ink internal
organizational variables to the study of innovation implementation. Based
on the work of Weber, Thomson and Barnard,.Hage developed the axiomatic
theory of organizations. Eight structural variab]es are identified and
then interrelated into seven basic prop051tions and twenty-one corollaries.
The following structural variables are categorized as organizationai means:
complexity, centralization, formalization and stratification. The other
four variables are identified as organizational ends: adaptiveness,
production, efficiency and Job satisfaction.

The above variab]es are viewed as forting distinct patterns which in
turn 1nf1uence & high or low rate of program change. Consequently, Hage and
Aiken (1970) reported that within the sixteen health and welfare organizations
they examined there was a strong positiie relationship between comﬁlexity
and organizational adaptiveness.

In dealing with organizational change, Parsons (1957) distinguished
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between change within the system and change of the system.of variablexy. The i
former is similar to Hage's variable of adaptiveness, defined as the amount

of change in new programs and techniques; the latter aspect is the consequence
of a change in one variable as related to the other seven variables, which
gffects a change in the entire system of variables. Hage's axiomatic theory
indicates how the scores on the other variables should change as a consequence
of changing one varinge.

Several studies examining internal structural variables have corrobo-
rated some of the Hage propositions and proposed relationships amome variables.
Carver and Sergiovani (1971}, controiling for size of organizations, obtained
negative relationships between teacher specialization and organizational
adaptiveness but found adqfnistfative compiexity to be sigpificantly corre-
lated with total adaptiveness.

The classic French and Coch study (1948) suggested that resistance to
change was overcome by decreasing centraiization and permitting employees to
discuss proposed changes. .fhe relationship between stratification and program
change has been indicated by several studies. Miles (1964) nqted that
administrators were perceived as authority figures in educational organizations
and as such were crucial to the introducticn of new progréms. Mahan (1970)
found that teachérs rank the principal  and the superv{sor as the primary
agents behind program change in their schools. Carver and Sergiovani %(1971)
also observed that a substantial numbér of program adaptions in the school
districts they studied were initiated by administrators.

Hage (1965) measured the adaptiveness or flexibility of an organization
by the number of new programs and techniques adopted in a year. Specific

relationships between adaptiveness and each of the means structural variables
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were hypothesized and certain types of organizational structural patterns
were suggested to be more conducive to adaptiveness than other types.

§tudies performed at the Univers%ty of Wisconsin on schools showed
that only a few of the Hage variables have applicability to educational
settings. Herrick (1974} found that stratification and Eentrali:ation were
the only variables that produced significant differences in innovating and
non-innovating schools. Centralization was identified by Walter (1973)
as the only Hage variable producing a significant difference. Centrali-
zation in Hage's terms referred to the rate of participation in decision-
making in organizations. These findings are consistent with the Hage
premise that Tow centralization is a characteristic condition for change.

Slas (1973) found that complexity and stratification were significantly
related to implementation of curriculum change. Even if the impact of
stratification is significant, its effect on elementary schools examined
in this study is probably negligible as the amount of stratification in
elementary schools is low. Generally elementary teachers are a group of
hierarchica]l} undifferentiated colleagues set apart in rank and salary
only from their immediate superior, the principal.

In suppert of stratification as a key structural variable, Carlson
(1965) found that those superintendents who had greater status in terms of
education, prestige and jncome tended to introduce program changes into their
school systems more rapidly than did lower status administrators. It appears
from these data that a certain amount of stratification is essential if a
school organization is to implement program changes and that administrators
are important to the level of adaptiveness in the school organization.

From the research cited, it seems that except for the decision-mak{hg
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component (centrd1ization). the remainder of the Hage strucfural variables,
complexity, formalization and stratification, are difficult to consistently
align with change in scﬁoo]s. Thus it appears that Duncan's E)sgz) functiona?l
component of the organizational enviromment cannot solely be used as a
predictor of 1nnovativehess or adaptiveness in schools. It is possible that
differences in the personnel component may hold greater promise for

predicting successfuT implementation.

INTERNAL PERSONNEL ELEMENTS CONDUCIVE TO CHANGE

Approaches to-.the study of change have primarily concentrated on an
external focus; on identifying attributes of the innovation itself that affect
its rate of adopt{on (Clinton, 1972; Miles, 1964 Rogers, 1962) or on
identifying the characteristics of teachers and administrators who success-
fully implement innovations (Havelack, 1973; Miles, 1964; Rogers, 1962).
Recently organizational theorists (Argyris, 1964,‘Hage, 1965; Likert, 1967;
1967; Miles, 1965; 1972) argue that ofganizational characteristics influence
the emergence and development of change and that there is a need for an
internal emphasis focusing on the dynamics and functioning of the receiving
organization as the key to succéésful_change. These organizational theorists
suggest that in order for an organization to be effective, an emphasis must
be placed on improving the internal dynamics and functioning of the
organization: labeled organizational health.

According to Miles (1965), several conditions must be effected before
schools can become innovation- -producing organizations. Miles prov1ded a list
of ten d1mens1ons of organizational health. The dimensions are not mutually
exclusive and interact with each other. Two dimensions were included that

deal specifically with change characteristics: innovativeness and adaptation.



> ' 41
’

He suggested the system should be exploring in nature and activity-oriented
(innovativeness) and that the system should be maintaining contact and‘coping'
with the surrounding system (adaptation). ) | .

Miles cautioned that although schools are formal organizations, they
present”special problems when viewed within the context of organi:zational
theory. Hg outlined some of the special properties of educational organ-
izations that 1imit a direct application of the organizational health model.

As a conSequence of goal ambiquity, Tow interdependence of parts and vulner-
.ability, Miles expected schools will have 'health' problems in areas of goal
focus, communication, innovativeness, autonomy and problem-solving.

It must be noted that Miles stressed the Tisted conditions are not meant
Lo be pre-requisites to organizational change. The conditions should be
QéaTs that emerge during the change process. The need to examine the various
organizational variables as they effect change was clearly indicated by Mi]es.'
The dimensions proposed by Miles are consistent with Argyris'(1964) recog-
nition of the need for a multiple criterion assessment of organizational
health; goal aéhievement, internal maintenance and ability of the orgapization
to adapt to environmental change.

Organizational health then is viewed as a modeling of organ}zgtionai
effectiveness with agreement that adaptiveness and innovativeness are in-
cluded as measures of organ%zational health. Thompson (1965) defined inno-
vativeness as the generation and acceptance of new ideas, processes, products,
énd services. Innovativeness therefore implies the capacity or tendency to
change or adopt. An adaptive organization is flegible but may not necessarily
be innovative because it may not generate new ideas. An adaptive organization

has problem-solving ability and ability to master the environment effectively.
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Thus, organizational 1{terature jé genéraliy found to examine change
within the two cbnééxts of organizational innova;iyedéss‘and organizationa]w
~ adaptiveness. ]

Seve;él'theorists have hypothesi:e& that healthy-organi:at{ons are
open systems fArgytis, 1965;-Bh01a, 1965) and open systems are perceived
as beiﬁg more susceptible to change. Glines (1966), Kimpston and Sonnabend
(1973), Marcum (1968) and Miles (1972) b%oposed that the actualization of
educational improvements in school systems (change or adoption of inno%ations)
necessitates an innovative climate.

' Miles (1964) viewed innovative climates as a developable property of
school systems andlﬁrdvided avenues té change in such cT{ﬁ;tes. The fﬁnda-
mental message is that no}ms are chapgéable, not immutable propérties and
that'practica1, workable technologies for changing norms are available. -
He provided strategies for changing group norms to norms which favored
innovation and stated that "it is rather difficylt to take the risks of
1nnoyation unless you feel that the climate is also relatively opeﬂ; reia-
tively trﬁsting and relatively collaborative" (p.25). Miles hypothgsizeé
that educational groups that have become more Open; trusting and coT]aSbrative
with each other seem to be in a favorable position to make the necessary
structu}al decisions-required for the support of innovative entgrprises.

In 2 study to determine factors which cause or inhibit chgngg in a N
school organization, Marcum (1968) found that the most innovétive schoo]s
| in a sample drawn from five western states had-open climates. Marcum used

an "Education Innovation Checklist" to classify the schools according to

v
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degree of innovativeness and'scores on the school climate were obtained -

through the administering of Halpin and Croft's Organizational Climate

Description Questionnaire (0.C.D.Q.).

Glines (1965) also found that schools which are involved ip innovative
;tketices are generally open climate schools and.that those which are not
invoived in the imp]ementatioﬁ of innovations showed the lowes£ 0.C.D0.Q.
scores. Kimpston and Sonnabend (1973) operationalized Miles' (1965)
characteristics of qrgani:ational health in a questionnaire and found thaf

innovative schools were viewed as having healthier organizations than the

N
non-i1nnovative. N

Halpin and Croft (1963} completed a study at the University of Chicago
reiative to organizational climate of schools. They developed an instrument

entitled Organizatiomal Climate Description Questionnaire (0.C.D.Q.) which

purported to measure the behavioral characteristics of the teacher and prancxpal
witin an orcan1‘at1on on a continuum ranging from open to closed c]1ma;e.

Open climate describes an energetic lively organization which is moving toward
-its goals. Closed climate refers to an organization which is not Eoving and

1s characterized by a high degree of apathy on the pa}t of members of the
organization. According to Hé1pin (1966), the behavior of the principal in

a closed climate school fails to foster and encourage an environment where
teachers are permitted to experiment, to innovate or to initiate new approaches
to learning and teachiné. In summation of the findings of the many studies
examiniﬁg the impact of organizational climates on the workers, it may be
stated that high 0.C.D.Q. climate schools (open) promote innovative practices
and low climate schools (closed) inhibit innovation.

Hall (1969) studied data from 43 elementary schools in western New York

/
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. are applicable to Likert's theory.

44

state to analyze the relationship between Halpin and Croft's 0:€D.Q. and

the 1968 version of Likert's Profile of a School instrument. :HaIpin and

Croft attempted to measure organizational climate, while the Likert

instrument attempted to measure organiiationa] systems. At that time, the
Likert instrument éontained 32 items that measured the principal's behavﬁbr.
"Hall correlated the 0.C.D.Q. instrument with the 32 Likert items and found a
correlation coefficiency of + .59. Thus, Hall's study §uggested a strong link

between the 0.C.D.Q. and the Profile of a School and, therefore, the pre-

viousiy examined findings relating innovativeness and organizational climate .

—

Thus the 1iterature suggests that change in organization is affected
by: direction of knowledge flow, hierarchiéa] organ%zation, degree of inter-
action accompanied by infTuénce system and leader behavior. It has been shown
that some specific organizational charapteristics have potency in explaining
‘adaptiveness and inngvativeness in organizations and that a number of attempts
have been made to group some of these organizationai characteristics into
patterns or types or to determine what organizational structure and menagement
practices are appropriate for different environmental demands.

Organizational literature contains many similar organizational models
of effective and ineffective organizations or dichotqmized management types,
developed by such theorists as: Argyris, 1965; Blake and Mouton, Hage, 1965;
Halpin, 1966; Likert, 1961; McGregor, 1960. In each case there is an organic
type model which is considered the more adaptive and innovative in a changing
environment and the theorists conclude that it tends to develop greater organ-
izational f1exib111ty, carmitment, responsibility and effectiveness in problem-

solving and adapting to the environment. Further these scholars report that
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the mechanistic organization is considered to be the least effective in change.
Hage (1965) pointed out that there is some evi&ence to suggest that many
organizations are moving toward an adaptive type of‘configuration. This is
paral]e1ed‘by an accelerating rafe of change in new programs requiring
adaptiveness. Thus the organic model is considered to faciTitﬁte organiz-
ational adabtabi?ity and-és viewed as fhe most. appropriate to a rapidly changing
environment. | ™~

Organizational development writers have addressed themselves to answer-
ing the guestion of what can be done to improve an organization's ability for
adaptiveness-and innovativeness. French and Bell f1973) described the
organizatioﬁal development movement as long-range efforts to improve an
organization's problem-solving and renewal processes particulariy through more
effective and collaborative management of the organization culture. Increasing
effectiveness, problem-solving, adaptability and flexibility are generally
.accepted as objectives of most organizational development programs. Now the
study will examine a specific stem of the organizational development movement
known as the survey research and feedback technique and one of its main
proponents, Rensis Likert.

A new dimension has been added to the contemporary study of adminis-~
tration. Organizations are being viewed in terms of control mechanisms or
interactjon-inf1uence systems. McGregor, Argyris, Ha]Pin and Likert provided
a basis for a newer theory in administration as they presented conceptual
models for the purpose of facilitating analysis of how organizations are
actually functioning.

The traditional studies in organizational management have attempted to

change -organizational outcomes by manipulating organizational inputs.. This
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focus assumes a mere stimulus-response re1atioﬁship between the inputs and
outpufﬁ of the o;ganization. A number of management theories héve now
concentrated on the ‘human“intervening variables of organization.

Sergiovani and Starratt (1971) formulated initiating, mediating and
success variables as they attempted to provide a synthesizing theory of
supérvision. |

One set, the organizational success variables, represents
the output which results from-school efforts and
activites. Another set, the initiating variables,
represents those assumptiong, actions, belief patterns
and modes of operation which are best described as
administrative and organizational. The third set, the
mediating variables, constitutes the fabric of the

human organization of a school. (p.16).

For many years the management Titerature has been concerned with
leadership styles of managers and their relationship to pérfonnance. The
concern has spanned the tﬁentieth century and ranged from the controlled
experigentation of the Lewin, Lippitt and White Study (1937).to Rensis
Likert's research (1967, 1967). Definitions of management have frequently
included as a behavioral dimension the manager's establishment and influencing
of -inter-relationships among the many resources such as personnel, facilities
and materials. The.%anager is expected to influence all the elements
needed to accomplish both the organizational goals and personal goals of
participantéfp The resource most frequently mentioned as the most important

or centra]\%h the management process is the human rescurce (Likert, 1961,

1967; McGregor, 1967). Likert stated that of all the tasks of management,
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managing the human cohponent is the ceﬁtra] and most important task.
McGregor (1960) incorporated the arguments presented by the'behavior—
ists and the humanists into dichotomous assumptions about the nature of
man and the affects on organizational functioning. He developed two
constructs, Theory X and Theory Y, and was primarily concerned with the
assumption management makes about the human participants of the ofgani:ation
and the implications of those assumptions. Theoretical views and philo-
sophical assumptions were preseﬁted to support his arguments and to augment
prediction for implications to practice. McGregor asserted that management's
assumptions about the nature of the people in that organization they manage

.
will have direct implications on the functioning of the organization and

the relationship of members to the grganization and to other members within

the organizational structure.
He proposed that managers who accept Theory X assumptions will devise

a structure and will react to their workers according to their beliefs.

Leadership style will be authoritarian and rigid. Structure will be high

and tasks clearly defihed. The leader's major concern will be organizationa}

goals and cansideration for worker needs and satisfactions will be Tow.

Depending on the given situation, productivity may be high, but effectiveness

will be Tow. High worker turn-over, constant complaining and frustration

will characterize the organization. The leader may offer rewards such as

monetary payments to entreat workers to increased praductivity. b
McGregor pursued his argumen:_further and offers Theory Y which he

claimed is realistically 1nterpre§%€?;;*3?“human nature. This theory

provides for a healthy, creative and productive organization. A manager who

holds Theory Y assumptiegs concerning his subordinates will exercise a
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leadgrship style in contrast to the above-mentioned style and will perceive -
and conceive a structure contingent upon his expectations of his workers.
This leader will de]egafe responsibility and share decision-making.‘ He

and his social unit will .function %n a democratic fashion. The goals of
the organization will still be paramount and still clearly defined, but
workers will establish their own definitions of task responsibilities in
the goal achievement process and will not need close supervision. The
degree of consideration will be high in the leader's behavior. This leader
will provide for subordinates exercising their leadership capabilities ang:
. worker identification with the organi:atjon and this will resu&t in some
form of commitment to the organization. F1exibi]iEy’wi11 characterize the
functioning of the organization. Reinforcement of worker's behaviors would
again occur through the self-fulfilling prophecy, only the consequences in
this situatioen should be effectively oriented to worker maximization of
potential. Theory Y then assumes the need for the integration of human

and organizational goals.

While not dealing specifically with the issue of change, McGregor. did
suggest that crganizations operating on Theory Y assumptions wiil 1ikely be
better equipped to deal with the solution of organizaticnal prqb]ems. Thus
one may inter that the p}ob]em of dealing with innovations would be best
handled in an organization operating on Theory Y agsumptions. In the next
section, in a detailed examination of the theories of R. Likert, it may be
seen that McGregor's theory provides support for the theoretical position
of Likert. McGrego}’s theories X and Y are comparable in philosophical

assumptions to Likert's authoritarian and participatory management systems.
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RENSIS LIKERT - MANAGEMENT PATTERNS

It is jnteresting to note the similarity between McGregor's theory and
that of Rensis Likert. The main difference is that McG}egor does not provide
the same type of .evidence that Likert uses to suppdrt*his theory. McGregor's
evidence is logically derived while Likert's evidence is more sciendifically
derived. Likert extended the work of Argyris (1965); Gross and Herriott
(1961); Miles (1965); and McGregor (1960), in examining the relationships
among orgaﬁi:ationa] variables. Likert views the school as a social system;
an inter-related interdependent assemblage of people with goals, ideas and
personnel needs which tend to operate or respond to the various forms of
control. The controls may“range from the formal imposed organizational
demands to more subtle informal pressures. The manager, operating in a
social environment, must estabiish personal, human, interrelationships for
the effective and efficient accomplishment of organizational and personal
goals.

In 1961 Likert suggested that there are sets of interactional relation-
ships which seem more effective than other sefs. On the basis of his
research, Likert identified a modified theory of management which incor-
porates what he perceives as the principles and methods used by those
managers getting the best performance from their subordinates. Qigh-
producing managers more often than low-producing managers have built their
organization into highly effective, highly coordinated soccial systems
characterized by favourable, cooperative attitudes, high metivation, and
high levels of job satisfaction based on the principle of supportive

relationships.
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In determining successful from unsuccessful organizations Likert
identified a number of human organizationa} variables affecting organiza-
tional effectiveness. The main thesis of Likert's theory of organizational
management is that leaders of successful organizations ténd to create working
climates in which employees experience a high degree of interaction and
a high degree of influence over the decision process. Thus, results achieved
by an organization are a manifestation of the effectiveness of the interaction-
influence system of its human staff.

Likert categorizes these variables under the following three types:
causal, intervening and end result. In 1968 Likert and Likert introduced
an instrument based on an adéptation of an earlier instrument developed by

Likert to identify industrial organizational types and a revised edition

was published in 1977 (see Appendix II.1). The Profile of 2 Schoal (P.0.S5.)

Instrument contains 1§ oréanizational variables grouped under five factors.

t is not a mere attitudinal survey as it attempts to document the

behavior that occurs within an organization as seen by its leaders, subordinate
staff and students. As this study views each of the variables as being
integral to the implementation process, it is necessary to examine each
variable in detail.

The causal variables are only those items on which the organization or
1ts management have the capacity to modify. The causal variables are indep-
endent and act directly upon the intervening variables and are further sub-
categorized into leadership, structure and technology. In the 1977 Prefile
of 2 School Instrument the causal variables deal with organizational climate

and with the leadership patterns of the immediate superior.
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A Climate consists of three dimensions that collectively describe the
general environment of the school; namely,

1. Goal commitment with the system.

2. Decision process usually followed.

3. Team co-operation among various groups within school and system.

It is the effect of leadership at all levels and is not an assessment
of a specific individual's behavior but the cumulative policies or procedures
that operate as constraints upon individual supervisors.

. B Leadership - The second causal factor incorporates six leadership
variables. The indices measure the perception of behavior of a specific
supervisor or leader and measure the supportive behavior of the principal
in reference to the faculty. -

The premise is that a Teader affects the organizational environment
and plays an important role in the development of the work group climate
in the schools. The Qhio State Leadership studies concluded that a study
of leadership is a study of the organization (Fleishman, 1953). Stogdill
and Shartle (1956) have stated that leadership is not a unita?}rtrait but a
function of individual groups and organizational factors in interaction.
Halpin (1956) described the behavior of the leader and the group as being
inextricably interwoven and added that the behavior of both is determined
Lo a great degree by the formal requirements of the organization.

It has been documented that the principal occupies a key role in
initiating or resisting innovation (Brickel], 1864; Hoyle, 1970; Mackenzie,
1964). The functions of the leadership behavior of the principal in creat1ng

an innovative climate can be inferred from several reports (Gross and

Herriott, 1965; Halpin, 1966). One surmices from Miles' 1965 1ist of criteria
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as to what he terms organizational health that the health of the school 1is

largely a function of the manner in which the principal performs his role.

Theoretically there are a number of ways in which the princibgl can create

a staff perceptiveness to innovation. Hoyle (1970) listed several ways

that are consistent with Likert's variables operating in a participatory

system.

1.

Likert's 1977 leadership variables are:

Leader Support - an indication of how well the supervisor is
perceived by subordinates as building some sense of personal
worth and importance in his subordinates. Two subcomponents
of leader support variables are identified:

A. Receptivity to Subordinates' Ideas - provides an emphasis
on how often the Teaders ask for and use subordinate'’s
ideas and how free siubordinates feel to talk to super-
visors about work-related ideas.

B. Decision-Making - examines how much the respondent

| participates in major decisions affecting him.

Goal Emphasis - the extent to which the leader is perceived as
h;ying high goals for educational performance (task-oriented).
Team Building - emphasizes the development of.frequent and open
exchange of ideas between the leader and each of his subordinates.
As a system moves towards a more participatory orientation, it
increasingly becomes two-way influential and eventually in its
most participatory state the man-to-man interaction becomes
augmented by Teader and subordinates interacting on & group

problem-solving basis.
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4. Work Faci]itatién - measured on three aspects:
| A. Planning and setting of priorities.
B. Providiqg materiéls and space (resources).
C. Offering. subordinates useful information and ideas.

‘5. Technical Competence: The extent to which the leader is

perceived-to be technically comﬁetent as an administrator

and educator.

In 1967, the intervening var{abIes were divided into two sub-categories:

- the intefvening attitudinal motivation and perceptual cluster; and the
intervening behavioral cluster. Intervening variables are those varjables
which mediated between the causal variables and the end-resuit. Generally
“the intervening vériab]es were incofhorated gnder the concept 'work group
c¢limate’ and referred to.humaq variables. Intervenfng variables reflect the
internal state and health of the organization.

C Mutual Trust - is seen as both a causal and intervening factor. It
is a meésure of the reciprocated trust between subordinates and leader.

Trust by and in a leader is a cumulative process rather than an initiating
factor that can be dealt with directly.

D Other Intervening Variables - examine the extent to which the leader's
pattern for dealin subordinates is reflected in the behavior of the
subordinates\to fdach other. Five intervening indices are incorporated within
this factor:

1. Influence by subordinates

Z. Peer team building

3. 'Se1f-motivation of subordinates
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4. Student acceptance of goals

* Communicattosy - measures flow of information, extent of open
communication and the direction of _the 1nformat10n flow.

It is important to differentiate the causal variables from the inter-
vening variables as gains in intervening variables cannot be achieved
directly. Swgn1f1cant 1ast1ng improvement requires action focused on the
causal factors to move the organization to a more effective, collaborative
performance.

End-result variables are dependent variables which reflect the
achievements of the orqanization. The end result var1ab1es in industrial
organizations were designated in terms of three types of outcomes:
productivity, cost factors and relat1onships. '

E End/Result - In schools the end resylt variables to be measured are:

1. Schooi attitﬁde .

2. Teacher frustration - based on the amount & influence on school

matters ;hat the respondents thinks he ought to have.

The three types of variables comprise a complex network with inter-
dependent relationships and Likert‘s research shows the variables to he
sequentially Tinked. Thus there s an orderly, systematic relationship
among the variables.

Scores obtained on the Praofile of a School Instrument which measures

the variables described resuylt in a2 cumulative drganizationa] score. Likert
identifies four discrete types of organizational systems falling at four

points on & continuum ranging from the most primitive to the most socially
evolved: exploitive-authoritarian, benevolent-authormtarian, consultative

and collaborative (Figure 4). The management systems are internally con-
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FISURE 4

COMPARATIVE TERMINOLOGY FOR LIKERT'S MANAGEMENT SYSTEMé THEORY

‘ N ,//F-\
| SYSTEM I SYSTEM 1T 7 SYSTEM 111 SYSTEM IV |
EXPLOITIVE BENEVOLENT |
AUTHORITARIAN AUTHORTTARIAN CONSULTATIVE COLLABORATIVE

l , ]

AUTHORITARIAN PARTICIPATORY
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sistent with each system having a basic jntegrity of its own component parts

L1kert s systems 1 (exp101t1ve-autLorItative) and 2 (benevo]ent-
authoritative). differ somewhat but are described as high corfrol mechan1sms,
distortion of communication and centre]1zed deq&f1on-mak1ng. Working under
a management stY1e that endorses man-to-man comeefition, subordinates in

these systems w{JI show Tow group loyalty, less team work and co-operation,

.. Tower motivation, and other non-productive characteristics.

-

System ;\Hescr1bes an organization which encourages man- to-man consul-
" tation and strives to max1m1ee student and .teacher seIf—actuaT1‘at1on and

achieves moderately sat1sfy1ng results. It is 1ikely to be an organization
in’E;aas%fgen. .

System”4 endorses a management style characterized by supportive

-

relationships of group members, individual and group self-control and
opportunities for professional growth.

Likert reports that there is a failure *o consistently find the expected
reTatiogsﬁips among the variables. Evidenée.has emerged to show that the
time bef;een changes in the causal variables and the re]ated-changes in ehe
1n£erven1ng and finally in the end-result variables took much Ionger than
expected The changes in the causal variables toward a co11abprat1ve
management pattern (system 4) apparently require en apﬁreciab]e period of
time before the impact of the change results in corresponding improvement -
in the end-result variables. It is misleading to assume a2 simple causal
re1at10nsh1p between the var1ab1es. As internally cons1stent managerial
styles are the result of high jtem interdependence, it is difficult to

isolate causality. Likert (1961) states this.is not a simple direct cause-

effect model as "there actually is a high degree of inter-re]ationship among

.

~.
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the va;:EQIes; A more accurate concept would be that of a highly complex,
highly interre]ated‘system existing at any one moment iﬁ a state of
equi]ibrium“ (p.205). Ltkert and Bowers (1973) have caut1oned not to over-
generalize the causal sequence s1nce there are feedback loops and ¢ircul-
arity among the variables" {p.18).

As the management systems are intermally consistent, any modification
of a system must be a total shift from one system to another, not an atomistic
modification. Generally the data from studies conducted or examined by Likert
support the conclusion that the manaqement system of a firfm is a magor factor
in determining productivity. If managers accept that the-most effect1ve
organizations are the participatory systems then constraints are established
for managerial behavior. An adequate measurement of causal and intervening
variables will provide ciear directions for the manager. The analysis of
existing situations will indicate what changes or different conditions are
Tikely to yield better results and provide direction as to the most ‘effective
means to_produce changes in the desired direction. !

It should be noted that several of Miles' (1969) conditions of a healthy
organization are similar to the Likeft organizational variables (Figure 5) and
that the Likert, McGregor, Sergiovani and Starratt portrayal of organizational
structure have a similar theoretical basis in their use of stimilus-
intervening-response sets of variables. Likert's system four is seen as a
synthesis of what Mfles considered to be the characteristics of an effective

or healthy organization.
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FIGURE 5

COMPARISON OF MILES' CONDITIONS AND
LIKERT'S ORGANIZATIONAL VARIABLES

T

Miles' Conditioﬁ! Likert's Organizational Variables
Goal Focus Goal Commitment
Commenication Communication-Interaction
Optimal Power ' Participation-Infiuence

Equalization

Teacher Attitudes
Morale

Cohesiveness

Leavitt (1965) provided a convenient:four variables view of organiza-
- tions: task, peoble, technology and structure. The interdependency of
thes@ four system variables is generally accepted. Bennis (1966) listed
eight types of change programs which appeared to invoive people, technology
and structure. Notably Likert involved a combination of these variables in
his mgnagement systems'theory and this theory may be an especially important
theoretical base for understanding innovation and possible implementation.
Likert's theory suggested that change in a given school is a function of the '
" characteristics of the school system and of the administrative and subordinate
behavior,

As discussed previously, several implementation theorizers have
aftempted to delineate the organizational varjables that are related to the
extent of éurricu]um implementation. It is important to note that each of

Likert's organizational variables also correspond to implementation variables

-~
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as indicated by a survey of existing implementation studies. The implemen-
tation studies that support the relationship of curriculum implementation to
cne or more of the organizational variables incorporated in Likert's
management systems theory are jdentified in Table 1.

If the implementation variables that are theoretically necessary
to the implementation of curriculum are in fact vital to change efforts and
are present in a school's attempts to change, then imp]ementatibn should occur.
Many of the implementation studies tend toward oversimplification by their
focus on one or two variables or dimensions in the implementation process
and excfude many other Jariab1és. No individual or combined group of vari-
ables examined in existing studies give a complete or practical set of
variables which result in their lack of pre&ictive power when applied to
practical problems in the schoot setting. Likert's management systems theory

- has been presented as an approach that accommodates the inter-relationships
among a large number of variables and views them as parts of a meaningful
whole pattern.

The theﬁry is espec¢ially useful to innova&ion studies as it includes
an accompanying instrument to provide a measure of a given system's develop-
///ﬁ;ﬁ;\qP each of the 18 variables. Thus, Likert's framework may be a useful

’ refeceﬁce point in Tinking variables in a manner which is helpful for
management of the implementation process.

THEORETICAL RELATIONSHIP OF INTERNAL CHARACTERISTICS OF SCHOOL ORGANIZATIONS -
AND CURRICULUM IMPLEMENTATION

Many of the studies on implementation examine the strateqgy factors that
may be employed for the purpose of increasing implementation. There is a b

need to examine the importance of the organizational factors that exist prior
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TABLE 1

LINK BETWEEN ORGANIZATIONAL PATTERN AND
IMPLEMENTATION FACTORS

Studies Identifying Factors
Affecting Implementation

Likert's 'Profile of a School'
- Causal and Intervening
Variables (1977)

Berman & McLaughlin (1976)
Berman & Pauly (1975)
Eisner (1970) Farrington
(1974) Hall, Wallace &
Dorsett (1974)
Naumann-Etienne (1975)

(1) Orgamizational Climate

Berman & McLaughlin (1976)
Charters & Pellegrin (1973)
Kritek (1976) Starling (1973)

A/ Extent of Goal
Commitment

Charters & Pellegrin (1973)
Leithwood (1976) Roose
(1976) Starting (1973)

B/ Decision Process
Followed

Cole & Herlihy (1971}
Farrington (1974)
tukas (1977)

C/ Extent of Team
Co-operation
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Badham (1975) Crowther
(1972) Evans &
Sheffler (1974)
Naumann-Etienne (1975)
Thier (1971) Widmer
(1975)

(2) Leadership

Beaucham

p (1971)
Keith (1975)

A/ Leader Support

Mahan {1972) Poll (1970)

Roose (1975) Smith &
Keith (1971)

I/ Receptivity to
Subordinates Ideas

Beauchamp (1971) Berman
& Pauly (1975) Charters

& Pellegrin (1973) Doyle

& Ponder (1977) . Fullan

(1972) Fullan, Eastbrook

& Biss (1978) Goodlad
(1970) Hestand (1974)
Leithwood (1976)
Naumann-ttienne (1974)
Roose (1975) wWhiteley
(1971}

1I/ Involvement of
Respondent 1in
Decision-Making
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Roose (19§5i

B/ Goal Emphasis

Berman & Payly (1975)
Brantley (1975)
Farrington (1974)

Lukas {1977) MacDonald
(1974) Mahan {1972)
Poll (1970) e

C/ Team Building
(Interaction Between
Leader and Subordinates)

Atkinson (1976) Berman &
Pauly (1975) Brantley
(1975) Charters &
Pellegrin (1973} .
Crowther (1972) Gross,

et al, (1971) House (1974)
Kritek (1976) Shipman °
(1974) Winklevoss (TQZSk;

0/ Work Facilitation

 1/ Providing Resources

Fullan (1974) Kritek
(1976) MacDonald (1974)
Mahan (1972} Pressman &
Wildavsky (1973)
Tushington (1974)

I[I/ Planning and
Setting
Priorities
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(Change Agent): Bennis
(1969) Berman &
McLaughlin (1976)
Brantley (1975)

Brown (1973) Havelock
(1973) Roose (1976)
Tye (1971)

Inservice: Berman &
McLaughlin (1976)
Patterson (1976) Roose
(1976) Shipman (1974}
Thier (1971?

III/ Providing Useful
Information and
Ideas to
Subordinates

E/

Technical Competence

£~

Lukas (1977)
Marcum (1968)

(3) Mutual Trust - Reciprocated
Trust by and in a Leader

Brantley (1975)
Carlson (1970)
Connelly (1972% )
Gegss, et al, (1971
Hggion (1971)
Leithwood (1976)
MacDonald (1974)
-Musella (1971}
Simpkins (1967)

Feedback: Downey (1975)
Charters & Pellegrin
{1973)

(4) Communication Across
Hierarchies
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Leithwood, et al, (1976)
MacDonald (1974)
Naumann-Etienne (1974)
Russell & Leithwood (1973)

(5) Other Intervening Variables

A/ Influence Felt by
Subordinates

Downey (1975) Krey (
Lukas (1977)
Naumann—Et;enne (1974

Poll (1970

B/ Peer Team Building

Berman & Mclaughlin (1976)
Brantley (1975) Brown
(1973) Gross, et 21, (1971)
Krey {1968) Poll (1970)
Slas (1973) Starling (1973)
Winklevoss (1975)

C/ Self-Motivation

Fullan & Pomfret (1977)
Mahan (1972) Regan &
Leithwood (1974)

Tom (1973) -

D/ Student Acceptance of
Goals

N
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to the innovation or strategy for implementation. Schmuck and Miles {(1971)
suggested that more attention needs to be placed dn organizational develop-
ment within an educational institution as the many efforts at educational
implementation and reform have been unsuccessful because of the failure to
understand the organizational context in WhiCh‘“Ni refo;agwhéve been attempted.
Reynolds, (1971) and Winklevoss, (1975) suggested that prescriptions for
implementation will not work. Whatever approach is. used Qust be sensitive

to the compliex inter-relationships of the variables and to the dvnamics of

the process as change unfolds. ‘

Several studies suggest that certain existing organizational variables
of adopting units play a cﬁitﬁ\?] role in whether and how implementation
occurs (Berman & MclLaughlin, 1976; Berman & Pauly, 1975; Naumann-Etienne,
1975; Shipman, 1974; Slas, 1973). Specifically these studies concluded that
high morale of teachers and support of principals and superintendents
increased the chance of teacher change and perceiv ess of implementation
of an innovation. Downey (1975), Lukas (1977) andQSiz:::n-Etienne (1974)
found that intra-staff co-operation and the suppd;E-and exchange of ideas
were related to implementation.

Crowther (1872), Naumann-Etienne (1974) and Evans & Scheffler (1974)
demonstrated that a significant correlation exists between administrative
support and the degree of implementation; thus citing the principal as a key
factor in the implementation process. Fullan & Pomfret {1977) stated "the
role of the principal has often been cited in adoption research. We need to
know the exact nature of the role during implementation as well, since it
will probably differ in specific ways from that required for adoption” (p.384).

Likert has suggested that his management systems theory can be used as
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a predicto} of innovation. Likert posits that as organizations approach a
participatory style of management they tend to be more innovative in response
to environmental changes. Siepert and Likert (1973) maintained that:

(...) there is a marked relationship between the

administration (or management) system of an organization

and the extent to which it'dispTays innovative

characteristics. Organizations which use a highly

developed and productive management system display

stfonger innovative characteristics than those using )

less productive management svstems. (p.3)

 The authors furfher added that the “characteristics which favor

innovative behavior are found most often in system four organizations and
least often in system one" (p.4). This proposifion 1s derived from industrial
studies and a question for educational researchers is whether these same
factors.of organizational behavior are applicable to the unique character-
istics of school systems.

Recent studies are providing evidence that system four is as effective
in educational institutions. For widely different kinds of desirable out-
comes, system four appears to be superior to other systems of educational
administration. A number of studies have been reported by Likeft (1972,
1978) to show the relationship between schoal management pattern scores and
the scores from 2 number of other school variables. The higher the manage-
ment pattern score of a school, (the closer the school or school system

is to system four), the greater the scores an the following variables:
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11,
12,

-

13.
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School excellence: Ferraf, 1965.

Job satisfaction: Byrnes, 1973; Carr. 1971; Prieto, 1975.
Interpersonal needs satisfac;ion of teachers: Smallridge, 1972;
Wagstaff, 1570.

Educational achievement: Belasco, 1973: Gibson, 1974,
Teacher effectiveness: Riedel, 1974,

Motivation (Staff and Students): Millex.

Morale: Morall, 1974: Smith, 1975.

Parental involvement: Blumberg and Feitier, 1971.

"Open" Classrooms: Maillican, 1975; Naumann-Etienne, 1974.
Capacity/for change: Ladouceur, 1973.

Innovativeness: Bromén, 1974,

Volunteer satisfaction: Brindisi, 197s.

Participation in decision-making: Lepkowski, 1970.

_ Inverse relationships have been found between school management pattern

scores and such variables as:

1.
2.
3.
4;
5,

Frequency of teacher strikes: Haynes, 1972.

. Teacher militancy: Bernhardt, 1972.

Negotiation disagreements: Key, 1974.
Radical disruptions: Rensis Likert Associates.

Pupil dissatisfaction: Cullers, Hughes and McGreal, 1973.

Each of the previous eighteen variables was measured in separate studies

examining elementary and secondary schools and collectively support the

hypothesis that school management patterns utilizing participatory (consui-

tative and collaborative) techniques are Tikely to be the most effective

form of management.
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Recent dissertation studies have indicated that there may be a close
relationship between school management patterns and adoptiveness or
innovativeness of schools. Thus research indicates that the school manage-
ment patterns theory may be used as a basis for applied organizational change.
Siepert and Likert (1973) noted: -

‘ Recent studies in schools reveal the same pattern of
findings as those found in business organizations.
{(...) With such instruments, we can now measure
accurately where along the system one to four spectrum
a school organization really operates. From such data,
we can predict rather well for a given school or gchool
svstem the Iikelihood‘af its having the innovative
characteristics essential for the successful demonstra-
tion and application of research findings. (p.4)

Siepert and Likert (1974) suggested that there were at least four
essentials in helping a school organization move toward a more effective
and innovative pattern of administration. |

1. A clear conceptual model of what constitutes an effective

management system;

2. An accurate quantitative measurement of the human organiza-

tion which can provide initial benchmarks and any pragress
(or erosion) after programmed efforts to improve the
administrative patterns; _
3. A planned strategy for accomp]ishing'change in leadership
patterns within the immediate work environment; and

4. Sufficient involvement by the school leaders themselves so



that they understand, practice, and eéncourage the desired
system of leadership behavigr throughout their organization,
Likert (1977) suggested that change is almost always accompanied by

tension, anxieties, resistance and confljct and focused on emphasizing
aspects of system four managemeﬁt as the most effective way of managing
conflict. Thus the system four model seems to be the 1deal decentralized
model which stresses maximal communication and interaction between partici-
Pants at all levels of the organization. The system four model suggests
potent facilitative mechanisms for change and innovation. The exploitive~
authoritarian management model seems to be mostly inhibi;ive to thgfdiss—
emination and utilization of new knowledge. Thes, evidence has been found
to support the relationship between school leadership and change. Consequent-
ly the Purpose of this study is to exténd the changé aspect of Likert's
theory by examining the relationship of school managemen£ patterns to
curriculum implementation‘as an outcome.

EMPIRICAL SUPPORT FOR THE STUDY

Few studies have directly attempted to test the relationship
between Likert's theory and educational innovation. Three doctoral
dissertations have examined the relationship between innovativeness and

management'patté?ns (Broman, 1974; Gehrman, 1970; Weiner, 1972) and in each
T~

case failed to prove significant lationships. Likert (1978) attributed

the findings to design weakndsses in each case. Studies conducted by
Caul (1976); Kalies (1977); Ladoucer (1973); Naumann-Etienne (1974); and
MacKillican (1975) Provide support for the 1ink between Likert management
systems and effectiveness of implementation. .

Gehrman (1970) compared the leadership and organizational climate
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(‘proije;\bf innovative séhoo]s with fhat'oflnon:innovative schools. The
data for students showed a statistical difference with the innovative
‘schools having a more participatorj (systee fdﬁ?) management pattern. T;e
'differeﬁces fbr.feachers were not found to be statjstica]1y significant,
Ipos;}bly because the ‘Profile of a School' questionnaire was not administered
in a fashion that would assure teachers that-their respbnses_wou1e be
anonymous and confidential. .
7 The relationship between the innovetiveness ef elementary schools and

the leadership and organizational climate of the schools as measured by the

-

teacher's perceétions on the Profile of a Scheol questionneire wae also .
;examined by-wiener'ffgiz). His study found a reiat;enship in thé expected
‘d{rect;on with innovative schools having leadership and organizational

c11mate more toward a system four patternighan did the non- 1nnovat1ve

schools. Yet the “small N's (12) resuited in none of the d1fferences being
. séniﬁcant. L1kert (1978 argued that if the mean scores of the ‘de groups
of schgglg,are viewed as ‘the mean score of two groups of teachers (those in
innovative versus non- annovat1ve schoo]s) and the N of teacheradhsed the.
&ifference in the mean’ overa11 scores is s1gn7f1cant*at .01.

S ek oy s Ny
In"a stmilar study, Broman (1374) did not f1naﬂ§hy statistically

;§g§’tignifﬁcant re]atiqnshiﬁ“betweeﬁ tﬁe principel's Teédership, the scﬁpo]'s‘

. Pt : . -9 .
interaction-influence conmunication anefgeciéqon-making processes and tne

-

1nnovat1veness of the schoo? - As the‘re t1o§?h1ps were in the expected

cdxrectton but were not s1gn1f1cant Likert (1978) Just1f1ed the results by

suggesting that ;he time reTat1onsh1p was an important factor»and the
1nn0vat1veness thatba schoo? d1sp1ays was detenn1ned by . the ]eadersh19, o
.

——

dec1s1on-mak1ng and interaction processes . that ex1sted in & school two or

-
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three years previously. Likert mainEFined that:
If Broman were to gxamine the relationships between his
measurements of the principal's leadership, decision-
making, and interaction-influence to the school's
‘ innovativeness one, two, and three years after he
® measured these human componéht scores, he could well
find that-significant reiationships existed (p.37).
Caul (1976) examined middle schools with higher and lower levels
of implementation of middle sch061 concepts to determine whether the
schools differed in adm{nistrative styles. She found that students and

teachers in schools adhering to the concepts saw the administrations of

their schools significantly closer to system four than did the students

and teachers in schools with lower levels of implementation of middle

school concepts.

The relationship between the management system of a school and the
school's capécity for'change was examined in a stﬁdy by Ladouceur (1973).
bata from the P.0.S. questionnaire were related to a research instrument
developed by the 1nvestlgator to measure a school's change capacity,
change perspect1ve c11mate for change, and teachers’ orientation toward

involvement in change. The resuits indicated that there is a sighificant

'relationsﬁxz between the management pattern of a school and school change

climate, tdachers' innovative orientation, qualitative school chénge

capacity, quantitative schoal change capacity, school change capacity as a

combined index. The study found that the more the school was oriented

toward a-participative management pattern the more the school was capable

- of changing. The consuitative and participative management profiles sqem

<



to increa;e the capacity of a school to provide and use new. knowledge for
making decisions. Thus, the school management pattern and teachers' inno-
~ vative orientation seemed to be important variables in the study of school
changg capacity and individual innovative behavior.

Kalies (1977) examined the relationship betweghd Likert's management
patterns and the extent of curriculum development in selected elementary
schools. The study assessed eight elements of the curriculum development
process as.proposed‘by Fredericks (1974); namely, aims, selection criteria,

ordering criteria, curriculum organization, evaluation, change, participants

in curriculum development and dissemination. The extent of involvement in
curriculum development was measured by a questionnaire which required assess-

. ment of amount of time spent on each of the eight components.

The study related the composite management pattern scores to curriculum
déve1opmentmand obtained further information by analyzing each of the com-
ponents of the composite Likert score (17 variables). Using Pearson Product
Moment correlation a moderate positive corrglation was found between the
extent of curriculum geve10pment and the cgiposite score of a school manaée-
_ment system on the Likert scale ( r = .461, p<.05). Seven components of
curriculum development were found to be significantly correlated with the
Likert Score. In total it was found that in schools where greater time was
spent on curriculum Qevelogment, principals were more receptive to teachers'
ideas; attempted to facilitate the work of teachers by providing useful ideas;
attempted to provide teachers with necessary materials and space; and made
sure that the planning and setting of priorities were well done. It was |

further found that the more participatory the school management pattern,

the more time teachers spent deciding what courses to teach or offer,

-
. v
Q‘
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eva]uating and judging the scheol curriculum, deciding what units will be
included in the courses and assessing the existing method of curriculum
development. | |

. QThé study is significant in that it provided evidence that an environ-
ment which supports curriculum development may be described in ferms of the
Likert management systeﬁs theory. It should be noted that dissemination
was the final curriculum dévelopment element that was examined and was
concerned with "the determination of how the curriculum will be routed from
the district office to the individual teachersﬂ (p.47). Thus while adoption
and diffusion strategies were examined in the study as part of the curriculum
development process, imp1emeﬁtation was not considered. When related tg
Beauchamp’s (1968) conception of three functions operating within a
curriculum system: development of a curriculum; implementing a curriculum;
and evaluating the effectiveness of the curriculum, it may be seen that
Kalies only examined the first function. The second component of the
curriculum engineering process, implementation, Qi1] serve as the ared of
concern fdr the present research study.

MacKillican (1975) tested the innovative aspéct of Likert's management
systéms theory which stated that organizations with more participative
management patterns would be more innovative. The study extended Likert's
'thebry by demonstrating that the management patterns of schools may be
related to their ability to adopt an innovation. Specifically the study
explored and found a relationship between schoo] management pattegng and -
a specific non-curricu1anqinnovation, classroom apenness.

An ancilliary outcome of MacKillican's research was the reorganization,

through factor ana]ysis,.and renaming-of the Profile of a School factors.
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These variables were designated: principal leadership; te;éher leadership;
student inf]uénce; teacher influence and goal emphasis.

In a similar study, Naumann-Etienne (1974) applied the LikeFt P.0.S.
in an investigation of implementation of the open-school concept. It was
found that teachers in schools with greater implementation of the innovation
perceived a more participatory system including greater teacher involvement
in decisioﬁ-making and greater peer communication and team building.
Naumann-Etienne (1974) suggested from her findings that internal as well as
strategy variables are integral to the-success of implementation. The study
used a small sample (S schools) and found a significant difference between
successfully innovating and unsuccessfully innovating schools and each of
the five factors of the Likert (1972) instrument: climate; leadership;
mutual trust; other intervening variables and end results. Studies pf imple~ |
mentation of innovations need to be performed on innovations that are not
part of the school philosophy and de not necessitate participatory manage-
ment patterns in order to be implemented. A recommended further research
topic offered by MacKillican (1975) involved making “a comparison of school
management patterns with the schq91's ability to impiement specific innovative
curriculum guidelines", (p.190) thus forming the ba;is for thé‘present study.
In short, 2 firm rationale exists for expecting a strong relation between
degree of curriculum implementation and Likertfs manqgéﬁght‘patterns.

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM ‘ N

l
N

Much of the existing implementation literature is™atheoretical with

little or inadequate empirical support. Methodo}6gicaT shortcomings restrict

~
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the app!icabi]ity of much of the existing research on implementation. Few
studies have systematica]]y dealt with implementation aé a complex process
following adoption in the change process and even fewer studies have dealt
.spec1f1ca11y with curr1cu1um implementation as a complex, individualistic,
adaptive process. ‘

Implementation théorists have emphasized that various processes and
factors may facilitate or retard implementation. These advocated variables
appear to resemble those variables integrated into Likert's management
systems model. Likert also suggests that system four organizations will
be more innovative. If these similarities exist then system 3 and 4 schools

s
shoultd be implementing curriculum to a greater extent than system 1 and 2

schools.

There is a paucity of empirical evidence and Tittle organized knowledge A
ex1sts as to A) situational variables that are related to successful and
unsuccessfu]_curr1cu]um implementation as determinants; B) the relation
between degree of implementation and the management patterns of the adopting
institutions.. - S

The purpose of this study is twofold: (1) to extend Likert's theory
by examining the relationship of School Management Patterns to curriculum
{mplementation as an outcome and (2) to examine the relationship of specific
organ12at1ona] variables to the curr1cu]um implementation process in elemen-
taryés\hoo'ls

The investigation will seek to amswer the following questions:

1. Is there a relationship between the internal organizational

characteristics of the adopting units and the degree of
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implementation of a curriculum developed external to the
users?
2. Are certain types of organizational patterns more conducive
to the implementation of innovative curricula than other
types?
3. What, if any, is the relationship between an elementary
school's management pattern and the degree of implementation
of a curriculum developed external to the users?

RESEARCH HYPQTHESES

General Hypothesis:

In elementary schools with an innovative curriculum developed
externally to the user group, teachers in 'high' participatory
management pattern schools will exhisit a2 higher level 6f imple-
mentation than will teachers in more authoritarian management
pattern schools.

Hi In elementary schools with an innovative curriculum developed
externally to the user group, teachers in 'high' school management
pattern schools will exhibit a higher degree of Stage of Concern
(SoC) than will teachers in low management pattern schools.

Ho In elementary schools with an_innovative curriculum developed
externally to the user group, teachers in 'highf participatory
management pattern schools will exhibit a higher degree of Level

of Use (LoU) than will teachers in low management pattern schools.

SUBHYPOTHESES

To analyze these hypotheses as if the Stages of €oncern dnd

Levels of Use dimensions are unitary concepts would do biolence to the
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data. The dependent variables, Stages of Concern and Levels of Use, are
consideréd to consist of discrete stages and levels and require separate
propositions to be stated for each stage or level. As there are seven Stages
of Concern and eight Levels of Use, a possible total of fifteen subhypotheses
could be stated in order to test the general hypothesis. As presented in the
literature review, curriculum implgmentation theory suggested some Togica1'
groupings of the SoC and Lol categories and the relationship of these collapsed
categories to school management patterns is considered worthy of exploration.

Fuller (1969, 1975) categorized teacher concerns as self, task and
impact. The seven individual Sof stages can be collapsed into the three
categories and the relationship of each category to school management patterns
can be examined. ‘

In this study it is expected that lower (authoritarian) management pattern
schools will haQe more non-users of the curriculum than will high (participatory)
management pattern schools. The Concerns Based Adoption Model assumes that non-
implementers or non-users of the curriculum will be either Levels of Use 0, I or
II and will have relatively more intense self concerns (stages 0, 1 and 2) and
less intense task and impact concerns (stages 3, 4, 5 and 6). In schools-with
more competitive climates teachers can be expected to have high concerns about
the perscnal implications of potentially thfeatening changes.

H11 Teachers in high management pattérn schools will have less

intense self concerns about an innovative curriculum than will

teachers in low management pattern schools.

It is expected that the more authoritarian management pattern schools
will be more resistent to change and will have a greater incidencé of non-usage

(LoU's 0, I, II) than will teachers in more participatory management pattern

-
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schools. Conversely it is expected that the curriculum will be used to a
greater extent by the teachers in high management pattern schools than by

teachers in low management pattern schools.

Ha Teachers in high management pattern schools will have a lower

1

incidence of non-usage of an innovative curriculum than will teachers
in low management pattern schools. -

-

Ha Teachers in high management pattern schools will have a greater

[ ]

_incidence of usage of an innovative curriculum than will teachers in

Jow management pattern schools. p

The study assumes that in actual usage of the curriculum there exist 1two
types of operations: fidelity and adaptation. Embodied in the SoC and Lol
usage dimensions are both the fidelity and mutual adaptation orientations of
assessing curriculum implementation. Levels of Use III and IV-A and SoC
stage 3 are considered to represent a fidelity orientation in which the curri-
culum is maintained and used routinely with little in the way of change. The
C.B.A.M. model assumes that when the curriculum begins to be implemented, stage
3 task concerns will become more intense and-stages 0, 1 aﬁd 2 concerns will
decrease in intensity. .
Hy Teachers in high management pattern schocls will have more

2 .
intense task concerns about an innovative curriculum than will teachers

in low management pattern schools. \““j>
Hy Teachers in high management pattern schools will have a greater

P

incidence of curriculum implementdtion,from a fidelity perspective
than will teachers in low management pattern schools.
The study assumes that the highest degree of curriculum implementation

occurs when the procesé of mutual adaptation is in operation. The adaptation
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concept is incorporated into the high Stages of Concern and Levels of Use

dimensions. The impact concerns of SoC -stabgfs 4, 5 and 6 and Lol levels

IvV-B,

V and VI are considered to be‘categories of sophisticated usage and

include the processes of integrating, modifying and'Eoi]aborating in

adapting the curriculum in order 40 increase its effectiveness. It is expected

that there will be a greater incidence of users adapting the curriculum

adaptation (orientation) in high management pattern schools than in low

management pattern schools.

Hi

Teachers in high management pattern schools will have more

—

intense impact concerns about an innovative curriculum tha

teachers in wa-management pattern schools.
Teachers in high/managemgnt pattern schoo]g will have a greater

incidence of curriculum implementation from an ﬁdaptation perspective

than will teachers in Tow management pattern schools. ’ﬁzzi

A minimum total of seven subhypotheses must be stated in order to test -

the general hypothesis. The seven subhypotheses are summarized in ‘Figure 6.

FIGURE 6
SUMMARY OF HYPQTHESES

Levels and Stages

Hypdtheses Aggregates Being Aggregated
SoC :

Hll H1 SMP Self < Lo SMP Self Self 0-1-2

le Hi SMP Task > Lo SMP Task Task . 3

Hl3 Hi SMP Impact > Lo SMP Impact Impact 4-5-6 ‘
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FIGURE 6 (continued)

\d Levels and Stages
? Hypotheses Aggregates Being Aggregated
Lol
Ha =~ Hi SMP Nonusage < Lo SMP Nonusage Nonusage 0-1-11
Ha  Hi SMP Usage > Lo SMP Usage Usage TTI-IV-A-IV-B-V-V]
) Ry, Hi SMP Fidelity > Lo SMP Fidelity  Fidelity T1I-IV-A
H:u Hi SMP Adaptation > Lo SMP Adaptation Adaptation IVZB-V-VI

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

Various researchers have commented on the need for an expanded

knowledge base regarding the implementation process. The study may contri-
bu

implementation theory as it may-indicate the importance of
existing organizatiomsl, factors on implementation and may lead to a systematic

categorization of organizational vars blg§\jnto management patterns that .
affect implementation. Thus the investigat{gﬁxﬁay\cbntribute to the state

of the art and lead to further testing, reanement and extens1on\pf the

)

T

. available knowledge about curriculum 1mp1ementat1on L
It is hoped that the study will have further significance as it may
establish a Tink between management theory and curriculum implementation
theorizing. The study may make a contribution to management theory as it
may Jead to an extension of Likert's theory by demonstrating that the degree
<\\‘ of implementation of an innovation ig related to the managerial patterns of
the organization. In terms of managemeng role Eheory the study may contribute

to a clarification of the elegentary principal's role in curriculum

implementation and may/1éad to a substantial redefinition of thé;grinc{pa]'s

R
{

/
"
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generally accepted curriculum supervision role..

Although this research is intended to contribute to a general
theoretical framework there are also practical dimensions to this study.
It is hoped that the study will. have heuristic value for the educational
practitioner. Findings which emerge may help administrators and planners
identify the relevant patterns that facilitate the implementation process
and to plan their strategies accordingly. The results may serve as a
guide or provide direction for school administrators as they structure and
lead the organization of a school in the area of curriculum and instruction.
To ensure implementation, administrators would attempt to move their
brganization toward a more ﬁart{z;sétory system. Likert's theory provides
direction as it describes those orgLnizationa1 variables for altering the
level of school management system.
| Concomitantly the study may provide a rationale for 'Board allocation
of funds for leadership training of principals, especially in the causal
and intervening variables of Likert‘s theory. In addition the.study may
have further training implications as it may indicate a need fq; reorienting
university administrative‘training programs to provide specific curriculum

engineering skills for the principal or supervisor as a curriculum manager.

DEFINITION OF TERMS

- The following terms are utilized throughout this treatise in reference

fo\the accompanying definitions.

1. School Management Pattern: (Independent Variable) A composite measure
used to descride‘the pattern of leader behavior and the work group
climate that exists in a specific situation. Specifically it is the

'score obtained by averaging the scores ohﬁgbe Likert Profile of a
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. School Instrument completed by each teacher and then placing the school s
on a continuum ranging from exploitive authoritarian to participative.

2. Curriculum Implementation: (Dependent Variable) The process of using

a curriculum within the boundaries of the school and the process
involves planning for instruction. Beauchamp (1971), and Leithwood
(1971), {1976), viewed instructional planning as an integral and
critical component of curriculum imp]eméntation. Curriculum imple-
mentation is the translation of the curriculum for the learning situa-
tion by the teacher and the process ends when the actual processes of
N instruction commence. Implementation is viewed as an adaptive, inter-
active ongoing developmental process which occurs within a formal
Aprgiﬁization. |
For the purpose of this study degree of implementation is operation-
ally defined in terms of the score obtained on each of the following

anstruments: Stage of Concern and Level of Use.

Dependent Variables

A. Stage of Concern (SoC): The Stage of Concern about an

innovative curriculum tﬁft ah individual teacher expresses
on a continuum containing seven discrete levels ranging from
- awareness to refocusing. The stages are a set of scale
points that describe the individual users' thoﬁghts, feelings
I and informational ﬁeeds as he/she is using the innovg%ion. ‘\\

)

B. Level of Use (LoU): The Level of Use of.an innovative

<:; curriculum that an individual teacher demonstrates on a
continuum containing eight discrete levels of behavior

exhibited by individua}s ranging from lack of knowing that

R
-
‘. '
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an innovation exists to an orientation time, to a management
oriented use and ultimately to active searching for a super-
seding innovation.
Curfjculum: A written plan depicting the scope and arrangement of
the projected educational program for a school. It is a written
document planned prior to the advent of instruction and should contain:
(1) statements outlining the goals for which it is designed; (2) a
body of content that has the potential-for the realization of the
goals; (3) an evaluation scheme for determining the &ffectiveness. d\/
The document is designed to be used as point of departure for \
instructional planning. (Beauchamp 1972).
Instruction: The process of influencing Tearners toward some goal.

(Hosford 1973)

Innovative Curriculum: In reference to this study the innovation will

be curricular in nature. It is a curriculum that is new or novel, in
part or in total, to the user and implies some degree of change by

the user as he adapts to or reacts to the curriqulum. It will not involve
change of the fundamental structure of the system itselfbut will

require new skills and orientations on the part of the users.

User Group: The personnel associated with or affected by the change;
those direttly involved on an everyday basis jn implementing or putting
the innovation into practice (1ikely students and teachers operating

at instrucﬁionaIIIeve1).

Adopter Groups: Those in decision-making positions who then make the

decision that a curriculum is to be used within the -organization (most

1{ke]y administrators at the Board or school level). They are empowered
' N

to install an innovation in a given organizational envirenment.
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8.

~Fidelity: The viewing of curriculum implementation as the extent

of the congruency between the curriculum prescriptions and the
actual performed roles of thdggsers.

Mutual Adaptation: The viewing of curriculum implementation as an

interactive and adaptive process in which there is modification over
time to the curriculum, user behavior, and the implementing organiza-
tion. Ihe degree of implementation is the extent of change the
elements experience while retaining the original essence of the

curriculum.

SUMMARY OF LITERATURE REVIEW

.. This chabter brought together a discussion.of organizational theory

and curriculum implementation theory in order to view curriculum implemen-

: tation7a§ an organizationa] problem. A number of conclusions.drawn from the

~ review of the {Jterature have 1mp11cat1ons for the present study. They are:

1.

Researchers ‘have attempted to 1dent1fy the wide range of variables

affecting curriculum implementation.

_Very 1itt1e'is known about what organizationaT factors effect

curr1cu1um 1mp1ementat10n.

" There is a Tack of empirical data descr1b1ng how the curr1cu1um imple-

-

mentat1on process funct1ons and can be facilitated in reality.

There is a lack of instrumentétioﬁ for measuring curriculum implementation.

Only ‘the work of Hall and his assocjates resuited in a measure of
curricuium 1mp1ementat1on at the 1ng}vadua] Jdevel and defined the
processes of implementation in a mapner consistent. with the definitions

of curriculum used in th1s study.

.-

In add1t1on to industrial research L1kert s managgmen; szstems theory

> '\
o
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is an approach that has application in researching educational
problems.

7. There is a theoretical rgtiona]e for extending Likért's management
systems theory as a predictor of jnnovation to include an expected
relationship between school management patterns and curriqy]um
implementation as an outcome. A

8. There exists to date no studies which bear out the relationship between
school management patterns and curriculum implementation. This study
represents a first step in this direction.

The rest of the study will‘ezgirical]y verify whether there is a

relationship between an institution's location on the Likert continuum

. r
and degree of curriculum ;tglgmentation (Hypotheses 1 and 2).
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CHAPTER 11

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

Chapter II presents the background‘of the research plan and describes
the procedure followed in the study. Included are descriptions of the ~
sample selection process; the target populat1en, the method of data collection
and data analysis procedures, and a deta11ed review of the two instruments
that were used to-collect the data. Data for this study were collected from ’
43 elementary schools selected in the province of Manitoba, Canada. Responses
were collected from 552 elementary teachers.

BACKGROUND OF THE RESEARCH PLAN

After formulating the researchable questions guiding the study, the -

researcher searched for potential innovative curricula that cou1d serve as

a basis for the study. The following quidelines were used in the search:
(1) At the time of adoption, teachers and administrators would be equally
unfamilar with the innovative curriculum. (2) The curriculum should have
been officially adopted for a minimum period of two years previous to the
research in order to provide encugh time for a wide range of degrees of
implementation. (3} The adopted curriculum would be EEntra11y developed
in order to control fbrhfhe affects of internal development. (4) The adopted
curriculum woild be innovative to the extent that it equld be an alteration .
or.variation of previeus practiges, but would not call for system restruc-
turing or value changes on the part of implemehters. (5) The region seTe;;ed
mest have 2 sefficient number of eligible eleﬂentarf schools for the

purpose of the study.
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STATISTICAL CONTROLS

~

The rationale for the brovision*ﬁf/;he constraining quidelines is
provided in detail in this section as each confoupdihg variable is examined
separately.

CONTROL OF EFFECTS OF GRADE LEVEL

- Elementary schools were chosen for the sample as there appears to be
major differences in change orjentations betﬁeen elementary and secondary
levels (Fullan & Easterbrook, 1973). Berman.and Pauly (1975) and Poll (1970)
jndicated that elementary teachers appear to be mo;e successful implementers.
Also, virtually all-research on implementation féctors has examined
elementary school populations, thus making generalizat{ons to'secondary
schools tenfative. An e]ehentary school was considered to be an administra-
..tive unit {principal, vice-principal, support staff, and teachers) which
included at least a graae one to grade six range of grades.

CONTROL OF EFFECTS OF INTERNAL DEVELOPMENT

The argument is frequently offered .that participation of all profess-
jonal members in the complete planning process is essential for commitment
and effective implementation (Benne and Bernhaum, 1960; Fullan, 1972; Q0liver,
1965; Oufray, 19?6; Trump, 1967). Beauchamp (1977) suggested thai curriculum
implementation can be greatly facilitated when planning groups include the
classroom teachers who must do the implementing. Klein (1966) stated "the
mest important generator of resistance would appear to be the frequent
aliepation of the planners and adopters from the world of those for whom
they are planning” (p.119).

The following arguments are presented by writers in support of thgir

teacher involvement positions; (1) participation leads to higher staff
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morale, and high staff morale is necessary for successful implementation,
(Bennié, 1960); (2) participation leads to a greater commitment, and a
high degree of commitment is required for effecting change,(Goodlad and
Anderson, 1963 ; Mann and Hoffman, 1960; 0liver, 1965); (3) particiﬁation
Hisgds to greater clarity about an innovatiop. and clarity is necessary for
implementation, (Andersom, 1964; Gale, 1967); (4) beginning with the postu-
late of basic résistance to change, the argument is that participation will
reduce initial resistance and thereby facilitate successful implementation,
(Argyle, 1967; Oliver, 1965; Peterson, 1966); and (5) subordinates will tend
to resist any innovation that they are exhécted to implement if initiated
solely by théir superordinates (Agnew and Hsu, 1960; Wigren, 1967).

Despife the opposing theoretical views, curricular change in schools’
can generally be expected to result from external pressures tather than
from internally generated forces. Griffiths (1964) included as two of his
propositions relatiﬁg to change: “the major impetus for change in otganiza-
tions is from the outside" (p.431) and "when change in an organization does
occur, it will tend to occur from the top down not from the bottom up“ (p.435).
Curriculum deéisions are increasingly made by groups outside the imstructional
level. Thus in curriculum development the general procedure is that expert
planners collect and process vast bodies of information into a curriculum
design.

Connelly (1972) reconceptualized the roles of the developer and user in
curriculum. He concurred with the conclusions of many of the writers as he
suggested that the top-down strategy of curriculum changes does not
work. Teachers should not be treated as mere transmitters of ideas. In a

departure from the views of many who argue for total decentralization of
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curriculum development, Connelly argue& against making chri%ulum dévelopment
a local responsibility as the teacher is not equipped to carry out all the
functions of éurricu]um development. The external developer is portrayed,
as having different functions from the user. In Connelly's conceptual
framework teachers will be responsible for making choices based on their
experiential knowledge of the situation. The functions of the external
developer are "to elaborate theoretical conceptions of society, knowledge,
teacher and ]earners, and to transiate these conceptions into coherent
curriculum materials, each.of which serves as a clear-cut alternative to
teachers” (p.164). The,a teachers then choose from the available materials in
matching the materials with the needs and conditions of their particular’
classroom. _

In support of Connelly's position, Zais (1976) stated that the demand
for involvement of all teachers in the planning process 7is, although Iogf2572\~\
unsubstantiated by research and does not account for alternative means of
securing commitment and effective implementation (pp.476-479). The findings
:0f the Friesen and Holdaway (1973) Alberta Study indicated that‘teqchérs’ desire
for participation in the planning proces; is not as widespread as it is
claimed by the total involvement proponents. _-

Difficulty in acquiring user acceptance appears to occur when the
innovation is introduced as a 'fajt accompli' by the adopters. Many attempts
to change instructional techniques and strategies can be' traced to what is
called top-down method in which the in;tiatives, procedures and often the
produbt of curriculum development originate with high-level officials. (Loucks,
1975, p.19; Zais, 1976, p.447). Fullan (1972), Leithwood and Russell (1973),

affirmed that this approach is a major factor in the impotency of implemen-
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. .
tation exgrcises. Thus certainly the development of curricd]azgy teachers
in thefschoo1.mq§t be considered-an_inaegendept variable and will be con-
trotled for tﬁe purpose of this study. Oqu.an areajth;t had‘prevéous1y
a&opted?aﬁ innovative cufricu1um that had been p]annéd éxtetné1 ;g,xhe user

system will constitute theistqdy sample.

CONTROL OF THE NATURE OF INNOVATIVE CURRICULUM

Several ;;?ters have-c1as§ified innovations on the basis of tﬁgir
potential‘imp;;;>hﬁon the receiving.system. Guba (1968) ﬁtated that _
"obviously not all inventions are é]ike;.xhey pose different problems of.
adoption, and this fact must be taken into account iﬁ developiné an appro;
priate diffusion strateqy. One Qay to Qiew this problem is in terms of
the amount of change_mahqated by ‘the invention." (p.295). |

Bolam (1975) categorized curriculum innovations ﬁntélthree forms: .
information documents, trainihg'méteriais and in§fd11ab1e systems. Bolam
also hypothesized that each type is related to impTementation_success.

Consistent with BoTemls varying success hypothesis, several writers have

suggested that the more complex a curriculum is perceived to be by the

users, the Tess chance there is of high implementation. (Charters and
. - i

Pellegrin, 1973; Fullan and Pomfret, 1977; Kritek, 1576; Nicodemus, 1977;
Rogers and Shoemaker, 1972). Conversely, clarity and exp]icitness of ’

a curriculum are yiewed as pre-requisites to successful implementation
(Charters and Pellegrin, 1973; Fallan and Pomfret, 1977; Kritek, 1976;
Starliqg, 1973). Thus the more complex and_abstratt the curriculum,

the more difficult will be the implementation. Fullan and Pomfret (1977)

further suggested that the elements, clarity and complexity, may be inversely

.
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‘ corre]ated Dox\? and Ponder (1978) suggested that teachers will more
readily implement curr1culum that meets the teachers' “ethic of pract1ca11ty"
They suggest that in order to elicit teacher comm1tment. the curr1cu1um
must meet the practica1it§ criteria of instrumentality, congruence and

cost. Clinton (1972) found the-perpei@ed relative advantage and cost of

an innovation were the %ost important attribute categories in teachers'
Judging whether or not to accept.an innovation.

Rogers and- Shoemaker-{1972). devised cateéories which describe the -
characteristics .of innovations: relative advantage, compat#bility, trial-
ability and observability. Obviously, users may react on the basis of
. these characteristics.

Taba (1962) noted that one could not change-a curriculum without
changing both people and institutions. Fullan (1972) added that the
implementation of ‘an innovation will réquire new skills and or%entations
on the part of the -users. Chin and Downey (1973) é]assified innovations
as providing the receiving institutions with (1) substitutions (2) alter-
atioqs. (3) va;iaiibns ‘(4)‘system restructuriﬁg (5) change in value
orientation. Innovation categories one through threé are largely perturba-
tions and can be readily implemented white the imp]ementatioh of the Tatter

two categories is more difficult to achieve.
| Systgm restructuring referred to "changes which lead to mo&ifications
and reorganizations of the fundamental structure of the system itself" (Chin
and Downey,; 1973, p.525). The authors further stipulated thgt value change
involves "shifts in fundamental orientations which define and shape
specific behavior" (ﬁ.525).

The sub-grouping of Chin and Downey's five classifications into two
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. groups results in a classification schema similaf to Normann's (1971} two
categories: v;riations and reorientations. Normann's "variations" are
consistent to Chin and Downéy*¥ categories (1)4¥Brough (?). The reorienta-

\tions dimension is akin to Chin and Do;ney's system restructuring and value

changes categories. A major change is implied ana is generally associated

with changes in the Targer system of which the organization is a part:

This type of innovation is 1ikely to produce significant change.'if by

significant one means the number of people fundamentally affectea by the

innovation. |
As the effects of the varying degrees of compatibility, practicality,
explicitness, and complexity of various innovative cufricula are difficult to

. controi, fo; the purpose of this‘study, a sing}e'innovative curriculum was
chosen that meets the criteria of Normann's (1971) "variation category"
(p.203).

The province of-Manitoba was selected as the geographical area from
which the samp]e‘would be drawn for the purpose of this study as it had devel-
oped and authorized for adoption an innovative curriculum. The iﬂnovative‘
curriculum selected for this study was the provincial elementary-science
curriculum, developed for Kindergarten to grade six students by provincial
working parties consisting of scientists, science educators and Department
of Education curriculum development personnel. The curriculum was introduced
to provincial educators, piloted over-a period of two years, and adopted
provincially in September, 1977. Although the new curriculum emphasized an
investigative approach to science, it did not require a fundamental change
from the existing status quo, thus meeting the study's criteria for an

innovative curriculum. The elementary science curriculum included the foll-
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owing dimensions: Rationale, Statement of Purposes, Specific Objectives
and Cdncepts. Generalization and Skil]s to be developed for each grade,
kindergarten to grade six}'"In addition the curriculum consisted of 34
prescribed units that include Contént, Teaching.Stratggies, Evaluation
Strategies and Suggested Resources. Thé curriculum specified the daily

and weekly time requirements, required no additional resources and was

restrictive in the different ways it could be operationalized.

TARGET POPULATION AND SAMPLE

The population studied was é1ementary schools in the prévince of
Manitoba. The province is divided into 47 school divisions and 5 special
school districts. There are a total 6f 641 schools in Manitaba that
‘contain the elementary grades 1 t§ 6. Schools were chosen-to participate
if they satisfied the criteria of school size, Tevel and stability.

i. Size of School ’

A. Schools must be large enough to warrant a principal primarii&-
free of classroom teaching duties in order that an administrative
patiern could be clearly established. It was decided that a
minimum of 60% administrative time would allow sufficient freedom
to provide leadership functions. As the administrative grant
varied from division to division based on the Tacal collective
agreements, a minimum‘schOOI size of 12 teachers was appliied to
ensure sufficient size in all divisions to warrant a2 60% adminis-
trator.

B. Schools must have a minimum of five full-time teachers eligible to

complete the Profile of .a School instrument. Halpin (1963) and

Halpin and Croft (1963) suggested that using between 5-10 teachers

L
[}
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would provide an adequate measure of school management practices.

2. Stab111ty of Staff: To be eligible for inclusion in the study:

A. Principals must have been in the schooT‘Tﬁ\that position for 2
minimum of two years. This would allow su;f<fﬁent t1me for an.
administrator to estab1ish a leadership style\that woqu have
noticéab1e effects (Likert, 1967). \\\\

~

B. Teachers must p€ full-time and in at least their second year of

implementing the curricular innovation and all itinerant teachers
must b€ eliminated. These Eriteria allowed for teachers to have

adeduate exposure to the leadership style éf the-adminiétrator and
the staff peer relations %n order‘to assess them on the Profile

of a Schoo1 instrument.

(733
.

Level: The schools must be eIementary and 1nc1ude grades one to six.

While eligible’ teachers at any grade (one to six) could be sampled

to complete the Profile of a School instruﬁent, only teachers in
the intermediate grades (4-5-6) would be sampled for assessing the
-extent of curriculum implementation. The grade Jevel criterion
was previously explained as a statistical control.

PHASE ONE OF DATA COLLECTION

fhe researcher was allowed access to the Provincial Eduéationa1 Data
Services and a search revealed that a ‘total of 240 schools met the criteria
for inclusion in the study.
The initial sample for this study was selected from the compiled
1ist of eligible schools. It was intended that the sample would be large
.enough to trust the laws of probability to achieve representativenesé.

A Tletter was sent to the principal of each of the 240 qualifying schools
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on January 18, 1979, to.request participgtion in the study. Thewlettér, shown
in Appendix I, Item I, gave an explanation of the purpose of the sfﬁdy and
described the demands that the study would place on participating schools.
Principals of schools willing to participate Qere asked to lfst e]fgible
Feachers in alphabetical order on the “School Information Form" (Item 2,
Appendix I). A follow-up te]ephone,ca11-was made to each principal who
failed to resbondhby'February 5, 19?9. In return fgr cooperation each school
in the study was proﬁised a copy of the findings of the report.

Not all of the population who were invited to part1c1pate accepted
the invitation to be part of the saﬁB{<Q% Because of the demands of the
study, only 43 sphoo]s,of the 240 qualifying schools agreed to participate.
There were no schools that failed to respond to ‘either request. Thds selection
" from those schools qualifying resulted in an accepéing sampie of 43 schools
from which data were collected. Table 2 contains a surmary of the demographic
'characteristicé of the 43 elemengfny schools included in the study. A
complete Tistihg of all participating schools is found in Appendix III.
PHASE TWO OF DATA COLLECTION o

#rom the list of eligible staff from each of the participatiﬁg schools,
2 randomly selected minimum of 5 and maximum of 10 teachers were selected
from each school, yielding 5-10 teacher responses to each of the data
collection instruments. ‘ -

In each school the same format was used. A teachers meeting was‘he]d
during which dataz on both surveys were chTected. The teachers met in

one room and the principZ] was asked not to be present in the room so that

anonymity of data was assured. Admfﬁ;giering teachers followed the instruc-

-

7y
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: TABLE 2
. DEMOGRAPHIC CHARRCTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE SCHOOLS
‘
“ District Grade ' School
School Location . Span Enrollment
05 _ Rural S K-6 ‘ 1275
10 Northern T K-12 389
5. . Rural K-6 . 321
20 . Urban . K-8 K 544
25 . " Urban K-6 - 38
30 Urban K-6 ) 618
35 Urban. K-6 282
40 Urban K-6 " 508
45 : Urban . K-9 _ - 468
50 Northern N-8 420
55 Urban K-6 o 666
60 Urban K-6 477
65 Urban K-8 658
70 Urban k6 485
75 . B "~ Urban K-6 . 635
80 _ Rural K-6 ) 584
85 . . Urban & ) 844
90 : ' Northern K-8 : 280
g5 Urban K-6 : 418
100 Urban K-6 524
105 Urban N-6 756‘
110 Urban N-6 ' - 613
115 : Northern N-8 T~ 385
120 Rural K-6 ) 250

125 Northern ‘ K-6 335
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o . - .District _ Grade . I School

f‘.r\;:". '_Sct‘@ooj R " - Llocation - _--{_Spaq e . Enrollment -

130 ., Cuman . . K6 362
13 . . Urbamc T T N6 .- 337
E " Ueban o R-6. o .. 350
4 - © Urbm L k-6 . &V
0 . . L TRkl o ke S
155 Do . .. Northeen K-8~ 494
6 . % ° Urban NN . 643
. 165 o . Urban N6 . .63
7o . Rl N9 . T 69
175 .+ .. Northern - K-6_ O 36
18 . _ .7 - Northern . K-6 ', S -s80 ..
185 . - © Northern. - . K-6 - - 501 -
180 o Rirel . K6 © 320 -

*%

© 18- .- . Northern K6 - - 310

200 - - LT - Rural . 1(;.5‘.‘_ AR 1380 .
S 205 . - Rural K6, - . 328

- 210 -  Urban “X-6 - 430 ..

2% . - “._ ° ° |Northern - K-6 . | 395~ -
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tions found in ‘the ‘Letter to Adm1n1ster1ng Teachers (Append1x 1.5). In-

truct1ons to both instruments were given both in oral and written form and .{
subsequent]y teachers 1nd1v1dua11y filled out the forms D1scusswon of . _ :
results. was discouraged during the meeting. - The sess) 0 0 more/{ﬁiﬁh”“‘“x\\h\\\ .
60 minutes and we;e either tacked on to the regu]ar]J:::i;E;?:;Q;t;;;-meet- )
31ngs or rep]aced ‘the regular meet1ng In four' cases specially schedu]ed‘
meetlggs were called to complete the 1nstruments. In all cases an effort
~was made to ensure that nd extraord1nary time demands were imposed on the -

_teacheérs. o _,_B - 1

INSTRUMENTATION

Three'instfuments were used during data collection to test the research 4
. hypbtheses. In their order of presentation, these ar® Likert's Profile of [///

a School, the Stages of .Concern questionnaire and the Levels of Usage

. questionnaire. L

PROFILE OF A SCHOOL

The 1ndependent var1ab1es in the study, school management patterns,

were classified along a cont1nuum by the Profile of a School (P 0.S.) instr-

ument (1977 developed by Jane Likert and Rensis Likert. Several different

forms of the instrument have been deve]pped:_ The researcher utilized Form

Three developed to measure teacher per;eptiens of the school's management T,
systems. The form contains 72 items which explore teachers' relationships

to students, the principal and other teachers and subordinate perceptien of
organizational phenomena. The P.0.S. Instrument 1S reproduced in Appendix’

I1.1.

The Profile of a School form was derived from instruments develeped for

measuring the human organizations of business firms. These instruments were
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based on more than 250 studies, involving more than 200,000 employees and
20,000 managers made over the past twenty-fivé~&ears. Since 1968, frequent

reliability and validity assessments have been conducted. Many educational

Studies have established the instrument's validity as an accurate predictor

of school outcomes from the measure of intérnal conditions. The re]iability

coefficient in test-retest situations range from .70 to .90. The split

. half reliability coefficients range between .90 and .95.-

-

The numerous disseftation studies (as reported in a 1978 compilation

by R. Lj

hat link educational outcomes to schoo] orgahizationa1 char-
act%ristics demo strate the ability of the Likert instrument to discriminate
be}ween school systems and td—\ﬁent1fy unique character1st1cs within schooi
ystems. Further vidence that L\Eert s instrument measures school organ-
ization was provided\yy Hall (1969). Hall corre]ated Halpin and Croft's _
measure.of organizational climate with the 32 items on the Likert instrument
that measure principal behavior A correlation coe?ficient of +.59 was found.
The evaluat1on of the degree of implementation was detenn1ned by -the

\

Level of Use questionnaire developed for the study and the Stages of Concern (SoC)

quest1onna1re (Hall, George, Rutherford, 1$77).

STAGES OF CONCERN QUESTIONNAIRE

\\ The SoC 1nstrument is in the form of a quick scoring penc11 and-paper
que§t1onna1re cons1st1ng of three parts to be adm1n1stered Examp1es of the
three\Bérts, (1) introductory page, {2) two pages of items and the (3) demo-
graphic page are included in Appendix -II. The intnoductoty page presents the
purpose of the questionnaire, explains aﬁd shows through examp1e§ how to
complete the instrument and defines the curriculum innovation the individuai
15 to consider when responding. The second part of the questidnnaire con-

sists of the thiéty-five items on two pages to which the individual‘responds

~
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‘on a 0-7 Likert scale. The hypothesized Stages of Concern described in
chapter one provide the basis for the development of the SoC questionnaire.
There were five items for each of the seven Stages of Concern {as illustrated
in Figure 7) and each 1tem consisted of a statement expressing a concern
about an innovation and an indication by the respondent of the degree to
which each concern was true of them. On a scale of 0 to 7 high numbers
indicated intense concern, low numbets low concern and a zero was indicative
of very'1ow concern or irrelevancy of the item. The third part of the SoC
‘questionnaire was the demographic pege which was used to gather additional
information about the respondents for both sample description and correlation
purposes. )
. The questionnaire was develeped in such’a manner that high internal
reliability was 1ikely. Items derived from an analysis of statements of
coﬁcerns.by innovation users were ( sorted by Jjudges according to the SoC
definitions. A 195-~item prototype was developed consisting of those items
that were agreed on by six or more judges as being indicative of a stage:
A large samp]e completed the prototype measure and the resultant data were
factor analyzed. Seven factors were extracted and were varimex criterion
rotated. The 35-item Stages‘of Concern questionnaire was then constructed
by selecting from among the strongest items representing each of the rotated
.factors, and resulted in five items for each factor.

fhe SoC questionnaire was validated over a three year period and
was tested for estimates of reliability, internal consistency and validity
with different samples and d%fferent innovations. Large scale, nationwide,
cross-sectional and Tongitudinal studies were conducted on individuals

imp]ementing innovations in both school and university settings. George

(1977) reported the following reliability and validity estimates:(Tables 3 and 4)
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FIGURE 7

STATEMENT ON THE STAGES OF CONCERN QUESTIONNAIRE
ARRANGED ACCORDING TO STAGE

- 28

I[tem
Number Statement
« STAGE 0
3 I don't even know what the program is.
12 I am not concerned about this program.
21 I am completely occupied with other things.
23 Although I don't know about this program, I am concerned about
things in the area.
.30 "At this time, I am not interested in learning about this program.
STAGE 1
6 I have a very Timited knowledge about the program.
14 I would like to discuss the possibility of using the program.
15 I would Tike to know what resources are ava11ab1e if we decide
to adopt this program.
26 I would Tike to know what the use of the program will require 1T
the immediate future.
35 I would Tike to know how this program i3 better than what we have
now.
STAGE 2
7 I would Tike to know the effect of reorganization of my professional
status.
13 I would 1ike to know who will meke the dec1s1ons in the new system.
17 I would Tike to know how my teaching or administration is supposed
to change.
I would Tike to have more information on time and energy commit-
ments required by this program.
33 I would like to know how my role will change when I am using the
N program.
STAGE 3
4 I am concerned about not having enough time to organize myself
each day. S
8 I am concerned about conflict between my interest and my respon-
sibilities.
16 I.am concerned about my inability to manage all the program’
requires. .
25 I am concerned about time spent working with non-academic probliems
related to this program.
34

Co-ordination of tasks and people is taking too much of my time.



FIGURE 7 {continued)

102

Item .
Number Statement
STAGE 4
i I am concerned about students' attitudes toward this program,
I8 I am concerned about how the program affects students.
19 I am concerned about ‘evaluating my impact on students.
24 I would 1ike to excite my students about their part in this
approach.
32 I.would Tike to use feedback from students to change the program.
STAGE 5
5 I would Tike to help other .faculty in their use of the program.
10 I would Tike to develop working relationships with both our
faculty and outside faculty using this program.
18 [ would Tike to familiarize other departments or persons with
the progress of this new approach.
27 I would 1ike to co-ordinate my effort with others to maximize
' the program. .
25 I would Tike to know what other faculty are doing in this area.
STAGE 6 i
2 I now know of- some .other approaches that might work better.
9 I am concerned about revising my.- use of the program.
20 I would Tike to revise the program's instructional approach.
22 I would like to modify our use of the program based on the
" experiences of our students.
31 I

would Tike to determine how to supplement, enhance, or
replace the program. ' .
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TABLE 3 - |
COEFFICIENT OF INTERNAC RELIABILITY FOR THE
STAGES OF CONCERN QUESTIONNAIRE
* £
‘Stage 0 ] 2 3 a 5 - 6
Alphas .64 .78 .83 .75 .76 .82 7

TABLE 4

TEST-RETEST CORRELATIONS ON THE
STAGES OF CONCERN QUESTIONNAIRE

Stage 0 1 Z

[ 73]
F =
wn
Lo 4]

Pearson-r .65 .86 .82 .81 .76’ .84 71

Rigorous validity studies invo]ving inter-correlation matrices,
ju&gements of concerns based on interview data and confirmation of expected
findings in reference to group differences and changes over time, have
indicated that thé SoC questionnaire measures the defined Stages of Concern
in t!.1e Concerns Based Adoption Model. ‘

LEVEL OF USE QUESTIONNAIRE

Thi's. instrument wa-s specifically designed for the présent study as a
tool to determine the Level of Use (Lol) of the science curriculum at the
.classroem Tevel. It was adapted from the work of Hall and his associates
at the University of Texas Research and Development Center. Hall and his

coﬁeagues determined the Level of Use of the innovative curriculum through
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interviewing teachers and subsequent coding of the taped intérviews Ey
independent trained raters. The interviewer used a branching technique
of quegtioning in order to establish the specific Level of Usé. Although
some predetermined quest{ons were asked there was é great deal of fiexibi]ity
of questioning practiced as further information was gathered through probing
behavior relating to the decision points separating each Tevel and eliciting
the categorical information that represented additional data points or
behavioral indices within a level. An interview took approximately twenty
minutes and appeared to be a causal conversation about what the interviewee
was doing in relation té the adoptgd curriculum. The Lol interview format
was first reported in 1973 and has since undergone several revisions. The
basic format, however, has remained largely uqchanged.

A fundamental.change in format was made for the pyrpbse of this study.
The cost of training interviewerg and conducting interviews in a 1argé,
province-wide sample was prohibitive for the researcher. ~For the purposes
of this study there was a need to develop a more efficient methed of data
collection. The researcher believed that an impersonal interaction of
-teachers responding on paper to questions probing their Level of Use would
suffice for establishing a Level of Use of the curriculum. Lashier (1977)
in reporting on the development of a Level of Use observational inventory
to comp%ément the LoU interview data, stated that the future researcher "may
wish to deveTap'a questionnaire perhaps Qifﬁ a forced choice or fiow chart
format. The validity of the responses to this type of instruﬁent could
be established by'interviewing or visiting the individuals completing the
questionnaire." (p.12). .

An open-ended questionnaire format was chosen for its practical advan-
~ .

-
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tages of providing for a relatively inexpensive mass coverage of potential _
respondents, simplicity of administration, easiness of scoring and standard-
ization of the instruction to which respondents are exposed. There was an
obvious disadvantage in the questionnaire format in that the questions
could not be explained or further interpretation provided. Thus there was a
concern that questions must be stated with sufficient clarity to function
in the impersona’l interaction which characterized the questionnaire.

The investigafor was specifically trained in the use of the Level of
Use intefview ihstrument to seek information that-related to the overall
Level of Use of the curriculum. The developers of the instrument provided
the investigator with a series of self-training tapes and the investigator
travelled to Detroit in March, 1979, in orﬁer to attend aqggree'day Concerns
Based Adoptioh Model in-service session (notel). Armed with én understanding of‘
the phiiosophy, procedures and techniques of the LoU dimension and interview format,
the researchef attemﬁted to adapt ;;e LoU interview to an LoU questionnaire format.
In the preparation of the instrument, tentative questions were grouped
under the various levels contained in the conceptual framework. The LoU
conceptual framework (illustrated in Figure 8) provided quidelines for
identifying and allotting questions. Transcripts of LoU interviews conducted
in previous studies, obtained from Hall and his associates, provided inform-
ation about the reasonable range of responses that may be expected for a
structured question. The length of the instrument was then cut to the barest
minimum as common types of‘information sought were consolidated into a single
question, general -enough in wording to allow for a variety of responses. A
pilot testing with 30 teachers eliminatéd ambiguity of instruction, space-

consuming redundant questions and answers and was followed by further revisions
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organizztions! probiems.

Limits svglustion activibes o those acd-
minigtatvely recuired, with lite &fimn-
tion pai¢ 1o ONCINGs for the purpoes cf
anging use.

Plary imemecute snd long-rangs ac-
tory wnth LITle Crocected vandbhon o
how e ncvenan will bDe vaad. Plan-
ning focutay on routine use of e
SORTEL, Persormel, etc.

Reports that perser! use of the lenc
vauon 13 going aleng sausiactonly wnth
few 1f any proCiemis.

Usas the inncvation smoethly wth Mun-
iml mansgement prehleris, cver Lma
themn is Lita venabon in catam of ysa.

Assssses use of The inncwaticn for the

Caveices rtannecais and  long-ance
clars  that  anticoets | ccamlle and
nesced SIECH, EICUMCEL. NG eventi
deugned 12 enh client

Expicres anc experimants wilt aitermna-
tive cembuaiaticnd ¢f the nsgvaticn with
sung facLcel T maxumdy  chent
invchremen? and 0 cplruls clisnt out-
[ 8

Appraises colisbcrative use cf the in-
nowsticn in lerma of chenl culcodes
and strengia Anc weaknessel of the
intagrated afical.

Plans speciflc achions to cocrdinale cwn
usa cf tha NAcvalcn wth clthern 8
Ach:ave NCTeASed 1ITCECT N Clients.

Rapcriy spending Lme AnG energy col-
ancaanng wnth cthers atoy: intagrating
own usa of the inncvelion,

Cotlaberates with cthers in use ¢f e
Wnovalicn 41 & means {of exganding
e Ancvalion's IMgagt on clenty
Changes in uss &re Maca N COCICING-
fign with cthars.

acvantages and Ciasdvaniages
1 the pressnt \Anovalion,

ar altamalives

Pans acivibies that invcive surswt cof
aatnalives 10 snhanca of ragiaca the
HNGVELhOn.

Raports conucenng majcr mocdificalions
of of allamatives 10 prasent usa cf the
nnowation.,

Explores cther innovaticns that coyld be
w1l i CoMBINALON with Sf 1N ClACS
of 1ha presant ARCNVaALIGA 1N an alttempt
1o develop more  stieclive maeans ol
schigving clisnt cutcomss.

Reproduced by special permission from Hall, G.E. and Loucks, S.F. {Appendix)

Procedures for Adopting Educational Innovations, Project; Research and Development Center
for Teacher Education, University of Texas at Austin, 1975.
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and»refihement. The dé]imitation of less important questions resulted in

a 1ist based on the brénch{ng format that was considered to be crucial in
order to afrive at a LoV designat%on for each respondent. As the answers

to the open type of question have to be récorded in full, the piloting
process.enabled the researcher to estimate the amount of space td provide

for obtaining a complete response. After a lengthy process of rewriting

and editing during the instrument deve]opmenf process, a prototype instrument
was developed. The prototype was administered to teachers for final feedback
and it fbok-resp0ndents approximately 20-45 minutes to complete.

The total number of questions needed to pfocure sufficient information
in order to establish the Level of Use of the curriculum necessitated the
construction of & lengthy questionnaite. The magnitudé of the quest{qnnaire
raised concerﬁs about the ultimate re]iabi]{ty of responses and whether
teachers would compliete the ques?ionnaires carefully. While this possibility
did exist, a study by Parton (1950) showed that there was little difference
in the quality of returns of three groups who responded to &uestionnaires of
ten, twenty-five and thirty-five pages in length. She found that the number
of unrelated subjects incorporéted in a questionnaire, the attention given
to respondent incentives and the caée displayed in the questionngire format
were variables that more directly affected.the_degree of response than
length (pp.384-385).: ‘

Due to the significant changes in the instrument formgt, validation
data derived from the Lol interview could not be used in support of‘the new
instrument. Results of extensive reliability and validity tesffng by the
developers of the LoU interview format suggested that the Level of Use can

b‘?ﬁdentifﬁed and rated with 2 high degree of reliability. Based on a total
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of 1,381 tapes representing three innovations, inter-rater reliability ranged

from .87 to .96 on the overall Level of Use. A validity study. using an
ethnographic methodoIoéy.?reveaIed a correlation coeffiéign£ of .98 when
comparing the ethnographers' Level of Use rating wi;h the trained rater
consensus Level of Use rating. It was felt that with the high content
agreement the two instruments should be likely to produce similar results.

An examination of correlation congruency was conducted in order to assess

the congruency-validity of the Lol interview Va!idit¥ and reliability results.
’/Dnjt:/:btﬁned from the LoU interview format based on 2 25-teacher

sampie were compared with results from the teacher se]f-cbmp1eted Lol

'qqestipnnéire derived from the same teache:i. This reveajed a significant

~ Spearman_ RHO correlation coefficient of .77825. The following equation was

used in the calculation of the correlation cdefficient between the two

1nstruneﬁt§: 7 -
. n
& &£ Xivi .
- _gr i=] - (n+1) ' .
* " n(n+1) -
.3 4(5236.
s  25-1 ( 75) -(25+1)
25(25+1)
= .77825 .01 ' ¢

Individual rater reljability was evaluated through examination of
degree of agreement with other raters. Percentages were used to measure
inter-rater agreement for each questionnaire and interview. Percentage agree-

ments are indicated in Table 5. .

-
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TABLE 5

PERCENTAGE AGREEMENT FOR LEVEL OF USE RATINGS
ON FHE LoU INTERVIEW AND QUESTIONNAIRE FIELD TEST

Percent : . Number ~-

of : of . N
Agreement . Ratings-
LoU questionnaire _ :
Rater i . .- 60% | 25
Rater 2°  © - 60% .25
cRaters T T ' 10
Lol interview r . . _
Rater 1 | T 25
," Rater 2 I 7-+1 " 25
Rater 3’ ST L ssar . 7
- . ‘ . n

'The Foﬂom‘ng formula, based on the CHI square procedur;e, was used to
convert the rater agreement pércentages_intg an inter-rater reliability co-

’

efficient.

-

(4]

hY

N (1=

The inter-rater reliability coefficient of the raters on the Lol

~interview was 1.634 and the rater rel“lity' of the LoU questionnaire was

found to-be 1.052. The results indicated that there were no significant

differences. observed on either questionnaire or interviews by the raterc.

{/
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s _The prev1ous correlat1onal data were offered to show that performance .

on the Leve\ of, Use questaonna1re correlated with performance on the a]ready
ex1st1ng and accepted LoU 1nterv1ew measure of . 1mp1ementatwon From the
: 'torrelat1ona1 data gt appeaned that the LoU quest1onna1re was measuring the

same character1st1cs; behavior in _usage, as the LoU 1n\erv1ew Thus it was
assumed thaﬁ a re11able and valid 1nstrument had been deveIoped and could
; .

be used to assess the: Level oF‘Use of currxculum in this study.
9

In th1s\st dv Xhe answers resu1t1nd from the Lol quest1onna1re quesiions

were class1f1ed bv twq’ trained raters according to procedures outiined in the

Interv1ew Manua‘ (IQ . For the purposes of the research, an absolute

4
rating of overa11 Level of Use was determ1ned fdﬂ&sech individual. The two

trained raters gave an overall LoU classification. A rat1no form developed -

" for this task is illustrated in Figure?@ . -A special designation is provided
at the bottom of the rating sheet for cases where the completed questioudaire
does not prov1de enough inf ormation to give a rating. If there was disagree-
ment between the raters in overall Level of Use, the d1screpant ratings were

) resoived\Ey a third. trained rater (this investigator) having no knowledge of
the prevfoos ratings. Overall LoU was determined when the third rater was 1in
agreement w1th‘e1ther of the previous ratings. If all three.ratings-were in

d1sagreement, ohe Level of Use was established by consensus reached through

d1scuss1on. This procedure of 'rating u;;1i agreement' was necessary as

the Lol categories were considered to be discrete and-any averaging which

wou]d result in LoU ratings such as II.5 would be theoret1ca11y unacceptable.
As in the LoU interview format, the c]ass11y1ng and analyzing of

responses from the questionnaire was time consuming and required trained

~ctaff. Two individuals weré employed as tentative raters of the Level of Use

v



‘upasny ‘sexat Jo A3psdaajun *3osfodd suopjeAcuu] rmcovumosnu Gujjdopy 40} S34NP3J0U{
“G/6L **M'G ‘DAOLM3N *14°S *sHoN07 “*3°9 ‘LleH ‘399Ys Gujjey |opoy uoprdopy paseq Su43auoy wody.pajdepy

6 3yn9I4d

112

== Sjuawwo) [edaudy

N s L . . I :sasuodsad Jnoqe SIUINM0Y)

.:u:E >Lm>.yh 9 6 ¢ £ 2 | ©@uoy 4ol op41oeds e 03 uosdad spyy Bujubysse up sAey NoA pLp A1[NJLI4EP YONW MOH

ON SOA J4osn jsed e Pmsuw>ﬁup_ 3yl sI
' IM IN IH - IN (. IN IN © 9suodsad yk
. N . . UopewLojuL oN
) / aM aN - OH [t QN _ (N UN tbujop Jou st J9S(
.n IA . IA IA I LA IA IA IA Lemauay
. . . : i °d'q,
A A A A A A A A uoyjeabajug
’ e T S . ' 1 °'d'0
AT gAI aAl b gAl gl Ty gAI JuBuaY | 43y
. ’ : o 2-Q .m.ovm
YAl VAl VAL - YAl YAl VAI VAI VAL - . augn .://¢
. 1-0 °d’d
. I : I11 - 111 111 111 111 - 111 ' I 9S[) [BIIUBYIIY
‘ . . *3°d’a
I I1 B O 11 11 . I . Tl uojyeaedaud
) .._. B i n., o ] omon_.g
-1 ) I I ! - I R I U013eJUILIQ
: L : . o ‘¥'d'0
-0 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 IS -UON
(07 L1ed2A0 . Bujusossad Buypjzsoday  Hujuueld  buyssassy ub:_gc:m. UOLJRUADIU] abpa|mouy L3Aa
. sN3e35 ' bupapnboy - *
48Ry . | Hea'l . T .
. . - 1918 133eQ
. \.\ ,

133G HHILVY. IYIVNNOTLSANY 35N 40 13AY



13
questionnaires. Both were already somewhat knowTedgeab]e regard1ng the
innovation under study gained from their exper1ence as teachers in elementary
schools in the province. It was hoped that this would result in 1ncreased
acumen in examininggthe questionnaire responses. Tée investigator subsequent1y:
trained the fwo ra!ggs for the rating of LoU responses. Each rater .
underwent a two=day concentrated training workshop conducted by th1s researcher.
Ip.shou1d be noted that this investigator had earlier travelled to
Markdale, Ontario, in November 1978 to_conduct a Loq training workshop for 15

interviewers and raters. Feedback from pérticipants in tha:'wdrkshop pere
) incorporated 1nto the structuring of the Manitoba workshop. The training
involved an in-depth exam1nat1on of the LoU chart to assure knowledge abouf,,/
decision ‘paints and category definitions and an orientaticn to the innovation
under study, the Manitoba elementary science curriculum. Following a session
-on rafing procedures, the raters practiced rating training tapes, transcripts
and exercises provided by the researchers at the Texas Research and ‘Develop-
ment Center. A number of pfactice questionnaires prepared by thi§ inveéti— |
gator were also assessed and each rating was subsequently critiqued. Through
the training session the raters became familiarized with the typical responses
for each Level of Use and to the subtleties involved in making a skillful
rating. In the training program each questionnaire or tranécript was considered
rated when the two rater trainees assigned the implementer to the same Level
of Use.

For the purposes of this study the recommended minimal rating proficiency

of 65% interrater agreement was accepted (Hall, Loucks and Newiove, 1975, p.42).

Upon completion of the two day workshop the raters had reached the pre-set

" mastery level in their ratings and were assumed to have sufficient expertise
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4
to participate in this study.
PLAN FOR STATISTICAL PROCEDURES

The study required the use of multivariate analysis of variance to
test the hypotheses. The investigation used both the Hotelling T and CHI
H\—-\" - . . . N - .
square~tests of significant differences in the statistical treatment of its

data. In Figure 10 the dependent and independent variables are identified.

FIGURE 10 |
DEPENDENT AND INDEPENDENT %iﬁiABLES OF THE STUDY

Independent Vafiables - VariaQles \\‘“Degsfdent Variables

- N 1
(1) School management patterns (1) Degree of implementation
. ' ?// 5& 7. Stages of Concern

{

B 8 Levels of Use

The study maf be classified as Ex Post Eacto Research. Kerilinger
(1973) states: fEx Post Facto Research is systematic empirical thuiry in
which the scientist does not have direct control of independent variables
because their manifestations have aiready occurred or because_they are
inherently npt manipulable. Inferences abqut relations among variables are
made, without diréct intervention, from concomitant variation of independent
and dependenf variables" (p.379). Direct contr61 in this type of research
is not possible as neither experfmenta] manipulation nor random assignment
can be used by the research. - |
LIMITATIONS

The present study may be useful in linking organizatiodal variables that
underlie the degree 21 curriculum implementation as demenstrated in the province

of Manitoba. There are a number of limitations inherent in the design of the
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study.

1} The study is restricted to a specific innovative curriculum. General-

5)

jzations to similar implementation efforts witﬁ different innovations

will therefore have to be drawn with caution. The study is Timited to

an attempt to determine quantitatively the-degree of implementation of

a specific curriculum and the quality of the curriculum is not a consider-

ation in this study.

‘A difficulty in establishing clearly defined causal relationships between

the independent and dependent variables in ex post facto research rests
with the féctlthat the indepeﬁdent variables may have undergone change

as a re;ult'of their effect upon the dependent variable. Therefore, to
relate organizational characteristics in a one-way direction to the out-
come of the change effort i; not possible with the present.research design.
Limits of time and funds imposed on the candidate's thesis research pre-
vents the optimal 3-5 year duration study suggested by Mcéregof (1967),
and Likert {1967). As the study is not longitudinal, no c0mparab1e data
taken at any other period of the jmplementation process are available.
The study is restricted to the province of Manitoba. Yet it should be
noted that Manitoba is not exceptional in its development of province-
wide planned curriculum change as it is occurring in many provinces in
Canada.

Despite being province-wide, the sample is limited because of its
stratification according to the statistical controls of yéars of teaching
exﬁerience, school size and staff stability.. This elimination of some

schools and teachers is not random and the results of this study can only

be generalized to the extent that a population sHares.the characteristics
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of the final sample.

SUMMARY

Elementary teachers of the public school system of the province of
Manitoba constitute the population and 43 schools and 552 members of this
population constituted the sample for this jnvestigation. Two instruments
‘accompanied by a Personal Data sheei were utilized to collect the necessary
data. A multi-variate analysié of variance in the data was used in

testing the hypotheses.
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CHAPTER III
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSES OF DATA

Data were collected from 552 teachers in 43 elementary sehoo]s'in
the province of Manitoba to test the hypotheses of the study. The purpose
of the chapter is to describe the ‘statistical procedures and analyses of
data that were used to determine if there is a relationship between school
management patterns and deqree of curriculum 1mp1ementat10n The analysis is
divided into four phases with the results that pertain to each test of an

hypothesis being reported. In the first stage -of the analysis the schooTs are

arraged,on‘a'COnfihudﬁrfrom h1gh to low school management pattern scores.

Two different methods of assessing extent of curriculum implementation were
employed in the study'and the data from the So and LoU questionnaires are
presented in the second and third sectien’respectiveWy. Specifically phase

two of the statistical treatment invo1ves examining the relationship between,
SMP scores and Stages of Concern about a curricuium using a test of muitivariate
analysis of variance. Section three of the chapter presents the data from the
second dependent variable, ‘;U, and reports on a test of significant frequencies
for each LoU aggregate between the high and low SMP cchools. A final section
of the chapter reports on an extended analysis in wh1ch relationships between
schogl management patterns and each individual Level of Use and Stage of

Concern are explored. The findings relevant to the testing of the hypotheses
are repotted in Tables 15 to 26 inclusive.

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF LIKERT DATA

The independent variable in the study, according to the hypotheses stated

in Chapter I, was school management patterns as derived by scores on the

Likert (1977) instrument Profile of a School. Tabulation of the data collected
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on the Likert P.0.S. Instrument was the first step in testing the hypotheses.

Teacher means scores on all organizationa] }ndices were ﬁlotted in a profile
for each school. As Likert and his associates (i978) ﬁuggested reporting
results by indices, indices were determined on the basis of item means.
Rather Ehan Ebmparing means on each individual question, item responses were
summed to form mean index scores. These are grouped into the five major
theoretically derived organizational clusters: climate, 1eadershiﬁ, truét,
communication and other variables. A listing of clusters and indices is
presented in Table 6.

| By averaging the score on each of the 72 items, an average Likert score
was calculated for each teacher in the school. By averaging the Likert
score for each teacher, a school composite Likert score was genefated for
each'e1ementafy schooi. The composite school management pattern (SMP) score
is an overall indicator of where a school fell on the Likert continuum of school
systems, and is a measure of the leader behavior pattern, work group climate
and teacher—princ%pa? relationship that exists in each schoql.

Data were transformed from the teacher scores to school scores using

the “Statig;ical Package for the Social Scienceas Subprogram Aggrégateh (1975).
Calculations were made to reduce all the data to a global SMP score and items

were grouped to form scores on 18 indices and § factors. The scores on the

indices and factors were calculated based on the Scoring Guide for the Profile

of a School {1978) obtained from Rensis Likert Associates at a meeting in
Ann Arbor, Michigan {Note 2). The computer programming was validated by the
manual scoring of one school.

A major concern in analyzing the Likert data was whether or not there

was a significant difference among the composite Likert scores of the



TABLE 6

PROFILE OF A SCHOOL INDICES USED TO DESCRIBE

ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS IN SCHOOLS

119

Indices

Climate

A
B
C

Exteﬁt of Goal Commitment
Decision Process Followed
Extent of Team Co-operation

Leadership

A @eader Support

.

Receptivity to Subordinates Ideas o
Involvement of Respondent in Decision-Making
Goal Emphasis

C Team Building

D Work Facilitation

Providing Resources

Planning and Setting Priorities ‘

Providing Useful Information and Ideas to
Subordinates

E Technical Competence

Mutual Trust

Communication Across RNerarchies

Other Intervening Variables

A
B
c
D

Influence Felt h; Subordinates .
Peer Team Building
Self-Motivation

Student Acceptance of Goals

s
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elementary schools. Initially it was intended that from the sample of 43

—

schools, those schools which_ﬁad High or low scores on the Profile of a Schoo1‘

questionnaire and were at the polar extremes of the cohtinuum would be
selected as the experimental group. The experimental sample would be bsged
on se1e§ting the dbottom third and top third of a trichotomy (approximately 30
schools and 240 teachers). It was intended that these extreme schools would
then be examined in terms of degree of implementation as evidenced by the
SoC and Lol instruments.

Figuré 11 is a histogram of the Likert composite ﬁanagement pattern
scores for all of the schools in the sample. The horizontal axis of Figure
11 represents a section of the Likert continuum of sthool social systems in
which Likert identified four types of organizations. On the vgrticaT axis
is the number of schools that fell within certain sec%ions'of the Likert
continuum. Representatives of each of the four types of organizations delin-
eated by Likert were not found. The mean SMP score of 5.68 for the 43
schools indicated that most of the schools were in a consultative (system
three) type of system. The SMP scores ranged from the upper Timits of system
two to the lower 1imits of system four and no school in the sample scored in
system one. These results coincided with Likert's (1872) provision of a
mean score of 5.36 from the schools contained in his data bank. The results
were also consistent with the limited variabi]it; of management pattern scores
found in several previous studies (Dow, 1971; Kalies, 1977; MacKillican, 1976;
Donnelly, Note 1).

Thus, for the purposes of this study, the schools were considered as
falling on a continuum from the least developed (authorit&rian) to most devel-

oped (democratic), rather than being classified according to Liﬁert‘s four types.
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SCHOOL MANAGEMENT PATTERN COMPOSITE SCORES
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Table 7 contains a listing of the 43 elementary schools in the sample
and their corresponding composite management pattern scores. Each school in
the sample was coded using a numerical designation in the order in which tﬁe
data were received. ‘

The poor distribution of teachers aéross Likert's school management
pattern continuum could be considered a limitation for the study. The com-
position of the sample was limited by the voluntary nature of the study.

The investigator found that in approaching principals for permission to
conduct the study, many principals responded immediately to the request and
refused access to the staff. _It was assumed that such Schools Tikely had the
type of administration which did not practice participatory decision-making
and decided in an autocratic manner for the entire staff. This was consistent
with the findings of Kalies (1977) as he reported that democratic principals
required more +ime to communicate and share +the decision to participate with
the staff which resulted in Tafer dates for data collection (p.78). Con-
comitantly, a number of staffs-decided fB réfuge participation in the study

as they doubted the guarantee of anonymity of response due to the inclusion

of a detailed demographic data éheet. The researcher assumed that this
reaction of finding the study.potentially threatening was congruent with that
expected of a staff working in a highly accountable, authoritarian climate.
These reasons are offered to account for the lack of repfesentation in the more
extreme authoritarian systems of Likert's continuum of school management
patterns. 1t would appear that the constraints of receiving authorization and
permission to coﬁduct the study resultéa in a bias based sample.

AGGREGATING SMP DATA

Because of the unequal distribution of schools on the Likert contin-

J/



TABLE 7

LISTING OF ,SAHPLE SCHOOLS AND CORRESPONDING MEAN SCORES OF TEACHER
PERCEPTION OF SCHOOL MANAGENENT PATTERN (N-281)

Sample Number of - Composite ’
School . Teachers Likert Rank
. Score (SMP) ~
(N) - (X)
05 7 5.7 27
10 7 5.2 6
15 7 5.7 26
20 g 4,9 3
25 5 6.0 34
3 § 6.2 - 37
35 7 5.5 7
40 6 5.5 16
45 6 5.7 25
50 7 5.1 -
. 55 9 5.8 28
60 9 5.4 ,f 12
65 6 5.5 15
70 8 5.3 8
75 5 6.4 41
80 7 7.1 . " 43
85 5 * 5.5 14
90 8 5.6 18
95 8 5.6 19
100 9 5.3 9
105 7 6.2 36
110 5 6.3 38
115 * 7 5.4 13
120 5 6.1 35
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TABLE 7 (continued)

Sample Number of Composite )
School Teachers ) Likert Rank
, Score (SMP)
(N) (X} v
125 7 5.9 K)
130 7 5.2 7
135 & £.3 40
140 6 5.3 10
145 € . €.0 32
150 € 5.7 24
1585 3 £.0 33
160 8 5.9 30
165 S £.3 39
170 € 4.8 Z
17% S 4.7 1
180 8 5 4
185 s 6.9 42
190 5 5.3 11
185 7 5.6 2Q
200 S 5.9> 29
205 5 5.7 23
210 7 8.7 2z
218 € 5.6 21

]
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uum, it was decided to use all of the schools in the sample in the initial
testing of the hypotheses. The 43 schools in the samp]e were split at the
‘median (5'; into two groups consisting of 21 schoo]s in each. A description

of the two groups is provided in Table 8.

TABLE 8

_DESCRIPTIVE PROFILE OF THE LOW AND HIGH MANAGEMENT
PATTERN GROUPS

-

Administrative Nee -
Groups N Range X Identification -
Ty .
1. Lo - Lower SMP 21 4.7 - 5.6 5.3 10,20,35,40,50,60,65,
~ ' 70,85,90,95,100,115,130,
» 140,170,175,180,190,195,215.
2. Hi - Higher SMP 2t ' 5.7 - 7.1 6.0 05,15,25,30,45,

55,75,80,105,110,
120,125,135,145,150,
155,160,165,185,200,205.

P

There was a necessity to compare fhe two groupssin terms of their com-
position to observe whether differences existed that might explain any dis-
covered wvariance iq degree of curriculum implementation between the tho groups.
Informéfion from responses to the demographic dEta sheet (see Appendix 2) was
tabulated to determine the similarities between the Tow SMP group and the high
SMP" group on certain variables #hat could intervene in this investigation.

CHI square comparisons were made of frequencies of high and Tow SMP teachers
orl a,ﬁumber of possible intervening yariabTes. Whenever CHI square values
.+ reached a level bf significance of .05, a difference in the groups was assumed.

~ Data from these comparisons'are summarized in Tables 9 to 13-inciusive.



126
TABLE 9

PERCENTAGES OF TEACHERS FROH HIGH AND LOW
SMP GROUPS IN EACH OF THREE GRADE LEVELS

crade Level High SMP Low SMP
f vd f %
Grade Four §2 33.6% 52 37.41%
Grade Five . 33.6% | a4 31.65%
Grade Six $ 32.8% . 43 130.93%
Total 125 100% ' 139 100%
\ TABLE 10
AVERAGE NUMBER OF YEARS TEACHING EXPERIENCE
s _ FOR TEACHERS IN HIGH AND LOW SMP GROUP
High Low

Grade " SMP Group SMP Group
Fourth Grade 10.597 9.938
Fifth Grade 9.636 : 9.909
Sixth Grade 8.207 8.931
Total ' : 9.484 : © 9.605

in tﬁe CHE square computations, no significant differences were
observed in age comparisons or range of professional training for teachers in
the high and low groups. There were no significant differences between the
groups in distribution of teachers at each intermediate grade level. The
variation between the two groups on the average total years experience of

teachers was examined. Again no differences were found. The two groups had
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significantly different geographic distributions of teachers from rural (CHI-
square = 15.04.p<.05) and northern échoo1s (QHi—shuare = 9.47 .p<.05). It wa§
found that there were more rural teachers in the high management pattern gchoo1s
_and more northern teachers in the low management pattern group than would
be expected by chance. |

It was concluded, on the basis of the preceding data, that the high
and low SMP groups were similar when compared on several critical variables:
age of teachers, grade distribution, professﬁonal preparation, geographic 3
distribution and years teaching experience. Therefore, it was also concluded
that differences in degree_of curriculum implementation between the two
groups would be due to factors other than these.

In addition to dividing the 43 schools into two groups spiit at the
median,'the decision was made to repeat the testing of each hypothesis using
more extreme groups: high and'1ow SMP aggregates. The rationale for the
-decision was that by applying the statistical analysis to 2 wider range of
groups, the findings of the earlier analysis should be strengthened. In'
the extended datz analysis the most extreme schools in the sample were divided
into high and low SMP categories as described in Table 14.

The rationale for considering the two groubs as representing high and
Tow SMP scores is derived from Likert's (1972) identification of 5.36 as the
mean score of the schools in his data bank.

After the two sets of analyses were completed, (the initial analysis
using all the schools split into two groups at the median and the subsequent

second analysis using more extreme groups) it was found that the initial

analysis did not result #f findings of STgnificant differences as strong as

did the subsequent anah&sis. This was expected because of the lack of varia-
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DESCRIPTIVE PROFILE OF THE EXTREME LOW AND HIGH
. MANAGEMENT PATTERN GROUPS

Group N X Range S.D. Identification

1. Hi - High SMP 16 6.216 5.80-7.10 0.364 #25,30,55,75,80, _
' 105,110,120,125,
135,145,155,160,

165,185,200

2. Lo - Low SMP 13 5.176  4.70-5.40  0.189 #10,20,50,60,70,
100,115,130,140,
170,175,180,190

bility of SMP scores for the 43 schools. However in both ana1yseslthe diff-
erences in means for the groups were in the same direction as was expected
based on the theory._ It was therefore decided to report the results of both
of the analyses. |

The remainder of the chapter reports on the investigation of the -
relationship between school management patterns and the degree of curriculum
implementation. The following general hypothesis was tested:

In elementary schools with an innovative curriculum
develpped externally to the user group, teachers in 'high’
- participatory management pattern schools will exhibit a

higher level of implementation than will teachers in more

authoritarian managéﬁent pattern schools.

The dependent variable in the study's research hypothesis was the
extent of curriculum implementation. To assess the extent of curriculum
implementation, the two key implementation diagnostic tools of the Concerns
Based Adoption Model were utilized. The general hypothesis was tested using
the Stages of Concern and Levels of Usage questionnaire, and the results that

pertain to each C.B.A.M. dimension are reported in the next two sections.
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PRESENTATION OF SoC DATA

The SoC scores were processed using-Fortran Program X score (1977)

provided by the deve]opérs in the appendix of Measuring Stages of Comcern

About the Innovation (pp.77-103). The computer programming was corroborated
by a set of £est data provided to test the program.

In personal communication with the developers of the SoC instrument,
it was recommended by George {Note 3 ) that for.the testing of this study's
hypothesis the raw scores of the SoC should be processed rather than comparing
percentiles. An absolute value for each stége'was obtained by averaging
the individual responses in each group. Figure 12 presents a profiie of
the SoC raw scores for the entire sample. .

George and Rutherford (1978, p.6) suggested that it was also useful
to plot a group's profile based on the average of the individual member SoC
scores and to examine the highest SoC percentiles to better understand the
concerns of a group of users. Using a percentile conversion table provided
by the developers of the instfument to score the SoC questionnaire data, a
SoC profile was developed for the total sample. Figure 13 represents the
group profile for the 271 teachersifn”fhe sample based on percentile scores.

Hall, George and Rutherford (]977,‘p.53) provided the following
duidelines for interpreting the SoC profiles: (1) establish a holistic
perspective in which a gestalt is developed based on all the Stages of Concern,
(2) check the relative high and Tow stage scores,(3) examine individual
item responses.

From a holistic perspective a number of trends could be noted for
the entire sample. As suggested by the C.B.A.M. propositions, in the prov-

incial sample concerns were expressed on all of the Stages of Concern in



. RAW SCORES

2

FIGURE 12-
PROFILE OF STAGE OF CONCERN RAW SCORES FOR TOTAL SAMPLE {N-271)

SELF lta sk IMPACT

* -

. = =]

. - Ll Bl

S = =] =

2 - = T | 2
=

L 3 = 2 S 2

& S 2 = 2 S
<L | S i = -

_— (W% ] o [

E L] [« § (%) [

N

133

REFOCUSING

SoC STAGES



RELATIVE INTENSITY

FIGURE 13

134

PROFILE QF STAGE OF CONCERN PERCENTILES FOR TOTAL SAMPLE (N-271)

SELF

AWARENESS
INFORMAT IONAL

100

20 |-

PERSONAL

TASK

MANAGEMENT

"COMSEQUENCE

IMPACT

_ COLLABORATION
REFOCUSING

SoC STAGES



135
varying degrees of intensity. 1In examining percentile scores, the most
outstanding péttern in the data was the relative intensity of self concerns
(stages 0, 1 and 2) as compared to~st;§es 3, 4, 5 and 6 concerns.” This group
profile was very similar to what the developers Hypoﬁhesized-wou]d exist
wheh there were a large number of nonuseré in the group. It seemed that there
Were numerous nonusers who were just becoming aware of the cﬁrricu1um and
had concerns regérding its consequences for them. It was expected that the
LoU investigation would also confirm that there was 2 large number of non-
users of the curriculum in t@e provincial sample.. \

Another identified pattern was that there were a number of users with
relatively intense refocusing concerns. In general the experienced users had
‘relatively intense management concerns (stage 3) and were more concerned
about logistics, time and management concerns than on modifying the gurriculum
to improve its effectiveness.

ANALYSIS OF SoC DATA

This section of the data analyses chapter was designed to test the

hypothesis that:

-
Y

Hy " In elementary schools with an innovative curriculum

developed externally to the user group, teachers in ‘high’

school management pattern schools will exhibit a higher

degree of Stage of Concern (extent of implementation) than

will teachers in fow méﬁagement pattern schools.

Stated differently it was proposed that teachers in low SMP schoals c
would score significantly differently on each of the SoC stages.than‘tegchers
in the high SMP schools. The seven stages of the dependent variable Sol were

subdivided into three aggregates.
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» As reviewed.in chapter one, Fuller (1969, 1975) found that teacher
concerns about teaching shifted from initial unconcern to having intense self
concerns, to havﬁng intense task concerns, to having intense impact concerns.
Although the types of concerns incorporated in the C.B.A.M. are somewhat
different, as they deal with concerns of innovation users, "the same general
6eve1opment from self to task-to impact coﬁéerﬁs was hypothesized" (Hall, 1977._
p.2). Several of the C.5.A.M. stages c0u1d_be‘co11apsed to répresent Fuller's

four categories as illustrated in Figure 14. ;

IGURE 14
COMPARISON OF

[

LLER'S CATEGORIES AND THE SoC STAGES

SoC Stages ( Fulier Categories

0+1+2 &\\ ) . Unconcern + Self (§)

3 \q\\ B Task (1)

. 4+5+ 6 \ - Impact (I)
\_,1"" : -

The C.B.A.M. assumed that non-impTementerg would have re{ativeiy more
intense stages 0, } and 2 concerns and less intenéé stages 3, 4, 5 and 6
concerns. For this investigation it was hypothesized that the lower SMP schools
would have more non-users and higher intensity of self concerns than would the

highér SMP schools.

Hll Hi SMP self < Lo SMP self

-

When the curriculum was initially implemented stage 3 concerns were
expected to become more intense and stages 0, 1 and 2 concerns were expected

to decrease in intensity.



Hy Hi SMP task > Lo SMP task

<

With increased sophistication of usage, stages 4, 5 and 6 concerns
were expected to become more intense and SO it was expected that the higher
management pattern schools would have higheq intensity of impact concerns on

these stages than would lower SMP schools.

Hy_  Hi SMP impact > Lo SMP impact

-

The data and analyses relevant to these hypotheses are presented in
-Table 16. The analysis was conducted using a Hotelling T2 test “Comparison
of Two Groups with T-Tests" program from the University of California 5.M.D.P.
- 3.0, P series (1977, p.174). The statistical ;echnique involved a multi-
variate analysis of variance using group means as the unit of analvsis. The

Hotelling T2 value was used to test for significant differences between the

two groups quScores on each of the SoC aggregates.

-

<

As summarized in Table 15, Hypotheses H; - and Hl: were accepted as it was
found that the higﬁzmanagement group had greater task ;nd impact concerns than |
the Tow managementlpattern group. Although the lower SMP group had higher
scores on the SoC self stages of 0, 1 and 2, the two groups were not found to
differ significantly and hypothesis Hl1 was not accepted.

As distussed in the previous sec;ion, to strengthen the findings of
the earlier analysis in which the sample was &ivided into two groups, the
analysis was conducted again using more extreme groups on the Likert continuum.
In the repeated analysis, the school sample was divided into extremé high and
Tow SMP categories, consisting of 29 schools. The high group included those
schodis with SMP scores ranging from 5.71 to 7.10. The lowest group
incorporated schools with SMP scores from 5.40 to 4.70. The remaining medium

group, consisting of those schools ranging from an SMP score 5.7 to 5.41,
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were not included in the retesting of the hypotheses.
The three hypotheses tested in section two of this chapter were re-

tested ysing the more extreme high arid Tow groups.
Hy SR Self < Lo SMP Self

Hy Hi SMP Task ~ Lo SMP Task

~
-

Hy Hi SMP Impact > Lo SMP Impact _

-

1

The findings relevant to tbgif’hxpotheses are presented in Table 16.

It.was found that there we;e gﬁme clearcut concern differences between
the high and 1ow‘SMP groups. Teachers in high SMP schools were found to
score d1fferent1y than teachers in Tow SMP schools on the aqqreqated concern
categories of self, task and 1mpact concerns and hvpotheses Hl s Hl and Hy_
were supported. y ‘

}n the next section of the chapter, the data from the second dependent .
variable, LeVelé of Use, are presented and analyzed.

PRESENTATION OF LoU DATA

The Level of Use of the curriculum was determined by assessing the
responses.to the LoU questionnaire. In assessing the usage stétements, the
raters' goa]-was to develop a giobal picture of the implementer's Level of
Use. In probing for the overall LoU the analysts were trained to first read
through the entire individual's responses to the quéstionnaire'and to begin
differentiating whether the described actions were self, task or impact
oriented. Following the overview examination,. the raters focused in more detaijl
on the substance'df each answer. In this quant{tative examination of the
‘responses all statements were scored according to the LoU conceptual framework

and LoU operational definitions. Each comp1eté thought, idea or piece of new
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information was rated and assigned a tally mark on the appropriate column on

the provided rating chart. Few users were found to be consistent at a single

¢ Level of Use in all responses. The final LoU rating was not merely a direct

derivation from the summed category ratings but was a gestalt of all of the

responses.

In an attempt to maintain a high inter-rater reliability, the

raters held regularly scheduled meetings throughout the rating period and

this provided an opportunity to discuss any problems that were arising. On

three occasions during the rating period, questionnaires that had already been

rated were selected and any discrepancies were discussed. If the overall LoU

could not be decisively rated, it was so indicated in the column Jabled Not

Enough Information (N.I.).

Each LoU questionngire was rated twice by the two trained raters.

As

indicated in Table 17, 34.40% of the questionnaires required a third rating

TABLE 17

PERCENTAGE AGREEMENTS OF RATERS ON THE TOTAL NUMBER
OF QUESTIONNAIRES RATED

Question- Question-

naires naires Question- Question- Question-

with Unable to naires Question- naires naires
Total Sufficient be Rated with naires Decided by Initially
Number of Information Because of Initial Decided by Consensus Discrepant
Question-  to be Rated Insufficient Agreement Third of Three by One
naires an LoU information by Raters Rater Raters Level of Use
f 274 218 56 125 75 18 35
) 79.56% 20.43% 57.33% 34.40% 8.25% 37.63%

|
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because of discrepant ratings. A large percentage of these ratings were
discrepant by only one Level of Use. In 80.64% of these-reméining 93 cases
the third ratér agreed with one of the first two. Eighteen of the question-
naires showed three-way disagreement. These queétionnaires were eventually
rated by consensus reached through discussien by the three raters. In 56’
cases the questionnéires could not be rated because of a lack of information.

Because of vagueness of teacher responses, it was frequently found
that many answers were too questionnable to rate. Some ambiguity of response
occurred because it was difficult to judge the intensity of use or the degree
of commitment ta future action. Despite earlier field testing the LoU question-
naire was found to have methodological problems {n that insufficient information
was provided in numerous cases so that raters were unable to rate an overall
LoU. The frequency of failure to rate the specific Level of Use is presented

in Table 18.

TABLE 18

FREQUENCY OF FAILURE TO RATE Lol BECAUSE
QF INSUFFICIENT INFORMATION (N-274)

[ 2 F
Successful rating as to Specific EZB)// 79.56% 218
Rated only as Nonuser 6.56% 18
. . / " L
Rated only as User ' 5.47% 15
Unable to distinguish between
either 4-A or 4-B 7.29% 20

Unable to rate at alil 1.09% 3

100% 274
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Specifically there were 53 cases in which the }espondents were identified
- as eithér users or nonusers but could not be further rated as to a sﬁecific
LoU.- As 20 of these cases occurreﬁ when raters attempted to distinguish the
respondents  as being either IV-A or IV-B users, obvious weaknesses in this
portion of the instrument were identified. This problem area was accounted for
by the fact that in assessing LoU IV-A, IV-B, V and.VI, the analysis of cﬁange
.was vital. In establishing an individual's ygve1 of Use it was critical thét
sufficient information be provided as whether~changes were made, the exact
nature aﬁ& extent of the change and the motivations behind the changes.
Frequently individuals responded in a cursory fashion to questions that solicited
information regarding changes to the curriculum and insufficient information
was provided. When this happened, unlike in the Lol interview format, there
could be no probing for further information. In three cases so little
information was provided that raters were unable to even distinguish whether
or not the respondents were users of the curriculum. A specific difficu1§y
that existed in attempting to distinguish between some IV-A and IV-B users
was that some of the routine IV;A users alluded to changes made in the ﬁast
(suggesting IV-B operations) but that the changes had now become rouéine.
Individuals of this type were categorized by the raters as ‘unable to distinguish
between IV-A or IV-B user.' 1In analysing the changes or adaptationsﬁéo the
curriculum made by the users it was useful tp examine the respdnses to questions

21 to 29 of the LoU questionnaire. This section of the questionnaire was

developed to assess the treatment of specific science units and attempted to
ascertain the following: specific omissions or additions to required content,
deviations from suggested time allotments and deviations in extent of coverage

of required content.
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In éenera1 the members of the user system demonstrated a wide variation
in theitr use of the curriculum. Individuals were identifjed at all but the
sixth Level of Use {renewal); thus verifying the Concerns Based Adoption Mod$1.‘
concept of differing Levels of Use. The distribution of the rated tol's in
the sample are presented in Table 19.

As illustrated by the findings presented in Table 20, it was found that
a sizeable number (36.16%) of the teachers sampled who wére supposedly using
the innovation were, in fact, not implementing the curricuium.

Figure 15 depicts the distribution at all of the levels and shows that
58.67% of the samp1é population was implgégiling the curriculum at LoU III or
higher. It was found that the.distribution of these individuals across the
 various levels was not equal with the largest proportion of the sample (30.39%)
being clustered at the IV-A established routine use of the curriculum. This
finding of the heaviest distribution of users at LoU IV-A is consistent wfth
the results of other C.B.A.M. studies (Hall, 1977, p.12).

The spread of the users included 13.72% of the sample teachers using the
curriculum in a poorly co-ordinated manner (LoU IIT) and 16.66% of the teachers
were refining, expanding and changing their use based on student feedback and
collaboration with other users (LoU IV-B ahd V). No one was reportgd as
seeking a more effective alternative to the curriculum {LoU VI) although
several of the identified past-users reported eventual rejection of the
curriculum fqr alternatives. Fourteen individuals were not presently using
the curriculum but had used it in the past. It was useful to try to discover
why the decision was made to discontinue using the curriculum. Specific
questions in the Lol questionnairg were addressed to the past-users and space

was provided on the rating sheet to indicate whether the respondent was a
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TABLE 19
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF OVERALL LEVEL OF USE

. Absolute
Levels of Use . Frequency _ Percentage
0 Nonuse - 23 11.27
I Orientation 34 16.66
IT Preparation. 23 11;27
III  Mechanical Use ) 28 ) 13.72
IV-A Routine 62 30.39
IV-B  Refinement 28 13.72
v Integration éﬂ : 2.94 -
VI Renewal 0 0

' 204 - 100%

TABLE 20

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF QVERALL NONUSERS VERSUS USERS

Absolute
Frequency Percentage
Nonusers {LoU 0,I1,II) 98 36.16
Past Users 14 5.16
Users (LoU III,IV-A,IV-B) . 159 58.67_

271 100%
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FIGURE 15

LoU DISTRIBUTIONS OF INDIVIDUALS IN SAMPLE (N-204)
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past user. It is possible that of the 14 identified p&st—qsersx;five teachers
might previously have been at Lége1 VI prior to reblacing the curriculum. The
distribution‘of few individuals (2.94%) at LoU V and none at Lou VI is
explicable as resgarch to date has found few users at LoU V and even fewer at
LoU VI. Hall (1975) warned that LéU Vv and VI individuals,are rare and easy to
miss in rating (p.37). ‘

v
ANALYSIS OF LoU DATA

This section of the data analysis chapter was deﬁigned to test the

hypotheses that:

Ho in elementary schools with an innovatife curriculum
.deve1oped externally to the user group, teachers in ‘high'
participatofy management pattern schodls will exhibit a
higher degree of Level of Use (extept of implementat{on)

than will teachers in low management patiern schools.

-~

""’-_“““*“—““““fﬂ;¢second dependént yariabig, Levels of ﬁse, consisted of eight
discrete levels and it was necessary to subdivide the hypothesis into four
subhypotheses.

As presented in chapter 1 the C.B.A.M. assumed that non-implementers
or non-users would be at either Levels of Use 0, I‘or 11, ranging from lack
of knowledge (0) to an orientation phase (I) to preparation ‘to begin to use
(I11). 1t was hypothesized that ;ye lower SMP schools would be more resiszgnt
to change and would Have a greater incidence of nonusage of an innévative
curriculum than would high SMP schools. All individuals at kol 0, I, II and
those teachers identified only as NOnusers due to a lack 0% information were
sncluded in the testing of this hypothes%s. |

Mz, i SMP Nonusage < Lo SMP Nonusage
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Conversely, it was hypothesized that the curriculum would be implemented (used)
to agreater éxtent by the high SMP group than the low SMP group. All individuals
at LoU levels III, IV-A, IV-B, V, VI and those identified only as users because

of a lack of information were included in the testjng of this hypothesis.

Ho  Hi SMP Usage > Lo SMP Usage

-
-

The study assumed that in the curriculum implementation process there
existed two types of operations: fidelity and adaptation. Lol levels III and
| IV-A were considered to represent a fidelity orientation in which the curriculum
is maintained and used routinely with little in the way of changes.
It was hypothesized that the curriculum would be implemented to a
greater extent from a fidel%ty perspective in high SMF schools than in Towl

SMP schools. Teachers at levels III and IV-A were used to test this hypothesis.

Ha
2
3

-

Hi SMP Fidelity > Lo SMP Fidelity

In this investigation it was assumed that the highest degree of curri-
culum impiementation occurred when.a process of mutual adaptation was in
operation. It was hypothésized that there would be a greater incidence of
curriculum adaptation to increase its impact in high SMP schools than in Jow

SMP schools. Teachers at levels IV-B, V and VI were used to test this hypothesis.
th Hi SMP Adaptation > Lo SMP Adaptation

The 43 schools were grouped into high and low SMP groups according to
perceived SMP. Data for each of the Levels of Use were tallied for the two
groups. As a2 test of significant differences between the groups for each Lol
aggregate, CHI square was computed. A table of probabilities associated with
CHI square values was used to determine the significance of each of the values.

Alpha was set at the .05 level of significance for the purposes of analyzing the
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data.

The findings.relevant to the teﬁting of hypotheses H, , H. , I-l:3 and
‘ 1 2

Hy are presented in Table 2}. _—
q .
a TAélE-Z]
\ | .7 ) : .
SIGNIFICANCE .OF PRESENCE OR ABSENCE OF TEACHERS AT .
COLLAPSED LEVELS OF USE IN HIGH AND LOW SMP GROUPS {N-42 SCHOOLS)

Levels £ f CHI
Aggregated .of Use - Low . High Square .
Categories Integrated  SMP Group  SMP Group X< df Q
Usage ITL, IV-A, 64 95 7.489 T Noos
V-8B, Vv, VI, '
User
Nonusage 0, I, Ii, Not 76 36 12.586 1 .001 *
User, Past : ~.
User
_ Fidelity  III, IV-A 58 32 6.414 1 L0171 *
Adaptation IV-B, V, VI 1 33 31.557 - .1 .001_*
Past Usage - 3 11 " 4.933 1 .026 **

* .01 Level of significance

** 05 Level of significance

In this stage of analysis, comparing the two groups on the Leveis of
Use aggregates, it was found that the high manadement patterns group had
proportionately a greater frequency of usage than the low management patterp
group. Conversely, the low management pattern group had proportionately a
greater percéntage of frequency of ratings on the nonusage levels than did
the high management pattern group. The significant CHI square on comb1ned
nonusage levels (0, I, II) and on the usage levels (III, IV-A, IV-B,.V and‘VI)-

- confirmed hypotheses H, and H, .
1 2
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The participatory management pattern group more frequently; implemented
a-curriculum from an adaptation perspective than did teachers in the more
authoritarian schools and hypothesis H:“ was accepted: The lower SMP group
had proportionately a greater frequency of ratings'on usage from a'fideligy
perspective, but as this distribution was not in the hypothesized_direetion

hypothesis H. was not accepted

>

The four LoU hypotheses were retested using the more extreme high and

low SMP groups.

M

Ha Hi SMP Nonusage Lo SMP Nonusage

. —

~ Ha Hi SMP Usage ' > Lo SMP Usage

”

Lo SMP Fidelity -

v

HaA Hi SMP Fidelity

H2 Hi SMP Adaptation

v

Lo SMP Adaptation
As summardzed in Table 22, in examining ‘the distribution differences on
the aggregated Lol categories, teachers: in h%gh SMP schaols:were found to, use

3
the curriculum differently than teachers in low SMP schools. 1In an examination

of the users (LoU 111, IV-A, Iv~é, y,‘VLg'and;nqﬁusers of fhe'curr{cu1um\(LoU 0,
I, I1I), it wds found that the Tow’SMP greup had a greater jncidence ,of ﬁonusage
and a lower incidence of ueage than did-the high SMP Group, thus hypothesis
Hz and sz were conf1nned. | - } C
Teachers in high SMP schools were found to -use the curr1cu1um d1fferent1y
than teachers in low SMP schools on the aggregated usage'categor1es-of fidelity
and adaptation. As the high SMP group was fbund to have a h1gher incidence of
usage of the curriculum from an adaptive or1entat1on {LoU ]evels IV-B and V)~

- than the low SMP group, hypothesis H2 was confirmed. The Tow SMP group

had a higher incidence of usage of the curr1cu]um from a f1de11;y perspective
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(LoU levels 11l and IV-A) than the high SMP grqﬁp. As this difference between

the two groups was not in the expected direction hypothesis H, was not

> .

accepted.
TABLE 22 .
SIGNIFICANCE OF PRESENCE OR ABSENCE OF TEACHERS AT
COLLAPSED LEVELS OF USE IN\EXTREME SMP GROUPS
(N-29 SCHOOLSS--—
Levels . f f CHI
Aggregated of Use Low High Square
Categories Integrated SMP Group SMP Group X< df e
Usage [1I, IV-A, 33 - 74 17.5875 1 .001 *
IV-B, V, '
VI
Nonusage 0, I, II, 54 22 - 12.108 1 .001 *
Nonuser, .
Past User - -
Fidelity IIT, IV-A 3 15 4,886 1 027 **
Adaptation IV-B, V, VI - 1 33 31.557 1 Qi *
‘Past Usage 3 10 4.085 1 L043 **

* 01 Level of significance

** 05 Level of significance
Thus, as a result of the anaiyses of data déscribed in sections two-and three
of this chapter, six of the study's seven hypotheses were accepted.
EXTENDED ANALYSIS ‘

In testing of the previous seven hypotheses, the study provided an oppor-
tunity for an extended analysis which resulted iﬁ a generation of additional
propositions and findings. The results of the analyses used to test the main
hypotheses indicated a t%ndency for the LoU and SoC aggregates to be related

»
to the.school management patterns. However, in an effort to prevent over
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generaiizing from these findings and as a first step in substantiating and
further defining the relationship between the C.5.A.M. dimensions and school
management patterns, it was thought to be important to analyze the trends
that occurred in distribution on each stage and ievel. This section of‘the
study reports on the further exb]oration of the differences between the SMP
groups for each of the seven Stages of Coﬁcern and e;éht Levels of Use
applying the same tests of gignificant differences and frequencies as used in

the testing of the main hypotheses.

-SoC ANALYSIS

The Hotpf]ing T2 value ‘was used to test for significant differences
between the two groups on scores on each of the SoC stages. In this stage of
analysis, usingjgge two groups (evenly sb1it high and low SMP groups), it
was found that the two groups had fundamentally different gcores on same of the .’f
individua1.Stages of Concern. Table 23 indicates that ther;'were significant ‘—«/
differences in the teachers' scores on the SoC stages 3 and 6. Hall (1975,
_p.18)-reconmended that, in addition to conducting a ;eries of tests of
statistical differegces, any patterns or trends in the data should be identified.
Although not statisf;é;1]y sigﬁificant, certain tendencies were found in the
analyses. In general it was found that the high SMP group had distinctly
higher concerns on stages 3, 5 and 6 than did the Tower SMP group. Conversely,
the low SMP group had higher scores on the Sol stages 0, 1 and 2. The énomaTy
-was stage 4 in which the lower SMP group's concerns were slightly more intense
than the high SMP group. | ¢ -
The analysis was repeated using the more extreme SMP groups and the

findings are presented in Table 24. On examining differences between the two

groups on scores for each stage, significant differences occurred in three
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cases, stages 0, 3 and 6 and & near significantﬂaifference occufred on
stage 1. |
LoU ANALYSIS

As a test of significant differences bétween the groups for each Level
of Use, CHI square was computed. Th a conterning the presence or absence
of teachers at each LoU and tgg—;;;:f:i?t\k signi¥icance of the differences
between SMP groups are presented in Tab]eiES(////

It was found that the two evenly split SMP groups had fundamentally
different frequencies of ratings on some of the individual Levels of Use. As
the confirmation of hypothesis Hzl and sz showed that there were more users
of the gurriculum in the high SMP group than in the low SMP group; it was log-
jcal to expect a higher incidence of ratings at each usage level. There were
significant differences in the distribution of teachers in the expected direc-
tion at Levels of Use 0, i and IV-B. The two groups differed significantly
on Lol III but the distribution differences were not in the expected direction.

Although not statistically significant, certain tendencies were found
in the analyses. In general {t was Tound that the high SMP group had a
greater frequency of rating at level V than did the lower SMP group. Conver-
sely, the low SMP group had a higher frequency of ratings on Leve1 of-Use II.
Thus, the d1fferences in distribution of these levels were in the expected
direction. The distribution of teachers in the low and high SMP group for
each Level of Use is illustrated in Figure 16. |

The findings relevant to the re-examination of these differences on the
individual Levels of Use using the extreme SMP groups are presented in Table26 .
Figure 17 illustrates the LoU distributicns for the two extreme SMP groups.

It was found that there were some c]earcﬂt differences befween the high
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FIGURE 16
LoU PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF TEACHERS IN LOW AND HIGH
SMP GROUPS ACCORDING TO OVERALL LEVELS.OF {SE
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FIGURE 17

. LoU PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF TEACHERS IN EXTREME
LOW ‘AND HIGH SMP GROUPS ACCORDING TO OVERALL LEVEL OF USE

[ eMauay

¥
uoizedbaju]

quauwau} oy 3

v

VI

auLINoy M. %/////////////V//////////////////////////////////////////%% M
_mu_:m:uwz M.. m
corufmamk_ b %.1
. ”m —1\ -
uopjejuaLAQ \ % _H %I
. @Snuoy % .:3n” o

mmwu:mu;mm

IV-B

LEVELS OF USE

High SMP Low SMP

{N-78)

(N-56)



160
and low SMP géoups in teacher usage of the curricu1um; On exgmining differ-
ences betwéen the two groups on frequency ratings for each level, significant
differences occurred on LoU levels 0, I, II, III and IV-B.

It must be noted that the results and interpretations~related to the
individual LoU levels must be considered tentatijve because of the limited
number of teachers in some of the Levels of Use. In the LoU dimension it was
expected that the fgrge sample would control for any number df contaminating
variables that might affect curriculum implementation. This was the case when
the sample was divided into aggregates such as users and nonusers, as in
testing hypotheses Hzl and sz. However testing some of the differences rel-
ated to specific LoU's required dividing the sample into individuals represen-
ting each level. This presented a problem as in a number of Tevelf {particularly
at LoU V) few individuals were identified. Thus, alfthough the sample size was
not small, in a number of cases the{jbw'teachers per cell in the individual
Levels of Use analysis increases the probability that the outcome would be
influenced by variables other than school management patterns.

DISCUSSIQN OF RESULTS

In previous sections, results of data analysis were reported objectively
with a minimum of interpretation. It is the purpose of this section to provide
some interpretations of the findfngs and tendencies reported and suggest possible
causes for their existence in this sample.

In general it was found that the high SMP teachers had more intense
concerns on Stages of Concern 3, 5 and 6 than did the teachers in low SMP
schools. Conversely, the low SMP group had higher scores on the SeC stages 0,

1 and 2 than did the teachers in the high SMP schools. Thé anomaly was stage

4 in which the Tower SMP group's concerns were 51{ghtly'more intense than the



161
high SMP group on four of the five items making up the stage. -

The une;pe&tad’findings on stage four may be explainable in that
several stage 4 SoC items have frequently failed to load on the factor. In a
factor ana1ys}s of thé SoC insfrument used in a 1974 study, George (see Note 4)
observed that items 24 and 32 of stage 4 loaded on other stages. Item 24 -
"] would like to excite my students abogt their paft in this approach" was
apparently seen more as a sharing item than an evaluating of idpact jtem and
loaded with stage 5 items. The other wandering stage four item, Item 32 -
"I would like to use feedback from students to change the program" loaded in
stage 6. The questionability of the items incorporatéd into stage ﬁ_is further
evidenced by the subdivision of jtg\FoU counterpart in the Concerns Based
Adoption Model into two levels. Taitially in the C.B.A.M.'s early development,
the LoU dimension consisted of a level IV usage calied thé independént Tevel.
Based on data it beg§me apparent to the developers that there were two kinds
of users under this singie classification. There were users who were comfort-
able in their usagenand changed little, and there were those invelved 1in chanaing
the curriculum t0 increase student outcomes. Subsequently level IV was d1v1ded
into IV-A routine users and IV-B refinement users. It is Tikely that the SoC
stage 4 c1ass1f1cat1on has s1m11ar problems.

Although smgn1ﬁ1cant d1fferences could not be ‘ound between the two
groups on all seven Eoc categories, the high SMP teachers were more concerned
about pupil benefit than the low SMP teachers. The high group's scores were
higher and more of them had pupil concerns than the low SMP teachers. In
total, the high SMP teachers had lower self concerns and expressed more intense
concerns about pupils and impact of the curriculum than the low SMP teachers.

In the examination of the Levels of Use of the curriculum, the proportion

-
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of users at each LoU were found to be unequal for the two SMP groups. HThose
LoU's that were not significantly related to school management patterns were
IV-A and VI. Despite the differences in distribution, both groups had the
greatest frequency of ratings on LoU IV-A. The tendency for this Lol to
predominate is found in other LoU research (Loucks, 1975).
The failure to find anyone operating at level VI is ekpléinab]e as Hall
(1975), p.37) indicated that LoU V and VI individuals are Fare and easy to miss
ip rating. It is possible that with a larger sample, a feﬁ teachers operating-
at Loy VI could be found and included in thg testing of hypotheses H:h.
The C.B.A.M. theory proposed that some past users of a.curricu1pm may be
former LoU VI individuals who actively sought for another curriculum to replace
or extend the effects of the curriculum being used. It was expected that as a
result of extreme distention, adaptation and alternatives-seeking, many LoU
VI individuals become past users. It was useful to exSmine the differéhces
between the two groups in their frequency of past users, in order to gain
insights into the existence of LoU VI individuals and their relationship to
/_/\“ﬁ‘“““"’“‘“§éncej management patterns. A CHI square test of significant frequencies
found)that the high SMP group had a greater incidence of past users.than the low
rsﬂﬁ/éroup (%2 4.085, p<.04§). Thus this finding may give partial support to the
proposijtion that teachers in high management pattern schdols will have a A
greater incidence of level VI (renewal) usage than will teachers in Tow SMP
schools.
As the confirmation of hypothesis sz showed that there were more users
of the curriculum in the high SMP group than in the low SMP group, 1t was
logical to expect a higher incidence of ratings at each usage Lol and Lol user

aggregates'(fidelity and adaptation). As anticipated, there were differences
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in the means in the expected direction for the high and low SMP groups with
‘respect to each Level of Use with the exception of kol III The f1nd1ngs on
LoU 111 were perplexing as they largely con;r1buted to the rejection of hypo- _;
'fhesis H:S. Teachers at levels III and IV-A were used to test hypothesis st
that the curriculum wou]d be implemented to a greatee extent from a-fideIIty'
perspective in high SMP schools than in low SMP schools. Because of the
contrary f1nd1ngs of LoU 111 a significant difference was found in a d1rect1on
not predicted by the hypothesis. The significance found for LoU III appears
to be at variance with the expectations derived from the literature. .

At LoU IIT the user is assumed to be primarily engaged in attempting to
master the tasks required by the curriculum and any changes made ‘are for the
convenience and comfort of the user. The di%ference in LoU III. usage for the
two SMP groups may be explained by Likert's assumption that when working
under a management style that endorses member competition and direction super-
vision, subordinates will show little team work, co-opefation, group onalty‘
and experience frustration. In a potentially threatening situation in which a
new curriculum is introduced it may be expected that the more authoritarian
managed group will be characterized by frequent complaining and member frustration. '
Thus it was understandable that the user in the low management pattera group
tended to use the curriculum in a manner congruent with LoU III usage in which
curvival tactics were practiced and management constraints, logistics and time
were reported as the focus of personal efforts to use the curriculum.

in generaI the findings showed that of the users of the curr1cu1um,
teachers in the high SMP group tended to operate at Levels of Use IV-A or above,
while teachers in the low SMP e}oup tended to operate at LoU III or IV-A. To

go beyond the IV-A routine usage plateau to sophisticated usage necessitated
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Aimplementers being invo]ved in the processes of chang1ng, collaborating and .
integrating. "It appeared that the part1c1patory management system offered

a climate that was conducive to the functioning of these processes.- !

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

-

Schools were classified into high managemert pattern (more participatory)

schools and low management pattern (more uthoritarian) schools on the Basis
e .o

of SMP scores derived from the Profile of a School instrumept.

-

The relationships between school managementvpatterns and the fogr
Levels of Use aggregates were‘investiéated using the CHI square test fo;‘
significant frequencies.

The low SMP group was found to have a greater 1nc1dence of nonusage
and a lower incidence of usage of-the curr1cu1um than did the h1qh SMP. group
Teachers in the high SMP qroup had a h1gher 1nc1dence of usage of a curriculum’
from an adaptation perspective and Tower 1nc1dence of usage from a, fidelity
orientation than did teachers in the Tow SME group: Thue, hypotheses H213 sz
and H~ were accepted. ‘ . - ’

‘ when the seven Stages of Concern were coTTapsed 1nto the three Fuller
(1975) aggregates, the two SMP groups were found to score d1fferent1y on each
of the "three categor1es. The reTat1onsh1p§ between school, management patterns
and the three Stages of Concern'aggregates were investigated us1ng_the Hoteiling
T2 multivariate test of significant differences."Tbe high SMP group had more:

intense concerns about pupils and impact of cu;ricd1um and task eonceéns and
had lower self concerns than did teachers in the 1ew SHP groUp,_supporting
hypotheses Hll, le and Hl Y

There were d1fferences in the means in the expected direction for the

high and low SMP groups with respect to all Stages of Concern and Levels of Use,
a -
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fwith the exception of Stage of Concern 4 and Levels of Use III and VI. The
differences on stages 1, 2, 4, 5 and levels IV-A and V were too small to account
for statistically acceptable results at p<.05. An examination of the
relationship between school management patterns and each individual Level of
Use and Stage of Concern revealed some significant relationships. Teachers in
high management pattern schools had a lower incidence of level 0 (nonuse),
level I (orientation) and level I1 (preparation) usage of the curriculum than
did teachers in low management pattern schools. In addition, teachers in high
management pattern schools had a greater incidence of level IV-B (refinement)
usage of the curriculum than did teachers in lTow management pattern schools.

Teachers in high management pattern schools had more intense stage 6
(refocusing) and stage 3 (managgmeat) concerns and less intense stage 0
{awareness) concerns about the curriculum than did teachers in Tow management
pattern schoeols. |

The acceptance of the 6 subhypgfheses resulted in an acceptance of the
.geneéal hypothesis examined in the stuhy. School management patterns were
found to be related to extent of éurric&lum implementation.

. SUMMARY OF CHAPTER of

The chapter reports on the tests of the hypotheses and analysis of data ‘
thaf provided information concerning the relatieonship between schooi-management
patterns and degree of curriculum implementation. | )

A summary, review of the analyses, recommendations for future research

and implications'of the findings in this investigation are included in

Chapter IV.
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, CHAPTER 1V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

The basie information contained in the preceding chapter is
summarized in this chapter. The conclusions, recommendations aﬁd implica-
tions elicited from this research also are included.
SUMMARY |

The population‘of this investigation was the e]eméntary school teachers
in the province of Manitobe, Canada. There was a sample of 552 teachers and
43 schoqQls used in the study. The teaehers fﬁ\iée sample responded to one
of two data gathering instruments to provide the information necessary for
the analyses. The independent variables, school management patterns, were

classified along & continuum by the Profile of a School instrument developed

by Rensis Likert and Jane Likert (1977). The implementation questionnaire

consisted of two sections, Staces of Concerns and Levels of Use, and was

utilized to determine’ the extent of curriculum implementation. ‘The Stages of
Concern questionnaire was developed and validated by researchers at the )
University of Texas Research and Development Center {1877). The second part
of the imblementation questignnaire, Levels of u§g, was developed by this
researcher to provide further information concerning teachers' perceived use
of the curricu]um.' The curriculum innovation chosen for study was the
Manitoba elementary science curriculum. -

The writer hypothesjzed that management patterns were related to degrees
of curriculum implementation. Each of the study's hypotheses was submitted to
analysis by using the Hotelling T2 test or the CHI square test of significant
differences. The results of the study, discussed in Chapter III and summarized

in Table 27, show that significant relationships were found between teacher

[ 4
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L]

perceptwons of school management patterns and the extent of curr1cu1um

L -

1mp1ementat1on.

CONCLUSIONS

The follewing discussion presents the major findings and conclusions
- of this analysfsjcf school management patterns as it relates to curriculum
imp1emEntation{ To research the brob1em, a series of hypothesis were deve-
loped and te;ted.. |
. Two major hypotheses were testea in the investigat%on. The first
“hypothesis examined the re]ationsh?p'cf_schoo1 management patterns to Stages
of Concernsabout an innovative currfcuium -The first hypothesis was divided
" into three subhypotheses and the fo]1ow1ng hypotheses were accepted:
‘H11 Teachers in high management pattern schools had 1ess intense self
' concerns about an innovative curriculum than did teachers in low
management’patcern schoals.
Hy _‘Teacﬁers in high-management pattern schools had more intense stage
3 (management) concerns about an innovative curriculum than dfd
teachers in Iow management pattern schools.
ﬂ,_,,~;“’/,H13 Teachers in h1gh management pattern schools had more intense impact
‘ - concerns about an innovative curriculum than did teachers in low
manageme%? pattern schools.
The second major hypothesis examined the relationship of schoo]
~éanagement patterns to the Level of Use of an innovative curriculum. The
hypochesisuwas divided into 4 subhypotheses. jIn the testing of the.;evels

of Use hyp&theses}'the’fo11ow1ng hypotheses were accepted:

Hé Teachers in high management pattern schools had a lower incidence 0f
"1 . R
&

. TN
R ’ | o~

3i
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nonusage of an innovative curriculum than did teachers in low manage-

ment pattern schools. ) T

H,  Teachers in high management patterm schools had a greater incidence
of usage of an irnovative curr{cu]um than did_tii’pers in lTow manage-
ment pattern schools. '

" Ha  Teachers in high management ﬁattern schools had-a greater incidence of
curriculum implementation. from an’ adaptation orjentation than did .
teachers in low.management pattern:schools.

In addition, the authoritarian managed schools were found to have a
greater incidence of curriculum implementation from é‘fide]ity orientation

than did teachers in more participatory management pattern schools. Teachers

in high management pattern schools had a lower incidence of level 0 {nonuse),.

Tevel I (orientation) and level ii (breparation) usage and a greater incidence

of level IV-B (refinement) usage of the curriculum than did teachers'in Tow

management pattern schools. Concomitantly, teachers in high management pattern
schools bad more intensé stage 6 (refocusing) and stage 3 (management) concerns

and le%s intense stage 0 (dwareness) concerns about the curriculum than did

teachers in Tow management. pattern schools.: )

The acceptance of the previogus 6 subhypotheses resuited in an accep-
tance of the general.hypothesis examined in the ;tudy:
In elementary. schools with an innovative curriculum
developed externally to the user group, teachers in
high participatory management .pattern schools will
exhibit a higher level of implementation (Level of ’
Use and Stage of Cdncern) than will teachers inQEEIE///

authoritarian management pattern schools, . .
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Three major questions were asked in the study: | .
1. Is there a relationship between the 1nterna1 organizational
characteristics of the adopting units and the degree of
imp]ement;tion'of’a curriculum developed external to the
users? -
2. Are certain types of organizational patterﬁs more conducive
td the implementation of innovative curricula than other

types?

(73]

What, if any, is the relationship bétween an é]ementaty
school's management pattern and fhe degree of implementation
of a curriculum developed externaT to the users?
The findings of the study are summarized below accord1ng to the three
guiding questions.

+ A relationship was found to exist between the internal organizational
characteristics of the adopting units and the degree of curriculum implemen-
tation. Certain-school management patterns were mbre conducive to '
implementation of innovative curricula than‘were other types. ‘Specifically,
teachers in schools with high management pattern scores were found to
implement curriculum to a greater extent than did teachers in schools with
low management pattern scores. School management patterns utilizing partici-
patory (consultative and coTlabora;ive) techniques are likely to be the
most effective form of management for facilitating curriculum implementation.

The study provided evidence that an environment which sugports curric- -
ulum implementation may be‘déscri?ed in terms of Likert's management systems
theory. Likert's theory that his management systems concep;anization may be

used as a predictor of innovation and gis proposition that a human organization
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is the best type of organization to_promote change were supported. ‘Thus these
findings empirically supported the innovative component of Likert's theory |
and extended the generalizability into the area of ‘curriculum implementation
extent a; an outcome of SMP patterns.

IMPLICATIONS

The implications of relating the Concerns Sased Adoption Model dimensions
to school management pétterns are many. The implications of this study are
primarily directed at administrators and supervisors who are concerned with
facilitating the curriculum implementation process at the scheol building
level. The conclusions supported by this invest{gation are sufficient to
" provide those administrators responsibie for curriculum implementation with
a procedural plan for expediting inp1ementation. cnn glucidation of those
factors and management patterns which }re ref;ted to extent of curriculum
implementation should be of assistance in implementation planning. By
increasing the predictive power of the theoretical 1%nk, there is potent-
1a11ty for administrators to directly man1pu1ate variables. The SoC and LoU
dimensions and Likert's SMP framework can be used as heuristic devices 1n
which their value is in providing a rational basis for planned change. The
SoC, LoU and P.0.S. instruments offer ways of evaluating the school system
and the implementation process. In addition, the curriculum impfémentation
questionnaire allows the administrator to monitor changes in the curriculum
. implementation process in a schoql over a'neriod of time. Inherent in the
C.B.A.M. and Likert models are suggested relevant procedures and planned
intervention strategies to accomplish the goal of curricuium implementation.

Likert's management systems model incorporates a ‘human' system of

management which has proven itself in business and industry and it is time
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that educational management recognized the benefits of a participétory style
of administration. Educafional administrators should adopt more democratic
princip]e§-in their school management. The association between the Likert
management pattern scores and the SoC and Lol scores that was found in this
study indicaies that school systems interested in facilitating curriculum
imﬁlementation would find the entire Likert management model a useful one.
This finding is important because with this knowledge a system of
priorities can be established and developed into an overall strategy for
implementation. The strateqy would include; (1) institutional self-study,
(2) organizational development, (3) planned change. The effective administrator
would néed to diagnose the user system and plan strategies to facilitate
the implementati?n process. The administrator or principal would become a
diagnostician and identify the existing environment so that appropriate change
strategies could be planned. Preceding implementation efforts, the manage-

ment patterns theory combined witgbthe Profile of a School assessment instrument

could indicate the capacity of the organization for implementation. The
managerial styles in most of the schools studied indicated that there was
substantial opportunity throughout thé province for change toward more partici-
pative management. The results of this study support the recommendation that
such a shift be made. In order to then plan to move an organjzation toward a
human management model:, administrator§ (superintendents, principals) need to
acquaint themselves with the specialized techniques of participative manage-
ment through study and attendance at appropriate seminars and subsequently
provide in-service training for their‘staffs. The leadership training should
stress strategies for co—ope}ative problem-solving, team-building, participatory

decision-making, open communication, goal setting and other patterns that
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form the interaction-influence system of management. |

Specifica1]y the findings stress the importance q& the principal leader-
ship and staff relations to curriculum implementation.. The results of this
study place a large proportion of the responsibility for implementation
success upon the building principal and the findiﬁgs suggest that principals
should spend a great deal of time interacting and communicating with the
facﬁlty. Thus it would seem fruftful and even necessary for principals to
deTegate the more (outiné administrative matters to assistants.

This research showed that in implementing a curficu]um the concerns of
some individuals within an institution could and did-vary markedly from the
group. The meﬁsage contained in this research was c1e$r: acfions and
planned interventions must focus on individua1§ not only groups and must
respond to the needs of.individuals. In planning for implementation, there
is a need to match curriculum users with various types of presentations or
interventions geared specifically to their individual needs.

- It was significant tha; a large number‘of nonusers of the curriculum
" was found. Thirty-six percent of the sampled teachers who were supposedly
using the curriculum were, in fact, not implementing it. Obvious1y
curriéular change is not accomplishedijust because a2 decision-maker or
adopter has announced it.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

)
A great deal of additional research is suggested by these results and

_the accompanying interpretations. The major recommendation of this study is

the continued application of management theory to curriculum implementation
research probes. The hypotheses of this study were derived from the application
of management theoryxgo#%he process ‘of curriculum implementation. To gain

A
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)
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further understanding of the relationship between curficu1um imp1emeqtation
and the school management system, the fo116wing is a 1ist of further areas
of research as suggested by this study: ‘

1. The study involved gathering information about the scth1s at one
point in time. In industry, longitudinal studies have been conducted in
which the effects of the introduction of the elements of the Likert model have
been measured bver time to determine their relationship with outcome variables.
Concomitantly, as the C.B5.A.M. dimensions are considered to be developmental,
numerous assessments would be required to assess the progression through the
Levels of Use and Stages of Concern. -Changes in school governance and degrees
of curriculum implementation over time should be analysed in order to monitor
their effects. A repeated measures experiment could be devised in which
the questionnaires used in the study could be readministered to a unit
from time to time in order to investigate the relative relationship among
the variables.

2. The study invb'lved investigating natural settings with extremely
compiex fields of interacting variables. This precluded the possibility of
identifying the cause-effect relationships between the va%iab]es under
investigation. The impact of the process of.imp1emeﬁéation.upon the structure
of the school should Be examined in future studies. It needs to be deter-
mined what the schools were 1ike prior to the implementation process. Thus
therg is a need to monitor the implementation process in a longitudinal study
that includes an analysis of the historical antecedents to change.

In deriving cause-effect relationships the general patterns iﬁentified
by this research could be more fully tested over time using experimental and

control groups: one group could have training in the causal variables noted
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by Likert and a second group with ngztraihing could serve as a control., Pre

and post measures of curriculum implementation could:provide the means to

@
3. Replications of this research with a larger or different population

determine the effectiveness of the training.

would be useful in substantiating or nullifying-any information that may have
been gained from this research and permit generalization concerning the
relationship of school management patterns to curriculum implementation. This
study provided some analysis of the implementation differences between
different types of schools in a centralized decision-making setting. It
would also be advantageous for similar analysis to be conducted in a de-
centralized decision-making setting. Since the schools in this study fell in
a narrower range of management patterns than that of the Likert continuum,
testing the same variables under éoﬁditions that would include a wider
variation of SMP scores would provide a more powerfdl‘test of the relation-
ship between. the variables.

Given the importance of the principal's administrative style on
curriculum implementation, the significance of any other school administrator's
style should also be analyzed in depth. It is possible that in schools
which are organized along department 1ines, the administrative styles of -
the department chairmen may also significantly affect the implementation process.
Since elementary schools were examined in this study and few units included
had departments, administrative style at this Tevel was not included as a
variable. In general, the entire study should be replicated in middle schools,
junior high schools, high'schoolg_and universities.

This study was restricteé to a sﬁecific innovétive curriculum in its

assessment of implementation. The selected curriculum was categorized
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according to the amount of change mandated by the curriculum and was c]éssified
as a variation innovation according to Normann's (1971) conceptﬁa]ization.

To increase the generalizability of‘the implementation findings, the hypotheses
should be retested using different categories of innovations. Specifically

an innovation from Normann's reorientation category, which requires system
restructuring and value changes, should be studied.

4. The general preference found in thi§ study was for more particip-
atory hanagement patterns in order to faci1itate.currféd1um implementation.
Another area worthy of further investigation would be the identification of
the management techniques used by certain building principals who are perceived
~to be in the 'consultative' or 'participativé' categories of management style.
There is a need to know how these administrators actualiy organize anﬁ resolve
the problems and decisions that arise du}ing the implementation process.

The results of the research could assist in developing more effective
organizational structures €or curriculum development.

More specifically, there is a neéd to study the interaction-influence
system as it is related to specific change strategies. The effecfs of
various implementation approaches on teachers' fee]ings of influence need
to be determined. There is a need to study whether certain interventions
by pr{ncipals can change teachers LoU and SoC and to discover what are the
optimal interventions for each stage and level. -

. 5. A final major recommendation of this study is that researchers?
continue to explore those variables interacting within the curriculum imple-
mentation process: The identification of an increasing number of variables
that interact in the curriculum implementation process will require efficient

methods of data collection. A great need in research on curriculum

)
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implementation is for instrumentation that will reliably and Qa]idly measure
the conditions under study. A valuable asset in the area of imp1ementat{;ﬁ
would be the development of various types of instrumentation for de;cribing
and analyzing curriculum implementation. This study could then be replicated
using other appropriate_instrdments to assess the dependent variable,
curriculum implementation. ‘

Two different methods were employed to measure the extent of curriculum
implementation. The first method (SoC) was a relative measure in which
individual concerns were assessed for each stage. As the concerns were
geveTOpmeq;al rather than discrete, several types of concerns were experfenced

concurrently rather than concerns being expressed at a single stage. The

second method of assessing curriculum implementation (LoU) attempted to obtain

_an absolute measure for curriculum implementation by asking respondents

to describe their usage of the curriculum.

The relative measure proved to be the most accurate measure of the
curriculum implementation process. While much was learned about the
individual teachers in the %mplementation process by using the Stages of
Concern questionnaire, the absolute measuring technique (LoU) did not prove
as effective. Twenty per cent of the teachers in the sample could not be
asses§éd as to LoU. A specific disadvantage of the Lol questionnaire was
its frequent failure to obtain sufficient information regarding the specific
changes. The nature of the data leads this researcher to believe that
the questionning technique lacked the refinement;necessary in detecting the
nature,and extent of change exerted on the curriculum. An advantage of the
LoU questionnaire method of measurement was that it reduced ambiguity in

terminclogy resulting from such relative terms used in the SoC as 'very true
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of me' and 'somewhat true of me'. However, the_above results concerning the.
'brobIems of'determining a measure of. curriculum implementation using the
Lol quest1onna1re do not mean that the technique should be abandoned in the
future, but that the questionnaire approach of measur?ng Levels of Use or
other alternatives to the intgrview technique should be further explored.

If future studies of curriculum imp]ementatiqn continue to view
implementation as anﬁgrgani:ationa] problem and employ management systems
frameworks in attempting to identify the wide'range of organizational vatiaples
affecting curriculum implementation, real advances will be made in curriculum '
implementation theory building. |

In summary, in the dynamic society in which today's schools exist,
curricular change is a fact of 1ife. Available in the organizational
-Titerature are concepts and frameworks that can help principals improve their
diagnostic skills, utilize people effectively and develop appropriate change
strategies. Research results derived from the continued examination of
- school management patterns as a basis for apb1ied organizational change should
assist administrators in developing more effective structures of organization”

and governance. -

\
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-~ MANITEBA ..

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

‘ 'Progrlm Development and Support Services

CurriculumServices

Telephone: 786-0317

Robert Fletcher Building

v " 411 —1181 Portage Avenue

: . Winnipeg, ilanitoba

January 18, 1979 - . ' _ 7 ‘ R3G 0T3

Dear

I am writing to request your help with the gathering of some
~information that is necessary to complete a research study I am

conducting. " This would involve the completion of two questionnaires

by up to 10 randomly selected elementary teachers from your school.  The
first questionnaire is Rensis Likert's "Profile of a School” that asks

general questions about the school environment and the second is a 'Stages

of Concern' and Levels of Usage questionnaire that asks teachers to categ-
orize their concerns about and use of the Manitoba Elementary Science program.

The combined time required to complete both questionnaires is approximately
forty minutes.

‘The main purposeﬁpf the research is outlined in the attached proposal
abstract.

As you consider participation in this study, please be assured that
all responses will be completely anonymous. If you indicate a willingness
to help on the attached "School Information Farm", the questionnaires will
be mailed to you in a few weeks. When they are received it is recommefnded
that you have all respondents complete them at the same time in one common
location. These should then be placed in the large, stamped, return
envelope and sealed while all are present. Since neither the questionnaires
nor the envelope will contain any identifying marks, not even this researcher
will be able to identify a given school or individual.

The two instruments being used in this research have been well developed
with care being given to the statistical procedures that ensure reliability
and validity. In addition to the way in which they are being utilized here,
there are other ways that they can be used in schools. An extra copy of each
questionnaire will be included for you to keep in the event that you may wish
to make some future use of them.

It is my sincere concern that the study will aid administrators in
facilitating the implementation process directed at improving education in
schools in Manitoba. With this in mind I will provide you with a summary of
my final report for your perscnal use and for sharing with your staff. I
would be happy to provide additional information about any part of this study
that might be of interest. May I express my appreciation for the time that
you have already taken to consider this request and to return the attached
“School Information Form."

Yours sincerely,
Ron Common

Enclosure: Research Proposal Abstract



211

SCHOOL INFORMATION FORM

_ (Please return this in the stgﬁﬁed, self-addressed envelope).

Name of Principal

School Telephone

Schoql’Name and Address

% Yy

N
wj11 your school be able to participate in the study that has been described?

YesD .Nol:l

1¥ you have answered yes, please list, in alphabetical order by surname,
the full-time teachers who work at the Grade 1 - 6 level. Include only
those teachers who have taught in your school for at least one full year.
Piease indicate with an asterisk (*) those teachers currentiy teaching
intermediate science (Grades 4-5-6}.

This information will be used to randomly select a maximum of 10 teachers
to compiete the guestionnaires.

1 11

2. 12.
3. | - 13.
4. | 14.
5. : 15.
6. 16.
7. | 17.
5. 18.
9. 19.

10. 20.




* MANITSBA

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Program Development and Support Services
Curriculum Services

Telephone: 786-0317

Robert Fletcher Building

411 — 1181 Portage Avenue

Winnipeg, Manitoba

R3G 0T3

Dear Teachér:

¢
Thank you for your willingness to assist me in my research efforts.
I am currently involved in studving the process of change in educstion,
what happens to individuals involved in change and why. Because vour
school is working with a specific innovative program, I feel vou are
one ¢f the best sources of information for me as I seek to learn more
about the process of change. At this time, the program I would like
to focus on is the new Manitoba Elementarv Scxence Progran (Interim
Document - published 1°:&) e s -- LS

-

I am asking vou to fill out the attached questionnaire which seeks to
measure your present concerns about the science program. Please place
the completed questicnnaire in the envelope included and hand it in to
the office. They will then be sent to me. As you will notice, I do not
ask for your name, but I would like a number to use in my data processing.
I agk that vou use the last three numbers of your Social Insurance-number
for this.

Thank you for vour help. I will be certain to report my findings to you
in the hope that they will be of value in vour teachlng.

-~

Sincerely,

Ron Commoen

Attachments:

212
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GENERAL. INSTRUCTIONS FOR 'PROFILE OF A SCHOOL®

ADMINISTERING TEACHERS

It is essential that the school principal not be present when
the teachers sare completiug the questionnaire. For this reason
you have been selected to administer them to yoyr colleagues.
As well, please complete one yourself. Administration of the

questionnaire will Involve:

1.

2.

Reviewing the Instructions before meeting the teachers
so that you are thoroughly familiar with all g;oéedures

Distributing a package of materials to eacQ teacher that
includes the following: M

i) ™Teachers' Information and Instruction;:\ﬁith
attached answer sheet;

i{) 'Profile of a School" questiounaire
Mzaking sure that each teacher .understands that the answers
are to be placed on the answer form and not on the questionnaires.
Shcw them the sample If necessary.
Asking the teachers nmot to discuss the answers until after they
have completed the questiomnaires. Then collect the following
materfals and place them in the return eavelope.

i) '"Teachers' Information and Tnstructions™ with the

attached answer form;
{i) "Profile of a School"” questiomnaire.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Ron Cotmon
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INSTRUCTIQN§,T0 ADMINISTERING TEACHER FOR THE
7 SoC AND LoU QUESTIONNAIRE
i

~

Call all identifigd teachers together for a meeting in order

to resigﬂgzgg,xhe questionnaire.

DisfriGMte questionnaires, aiong with letter explaining the
purposes of the study. Briefly remind teachers of the guarantee

of anonymity of responses and summarize the procedures developed
to ensure anonymity.

<

Have teachers remove the identifying name tag stapled to the
corner of their questionnaire. '

Ask teachers to complete the questionnaire, place it in the
blank envelope provided and seal it.

At the end'of the session, place all sealed questionnaires in the
provided mailing envelope and mail to this investigator.

Request any identified teacher unable to attend the meeting to
complete the questionnaire at home, seal it in the envelope and
return it.
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INSTRUCTIONS TO PRINCIPALS

Arrange for the questionnaires to be completed by all

teachers at the same time and same place. Please

accommodate the teachers so that they will not be interrupted
during the period required to complete the two questionnaires.

Please note that the 'Profile of a School' Instrument
requires approximately 20 minutes to complete and- that_
the 'Stages of Concern and Levels of Usage' questionnaire
requires approximately 40 minutes to compiete. It is not

necessary that the two questionnaires be completed at the
same session.

It is essential that the principal not be present when
teachers are completing the questionnaires. For this reason
select the first teacher on the list to administer the
questionnaires. Ask him/her to examine the materials ahead
of time to ensure that all procedures are understood. (S)he
should not discuss the contents of the questionnaires with
fellow teachers until-all have completed them.

1
—

Once you have turned over all the materials to the administering
teacher your involvement with the data collection is completed.

215



“E“ Rensis Likert Associates, Inc.

Consultants in Organization Diagnosis and Human Resource Development

July 13, 1979

Mr. R.W. Common

Program Development and
Support Services -
Department of Education
Robert Fletcher Building
411 - 1181 Postage Building
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3G 0T3
CANADA

Dear Mr. Common:

This is to verify that permission was given to you by
Jane Gibson Likert and Rensis Likert, through Rensis
Likert Associates, Inc., to use the Profile of a School
survey instruments in your doctoral dissertation

research. You may include a copy of the Profile of a

School questionnaire in your dissertation.

Si 1y,

Raymond C. Seghers
Research Associate

RCS:pw
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630 City Center Building, Ann Arbor, Michigan 48104 (313) 7691980
« Ann Arbor » Honolulu ¢ New York » San Antonio * San Diego «




The Research andDevelopmenf Ceonter for Teacher Education o
University of Texas Austin 78712 2"/

August 22, 1979

Mr. Ron Common

Social Studies Consultant
Department of Education
Robert Fletcher Building
411 - 11§81 Portange Avenue
winnipeg, Manitoba

CANADA R3G OT3

Dear Ron:

Thank vou for vour letter of August Sth, and I am glad to knew that yvour
thesis is nearing time foxr repreduction. You certainly have our pexr-
mission-to enclose the various quotations and figures that vou have
outlined in vour letter.

If there is any other way that we can be of assistance, please feel free
to let me Know. )

Sincerely,

L

Gene E. EHall

Program Director

Procedures for Adopting
Educational Innovations/
Concerns-Based Adoption Model

-

/lsm . | /}?}/:%g//
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Date Completed

It is very important for continuity in processing this data that we have a
unique number that you can remember. Please use:

Last 3 digits Social Insurance Number

The purpose of this questionnaire is to determine what people wheo are using or
thinking about using various programs are concerned about at various times during
the innovation adoption process. The items were developed from typical responses
of school and college teachers who ranged from no knowledge at all about varicus
innovations Co many vears cxperience in using them. Therefore, a good part of the
items mav appear to be of little relevance oF irrelevant to veu at this time. For
the completely irrelevant items, please circle "0 onm the scale. Other items will
represent those concerns you de have, in varving degrees of intemsity, and should
be marked higher on the scale, according to the explanation at the top of each of
the following pages.

For example:

0 1 2 3 4 5 6

-1

This statement is very true of me at this time.

0 1 2 3 & 5 6

~4

This statement is somewhat true of me now.

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 This statement is not at all true of me at this time.

01 2 3 4 5 6 7 ° This statement seems irrelevant to me.

Please respond to the items in terms of your present comcerus, OT how vou fesl
about .vour involvement OT potential invelvement with the Manitoba Elementary
Science Program. We do not hold to any ome definitiom of this innovation, so
please think of it in terms of your own perception of what it involves. Since
this questionnaire is used for a variety of innovations, the name Elementary-
Science Program never appears. However, phrases such as "the innovation,” this
approach, and "the new system" all refer to The Manitoba Elementary Science Program.
Remember to respond to each item in terms of vyour present CORCEINS about your
involvement or potential {nvolvement with Elementary Science Program .

-

Thank you for taking time to complete this task.
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o Y T S 5 6 7
Not true of me now Somewhat true of me now _ Ve&y true of me now
01 2 3 4 5 6 7 I ;9,oo§cerned about’ students' attitudes toward the new

science curriculum. . )

01 2 3 & 5 6 7 - I now know of ;ome other approaches that misht.work betge;.
0.1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I don't even know what the new curriculum is.
01 2 3 4.5 6 7 I am concerned about not ﬁaving encugh time to organize

myself each day.

¢ 1 2 3 &4 5 & T I would like to help other faculty in their use of the new
science curriculum. -

01 2 3 4 5 & 7 I have 8 very limited knowledge sbout the new science curriculum.

01 2 3 4% 5.6 7 I would like te know the effect of recrganizstion en oy

professional status.

¢ 1 2 3 & S5 ¢ 7 i am concerned about conflict between my interests and my
responsibilities.

¢ 1 2 3 4 5 & ° I am concerned abeout revising mv use of the new science
curriculum.
01 2 3 &4 5 ¢ 7 I would like to.develop working relaticmships with both cur

faculty and outside faculty using this new curriculurm.

Q 1 2 3 &4 5 ¢ 7 . I am concerned about how the new science curriculum affects

students.
L]

0 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 I am not concerned sbout this new science curriculum.

c 1 2 3 & 5 ¢ 7 I would like to know who will make the decisiens in the new
system. -

01 2 3 4 5 6 7 I would like to discuss the possibility of using the new
curriculum.

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I weuld like tec know what resources are available if we decide

to adopt this new science curriculum.

01 2 3 4 5 ¢ 7 I am concerned about my inakility tec manage all that the
curriculum requires.

0 1 2 3 4 5 ¢ 7 I wouid like to know how- my teaching or administration is
suppcsed tc change.

01 2 3 4 5 6 7 T would like to familiarize other departments or persons with
the progress of this new approach to the study of science.

i Adapted From Procedures for Adopting Educational Innovations/CBAM Project
R&D Center for Teacher Education, The Univereity of Texaa at Austin (1974).
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0 1 2 - 3 . 4 5 6 7
Not true of me now " ° Somewhat true of me now Very true of me now
-
L2 3 4 5 6 7 1 am concerned about evaluating my impact on students.

01 2 3 4 5 & 7 I would like to revise the curriculum's suggested instructional
approach. . )

01 2 3 & 5 o 7T 1 am completely occupied with other things.

01 2 3 &4 5 o 7 I would like to modify our use of the new sclence curriculum
based on the experiences of cur students.

¢ 1 2 3 4 S o Although I den't know sbout this new curriculum, 1 am concerned
about things in the sres.

0 1 2 3 4 5 % I would like to excite my students about their part in this
approach.

a1 2 3 4 5 & 7 I am concerned sbout time spent working with nenacademic
problems related te implementing this curgﬁculum.

1 2 3 4 5 & T .- T weuld like teo knew what the use of the curriculum will require
in the immediate future.

¢ 1 2 3 & 3 ¢ 7 I would like te ccordinate mv effort with others fo maxdimice
the new curriculum's effects.

¢ 1 2 3 & 5 ¢ 7 I would like to have more informatien on time and.energy

' cemmitments required by this new curriculum.

Q-1 2 34 & ¢ 7 I would like te know what cther faculty are deing in this
area.

Q1 2 3 & 5 ¢ 7 t this tizme, I am not interested in learning abcut the new
science currieulum. '

¢ L 2 3 4 5 €& 7 I would like to determine hew tc supplemtent, enhance c¢r replace
the new curriculum. .

01 2 3 &4 &5 ¢ 7 "I would like to use feedback frem students to change the
pregram.

g 1 2 3 &4 5 €6 7 I would like to know hew my rcle will change when I am using
the new science curriculum. ’

0 1 2 3 4 5 € 7 Ccorédinaticn of tasks and_pecple is taking tco much of my time.

01 z 2 & 5 ¢ 7 I weuld like tec knew how this new science curriculum is better

than what we have ncw.

2dapted From Procedures for Adopting Educational Innovations/CEAM Project
%&D Center for -Teacher Education, The University of Texas at Auatin (1974).
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S N N

PLEASE COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING: ' . T

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

o

. one two three four five or more

[
WhAt percent of your job 1is:

teaching P administration ____X other ;(specify) x

Do you work: full tine‘;____ part time _  Grade Levels.you teach N—£,l—3,é-6,7~
Female ~ ﬁaie .

Age: 2029 30-39 50<49 _ S0 -59 . 6069

Highest degree eaqne&£r4

Certificate Bachelor Masters -

Year degree esrned: 7. Total years teaching:

Number of vears at present school: -

In how many schools have you held full time appointments?

How long have vou been involved in the elementarv science program not counting
this vear? _
- 1 2 3 4 - 5 vears
never ! vear years years vears or more
% .

In rvour use of the elementary sclence program, do yvou conmsider vourself to be a:

-

nonuser novice intermediaté old hand past user

Have 'vou received formal trafning in the elementarv sclence program
(workshops, courses)?

ves no

Are you currently i® the first or second year of use of some major inmovation
QY '‘program other than the elementary science program?

.
ves | o

If yes, please describe briefly.

Please check to see that you have written the last three-digits of your
Social -Insurance number on the front page of this questionnaire. Thank’ you
for your help.
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OPEN ENDED STATEMENTS OF USAGE dUESTIONNAIRE

Y

Please do not say what others are doing, but only what you are doing in
using the new curriculum. Please write in complete sentences and please
be frank. Despite the open-endedness of the questions, in most cases they
should not require very extensive responses.

Are you cﬁr;ently_using the new curriculum?
Yes No

If you answered NO please turn to page 7 of the questionnaire.

What do you see as the strengths of the new curriculum in your situsation?
What do you see as the weaknesses of the new curriculum?

Have vou made anv attempt to do anything about the wegknesses?
If so, what? o ;

Do you find using the curriculum to be somewhat pverwhelming? Yes No
«

DS you £ind that the demands of the curriculum make it difficult to plan
more than a day or week in advance? ~ Yes No ' -

Have vou made any changes in your use of the curriculum to make your role
easier? If so, please specify: ;-

-

What do ybu,gee as being fhe effects of the new curriculum? In what way
have you determined this? '

o

Do vou work with more than one group in the same classroom in your use
of the program? Yes No. If so, how is what you teach to. these groups
different? .
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(10) Are you doing any evaluating, either formally or informally of your use
of the new curriculum? If so - for what purpose? <;“

(11) Have you received any feedback from the students? If so, what have
you done with the information. that you get? -

©(12) Are you using or following the curriculum exactly as suggested by the
curriculum guide and as specifically outlined im the individual units
or modules?

Yes No
If not, in what way are vou using it differently and why have you made these
changes (either major or minor)?

12.1 Eow recently were the changes msde?

{13) Are vou comsidering making any changes in the future? What?
Why?

(34) As yvou look ahead to later this year and mext, do you have any plans in
- relation to vour use of the curriculum?

. (15) Are you working with others(either teachers om staff. or teachers outside

‘vour school) who are using the curriculum in your use of the curriculum?
b}

Yes Ro

(15.1) If so, in what way do vou work together?
(15.2) How frequently do you meet?

(15.3) What do you see as the strengths and weaknessesg of this co—ordination
and collaboration?
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(15.4) What is the outcome of your working with other teachers in
using this curriculum?

¥

Havé you made Any changes in your use of the curriculum based on this _
collaboration with other teachers? ‘ '

Are you exploring the possibility of making major modification to the
new curriculum or are searching for other resources that could be used
to replace parts of or the entire new curriculum? ¥

Yes No

Plesse elahorate on any planned modificﬁcions:

Would vou like further assistance with the implementation of the
curriculum? '

Yes No

»
¥f so, please indicate as specifically as possible what kind of assistance
would Be most appropriate for you at this time.
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FOURTE. GRADE QUESTIONNAIRE
> o

Only the classroom teacher can adjust the curriculum sq'tha: it best
sults a group of students. This section of the questionnaire is concerned
with the curriculum adjustments that you may make in your use of the curriculum.

Follow directions for each item. Most of the questions can be answered

with a check (v), by circling something or naming something.

19, This year, has jour teaching situation required you to omit some things
from the new Provincisl Science Curriculum?

Yesl:::] No I::]

Any comment?

20. This year, has your teaching situation required you to add some things
to the new Provincial Science Curriculum?

Yes [::] No' []

Any comments?

7

21. EHas your teaching sftuatfon this vear required vou to adjust the amount
of time spent on certain units‘or areas?

Yes[::J No [::I

Any -comments?
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GRADE FOUR SCIENCE

22. Have you taught the following !ouQCh grade science units?
Check the appropriate column (yes or no) for each unit.

UNIT R YES NO

1. Interdependency and interaction
among organisms,

2. Electricity

3. Sound

4. Structures and Forces

5. Esarth, space, and time . . _ -

~ . |
23. Have you taught any science units that vou believe are additions to the
. fourth grade curriculum? [] Yes ] No

If your answer to question 23 was wes, list the science units you added
to the fourth grade curriculum.

A.
B.
c.
Use the back of this sheet for further adéitions,

24. If you taught the science unit om Tnterdependency and Interaction Among Organisms
circle the number belew that best describes your estimate of the exteat of your
teachings of this unit (circle the zero if you did not teach it).

0 1 2 - 3 d#-
Did not Introduced Tagght Ga:i Stzisse
teach ’ only ' Lightly Routine

Attention Emphasized

-

25. In the same manner, circle the appropriate number for the science anit on

Electricity.

g

0 1 L ‘ 2 3 4
Did not : IntroduéZEJ Taught Gave . Streiaed
teach only Lightly Routine o

e Artention Emphasized
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30.Do you feel that this open-ended 'statements of usage questionnaire

15 20 25 30 35 © 40

‘ 228
'26. Do 'the same for the science unit on Sound .
0 1 2 3 ~4
Did not Introduced Taught Gave Stresss
teach only ’ : *  Lightly Routine or
) Attention Emphasize
27. Do the same for the unit on Structures and Forces.
& — L . - . N -' . 2 . - 3_
Did not Introduced Taught Gave Stressec
tegch only Lightly Routine or
: - L. Attention Emphasized
28. Do the same for the unit on Earth, Space and Time.
O 1 e 2 . 3
" Did not Introduced Tsught | . Gave . " Stressed
tezch only . ~ Lightly ~ Routine B .oxr
: 7 Attention Emphasized
29, Circle the number 6f minutes below that- best describes the Average Dailv Time
spent teaching science this vear. This should be an indication of vour
dsily average, even though you maw mot teach science every day. .
NumBer of Hinu;es N
"5 10 500 55 " 60

adequately provides an accurate description of vour use of the curriculum’ -

Yes " No

Comments:
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FIFTH - GRADE QUESTIONNAIRE

Only the classroom teacher can adjust the curriculum so that it best suits

a group of students. This section of the questicnnaire is concerned with the
.curriculum adjustments that you may make in your use of the currxiculum.

Follow directions for each itam. Most of the questions can be answered with

a check (V'), by circling something or raming something.

19.

20,

-~

This year, has your teaching situation required you to omit some things
from the new Provincial Science Curriculum?

Yes .E:I No {:1

Any ¢omment?

This—year,'haé your teaching situation required vou to add some things to

'the new Provinefal Science Curriculum? .

ie; [] "No [] -

]

- Any comments?

y
PR ..

-

: $Has vour tea;hing situation this vear required you to adjust the amount of

‘time spent on certain units or areas?

Yes G No D

_Any comments?
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22. Have you taught the following Fifth Grade Science Units?
Check the appropriate column (Yes or No) for each unit.

Unit : Yes Ne

1. Adaptations to the enviromment.

2. Porces and motion

3. Physical and chemical changes.

4. The earth In space.

5. The changing earth

L

-3
TN

23, Have vou taught any sclence units that vou believe are sadditions
to the fifth grade curricwlum? [} Yes [J Mo

If vour answer to question 23 was ves,.list the science units yoﬁ\adﬁed
to the f£ifth grade curriculum. N

A-
B.
C.
TUse the back of this sheet for further additions.
24, TIf you taught the sclence unit on Adaptations to the Environment, circle

the number below that best describes your estimate of the extent of your
teachings of this unit (circle the zero if you did oot teach it). '

Q 1 2 3 4

Did not Introduced Taught i Gave Stressed

teach Only Lightly Boutine or
Attention Exphasized

25. In the same manner, circle the appropriate number for the science unit on
Porces and Motion. -

4] 1 2 3 4
Did not Introduced Taught Gave Stressed
‘teach Only Lightly Routine or

Attention Emphasized
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26. Do the same for the science unit on Physical and Chemical Changes.
0= 1 2 3 4
Did not Introduced Taught Gave Stressed
teach only Lightly Routine or
Attention Emphasized

7. Do the same for the unit on The Earth in Space.
0 1 2 3 =4
Did not - Introduced Taught Gave Stressed
teach only Lightly Routine or

> : Attention  Emphasized

28. Do the seame for the unit on_The Changing Eaxth.

Qe e -], : 2- 3= 5
Did net Introduced Tsught Gave . Stressed
teach only Lightly Routine or
Attention Emphasiced

29, Circle the numher of minutes below that best describes the average daily time

vou speant teaching science this vear. This should be an indication of your

dafly average, even though you may net teach science every day.
5 10 15 ©o2a 25 30 35 40 45 5Q 55 60
30. Do vou feel that this open—ended 'statement of usage' questionnaire

adequately provides an accurate description of vour use of the curriculum?

Yes No

‘Comments:
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SIXTH GRADE QUESTIbNNAIRE

Only the classroom teacher can adjust the curriculum so that it best
group of students, This section of the questionnaire is concermed with

the curriculum adjustments that you may make in your use of the curriculum.

a check

19.

20.

Follow directions for each™tem. Most of the questions can be answered with
(V'), by circling something or naming something.

»

This year, has your tesching situation required you to omit some things
from the new Provincial Science Curriculum?

Yes D Yo [

Any comment?

This year, has your teaching situation required you to add scme things
to the new Provincial Science Curriculum?

YesI::] No [:]

Any comments?

Has your teaching situation this vear required vyou to adjust the amount
of time spent on certain units or aress? :

Yes [:I No [:I

Any comments?
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GRADE SIX SCIENCE

Have you taught the following sixth grade science units?
Check the appropriate column (yes or no) for each unit,

Unit Yes No

Interaction of populations with the environment

ta

.'Changing and preserving our environment .

[

.

Forces and machines.

. BElectric -charges.

Westher . l

24.

25.

Have VYou taught any science units that you believe sre additions to the
ixth d ?
s grade curr;tulum (1 tes N

If vour answer to queston 23 was yes, list the science ynits vou added

to the- s¥xti grade curricolum. - _ -
Al !

B.

C.

‘Use the back of this sheet for further additioms.

If you taught the science unit on Interaction of Populations within the Environment,
circle the numbBer below that best describes your estimate of the extent of wyour
teachings of this unit (circle the zero 1If you did not teach it).

Q- —— A 1 2 3 4
Did not Introduced Taught Gave Stressed
teach— oaly Lightly Routine or

Attention Emphasized

In the same manner, circle the appropriate number for the science unit on
Changing and Pregerving our Environment.

0 1 - 2 3 4
Did not . Introduced : Taught Gave Stressed
teach only Lightly Routine or

Attention Emphastzed
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26. Do the same for the aciggce.unix on Forces and Machines,
c " = T —— .lv'. o B e e ~ ‘2\—\ AR 1:- 3 ";
Did not Introduced Taught ~ Gave Stressed
teach only - Lightly ' Routine or
S Attention Emphasized
27. Do the same for the unit on Electric Charges.
0- F= = < 3 — -3
Did mot Introduced Taught Gave . “Stressed
teach only ' Lightly ' Routine or
Attention Emphssized
28. Do the same for the unit on Weather.
0 1 2 3 —
Did net Introduced Taught Gave Stressed
teach only - Lightly , Routine or
. Artention Exphasized
29, Cirecle the number of minutes belew that best describes the average dailv time-
vou spent teaching sciene this year. This should bhe a3n indication of your
daily average, even though you may not teach science every dav.
Number of Migntes
5 1o 15 20 25 - 30 h 35 40 45 50 55 60
30. Do vou feel that this opea-ended ‘statement of usage' questionnaire

adequately provides an accurate description of vour use of the curriculum?
Yes No

Comments:
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YTF YOU ANSWBRED NO TO QUESTION #1, PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONSJ
B. 1. Have you used the new curriculum in the past? Yes - No

2., If you suswered NO please turn to page 8.
3. If you answered YES please answer the following questions:
* PFOR PAST USERS *

1. Why «did you stop using the curriculum?

T

~

2. Can you describe for me how you orgsnized vour use of the
curriculum, what problems vou found, what its effects appeasred
to be on students?

-

3. When vou assess the curriculum at this point in time, what
do vou see as the strengths and weaknesses for vou?

-

4. Do vou feel that this open—ended 'statements of usage' queétibnnaire
fMequately provides am accurate description of your use of the curriculum?

Yes No

Comments: . -
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c. . [ TF YOU ANSKERED W0 T0 QUESTION 5.1, PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS:

1. _What do you see as the strengths and weaknesses of the new
curriculum for your situation?

e »

L

- 3

2. Are you currently looking for sny izg;rmation about the curriculum?
What kind? For what purposes? What kind of assistance would be
most appropriate for vou st this time?

3. Have vou decided to use the new‘curricu?z?'in thg future?
Yes No - -

4. Have vou set a date to begid use of the new curriculum?

-

-

5. What plans have you made with respect to the new curriculum?

6. Do you feel that this open-ended 'statements of usage'
questionnaire adequately provides an accurate description
of your use of the curriculum?

Yes "~ No

Comments:
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PROFILE OF A SCHOOL

&
|
form 3 . :
! = —— — ——— —= — —
teachers < -
. N

-

vT?‘:,:.L-,-Mr:.dc:rn“*I::ﬁrw'cabeutm studerts, toachers, schodd principals, ond ot
can best work together. Theaﬁnlsmusemenformbontcmmleadmgmsahshm
and procuctive. g

! ) anmmmm«sﬁwm\wmmqmmnswwm
frankly as possde. T This is not a test, and there are nG RghL o Wrong answeres.

The answers o te questons are processed by computers which summarize the responses in
statistical form so that indhviduals cannct be identfied.

" To ensure compiete conficentiality, mwmmmmmmmm
or answee sheet,

B ﬂ m Copynoht < 1977 by Jane GEzon Likart and Aenzs Likert. Deitrbuted Ly Ronzes Likaet Associatas. me. Al n';m: razoned. No
twihar ra.,rac:.cwn 1 any 16T SUANGH BC wANGU wrdlon Dormizin of Ronzis Lkort ASZocates, inc. Ann Aibce, Mchuan 481C8.

- 1 - — — A b . . e e}

Permission to make copies of this instrument for inclusion in
dissertation granted in writing by R. L._Associates, July, 1979.
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1. Each question has eight possible responses. Pleass answer ‘by filing in one of the numbered
) circles on the answer sheet. For axample, suppose that the queston were!

-
How ofton does the sun RARELA : SOMETIMES OFTEN VERY OFTEN

shm'nywtown"‘r @ \© @ @ @ . @ @ . ®.
Q

It vou think that the sun shines “often.” you would fill in circle S oc—\@ Nouwodd filin (&) if you
toel that the situation is closer to “sometimes.” You would fill in () it you teel that the situation is
claser to “very often.”

~

2. When questions are asked about teachers or students in general, answer the questions to
describe the average situation or reaction. if you do not find an answer fo exactty fit vour needs,
use the one that is closest to it. If the question is not applicable to vour situation, please omit

-answering that question. . ) .

.(J )]

The answer sheet is designed for automatic processing by a computer. Therefore, be sure to
tollow carefully the specific directions on the answer shee! for marking vour responses.
BE SURE TO USE THE ANSWER SHEET FOR MARKING YOUR RESPONSES. and net the
questionnaire itself.

4.- 'Onmmofmemversheet,pie&wrftemeraneofmsdwoolhmespacep@ided.mso.
fill in the circle that best describes your position.

The person who is admiristering the survey should provide you with coding information to
identify vour schodl district. your schodl, department, and type of Schodl (elermeniary. junicr kigh,
. efc.FWrite the code numbers in the boxes provided. For each number, fillin the circle to the right of
the box that comesponds to that number, IF YOU DID NOT RECEIVE CODING INFORMATION.

PLEASE ASK THE SURVEY ADMINISTRATOR FORT.

5. When vou have filled in the coding information. tum to the front cf the answer sheet and start with
cqueston No. 1. ) .
‘-\\
\\
. ?
4 pv

o e
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"1

16,

How much confidence and trust do you have
n students?

How much conhdence and trust oo Students
have in you?

How much nterest 0o siudents feel vou have
n e SUCCYSS as students T

How frae. do students faol B B o vou
about schoa! matters®

How often do vou sech and use students'
deas aboul academss mattoes, such as e
work, course content. teachng plans and
moethogs™

How Offen 52 WOU Seek and Use SUGES 1eas
about pocracademic sehax matters. such as
student actvites, rules of comduct, and
dsCpie ™

Hw-mccsamtsmmrsmmhm
12 hel hem with ther prodlems™

How much nfluence de students “hive oa

-what goes on n vour sehoot™

How much mfluence do vou think students
STCUIT Save 0N wiahQoes on ¢ vour schoet”

chr"ud" are siudenty mvolved n majer
cecmsions atfechng them” - -

Vﬂmsmegemamacecfsmcem:cwam
vour schoot?

Heow much accurate informanen CONCemung

scheal attars s given 16 you by stucdents?

Hew de stucents vwew commuricanens from;
14 yeu

15, the prncpal

How wetl do you know the problems faced by
sludents in thew schoct work?

NOT FREE
D@
RARELY
e
D@
: VERY LUITTLE
o @
& @
T @
DISUKE T

® 66 @

SOMETIMES
DISUKEIT,
SOMETIMES
LUKET

QUITE FREE
OFTEN
QUITE A BIT

@ @

2 @ ‘

@

USUALLY
LIKET

239 )
) , RARELY SOMETIMES OFTEN VERY OFTEN
T s ey ot oy 3600 by students ® © @ ® ©® ® ®
. A VERY
VERY LITTLE QUITE ABIT GREAT DEAL
@

3

GREAT DEAL

® ©

@

LIKET
VEKY MUCH

@@\'(@@@@@@

VERY UTTLE

SOME

SOME

QUITEA BIT

AVERY
GREAT DEAL

C ® @ ® @ ® ® ®

VIEWED
WITH
GREAT
SUSPICION

VIEWED
WITH
SUSPICION,
SOME WITH
TRUST

USUALLY
VIEWED
WITH TRUST

ALMOST
ALWAYS
VIEWED
WITH TRUST

® @ @ ® ® ® ©® ®
® @ @ ®@ ® ® & 6

© NOTWELL

SOMEWHAT
WELL

QUITE WELL

VERY WELL

© @ & ® & ® ® ®
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- CONSIDER-
. VERY LITTLE SOME ABLE VERY GREAY
17, o what axtent is the commenication between - ' )
and your studen!s open and candid?
18, To what extent do students heip each other '\

when they want to get something done?

To what axtent do students ook forward 1o
comng to school?

To what extent do students feel excited about

~lv:w.m\nc‘?

To what extent do you ook forward o youe .
eaching day?™ -

How aften do vou see the PancDal's behaaoe
as frendhv and supporine®

How much. Cohdonce and trust does the
el Rave i vo™

How much confidencr and rus! 8o vou have in
the poncipal™

How free e vou fedl to ik o the pencopal
about schoo matters”

How often de vou tnv 10 be tnendhy and supporve te-
2€. the pencpal
27, cther teachers

How cften does the poncpal seek and use vour
eas about: .

28, academ matters

2%, non-academic schagl matters

In yeur ict. s & werthwhile or 3 waste ¢f trme i
¢ ¢e yeur best?

Hew much nfluence cc the follcwmng have on what
GOeS SN 1l your schoctl:
E1 prncpal
Z2. teachers ‘\
33 central staf of your scheci sys:erk—\
34 stucents

Hew much mfluence do you thnk the followng should
have cn what gees onon your schock:

35. prncipal
36. teachers
37. central statt of your schoo! system

28. students

RARELY
o @
VERY LITTLE
Qe
o @
NOT FREE
RARELY
> @
GIG

cle
®®

USUALLY A
WASTE OF

VERY LITTLE

CICICIONNOIOION®

SNONONONO)
ORONORONO

PEEO EOE®
EPEOO® EO®E

EN

By ®H OO O O

O®

>0
£

TIME

@)
®

'SOME

HEOG® OEEE®

@ @@ 6 @

N O® @
N\

\ .

@EOEO® OO

@ @ @ @ @

()
4
%)

QUITE A BIT

& @

D

QUITE FREE

;

:

WORTH-

:

QUITEA BIT

@EEE® O@@@®E

CIC)

SICICIS OO

Q06 Q
@) @ @ @

VERY OFTEN

NS
A VERY
GREAT DEAL
GG
> @
VERY FREE
VERY OFTEN
& &

@@

ALMOST

ALWAYS

WORTH-
WHILE

@ ®

A VERY
GREAT DEAL

 @@® @ @)

@EE®
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43,

bbwomng'o.-.ludwts'm»uohtmdmdbym
poncioal about:

39. acndomcmm

40. nogacademic school matters

To what extent does the pANCHal Make e
mmmmmnm\ou«?

Tomlo\mﬂtdmsmmwymm
oo with !hem!ands. equpment and xpace
ywneedtcdeschbwer’

To what extont does the pPANCIDGE Ove YU
ysehul ntormabon-and ideas” ‘

Temlenentnyw«mneedmm-
nocvative 1 developng mave eftecive and
efficent ecucahonal prachices”

chsahsW=swmmwsdﬁod’:‘

What & e drechon of e fiow ¢t nformaton
abou! academic and  NOMacacenmc schodl

®
®

VERY LITTLE

O @

NOT

VIEWED
WITH GREAT
SUSPICION
How ¢C you wiew Commumcadons from the
prncpal? . @ @
USUALLY
INACCURATE
Mmmswcwmwmm
_ NOT WELL
How wed ooes the prncpal know the prodlens ,..1‘@
faced by the teachers? - - !

Towha&ermtncammmmmncoenmcc:mcic:
£2  between princpal anc teachers

53, among leachers

®
®

o
(@)

@ @

@
®

®

~y
(w) (@)

9
()

DOWN, UP

®© ®
o ©®
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S8,

h
[/+]

€2.

o
4

I your school, how are conicts betwoen
departments usually resolved?

“

Mow mMuCh do teachers N your SChotN on-
courgge 8ach Othwer 10 0o ther bast®

In vour schod, 5 0 “every man for hmselt”
OF g0 pncipals, teachors, and students waork
as ateam”

Now moch de different Cepartments  plan
together and coovdhnate ther efforts”

Are decions made at the best lewvels for
effective performance”

How adevnuate are the supohes and eguipment
e schoal has?

Te what extent are vou mvohved n maer
ceasons related it vour work?

Hew much does the prncpeal By 1o heip voo
with vour problems?

Hew much help ¢c you get from the central
staft of your sched system?

Tec what extent are decsion makers aware cf
problems, parbcudanty at kewer kevels?

What 15 the adrminsirative style cf:
€4, the pnncpal

EE. tha supenntencent cf schecis

Hew competent & the principal:
€8, a3 an acmunistraler

B87. a3 an educator

. USUALLY
IGNORED

APPEALED
BUT NOT
RESOLVED

RESOLVED
BY
PRINCIPAL

242

. RESOLVED
BY ALL
THOSE

" AFFECTED

® ® ® ® ® ® ® ®

'VERY LITTLE

EVERY MAN
FOR
HIMSELF

QD QD
VERY LITTLE

o @

AT MUCH

HIGH
LEVELS

O\ 2

@

INADEQUATE

NOT
COMPETENT

O @

SOME

® ® &

LITTLE

ATIVE
TEAMWORK

& @

SOME
& @

AT
SOMEWNAT
TOQ HIGH
LEVELS

& @

SOMEWHAT
INADEQUATE

SOMEWHAT
COMPETENT

QUITE A BIT

A MODERATE
AMOUNT OF
COOPER-
ATIVE
TEAMWORK

& @

60”‘5 ABIT
NG

AT QUITE
SATISFAC-
TORY
LEVELS

& W&

QUITE
ADEQUATE

D

CONSIDER-

QUITE ABIT

CONSULT-
ATIVE

® ©
® @

QUITE
. COMPETENT

® @.06

A VERY
GREAT DEAL

@ ®

A VERY
GREAT
AMOUNT OF
COOPER-
ATIVE
TEAMWORK

A VERY
GREAT DEAL

O @

AT THE
BEST
LEVELS |

2 @

VERY
ADEQUATE

PARTICH
PATIVE
GROUP

@ ®
© ®

VERY
COMPETENT

D B 6 6 B ©® O 6

© ®
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g1.

. | ; B

LOW AmE ’ ‘ QUITE HIGH VERY HIGH
pecomancar T oa or educaons @ ® ® ® © ® ©® ®
To what axtent do the following teel responsidie for
ys;e‘mwtjm sdueaonal ex s acheved i VERY LITTLE’ SOME. CO:SIBL%ER- VERY GREAT

69. prrcos O @ 66 ® 66 &® O
70. department heads ’ @ @ @ @ @ @ ® @
To what e;mgovéxmdmm mz Qh pors @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @

IF YOUR SCHOOL HAS DEPARTMENT HEADS, GRADE LEVEL CHAIRPERSONS, OR TEAM LEADERS RESPONSIBLE FOR COORDINATION, PLEASE
ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS, WHEN A QUESTION IS ASKXED ABOUT “DEPARTMENTS'" THE APPROPRIATE UNIT FOR YOUR SCHOOL
IS MEANT (DEFARTMENT, GRADE LEVEL, OR TEAM

IF YOU ARE A DEPARTMENT NEAD, GRADE LEVEL CHAIRPERSON, OR TEAM LEADER, DO NOT ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS.
INSTEAD, ASK THE SURVEY ADMINISTRATOR TO GIVE YOU FORM JDS.

IF THERE ARE NO DEPARTMENT READS IN YOUR SCHOOL, PLEASE GO DIRECTLY TO QUESTION no. 94.

RARELY SOMETIMES OFTEN VERY OF TEN
r-lcwoﬂenﬁmheaec!wdmm: ) -\ N o =5 =Y = =
mmmd:wrw ’ @ & b KA, \5, @/ Q/ \"‘i

. A VERY
VERY LITTLE SOME QUITE A BIT ' GREAT DEAL
SmsmmmeesT @ 2 @ @ @@ @ e
How much confidence and tus! does vour = =N e ;
Ceprimont head have 1 vou” o & & & & & & &
SOMEWHAT
NOT FREE FREE QUITE FREE VERY FREE
How free ao vou toel to tak I vour department = -~ - N
et Shout raners reaec 10 v wo’ c & & @ & € @ ¢
ﬁgmmcmmmmm ¥ VERY OFTEN
- N =
TE. non-acaderc school matters @ @ O @ @ @
A VERY
SOME QUITE ABIT GREATDEAL

How much rfluence ¢c departnent heacs Fave
on what goes on 1 your school?

How much influence ¢ you think Cepartment
heads shouic Rave on whal goes on 71 vour
schoot?

Hew much ¢o you feel that your degariment
heac s mierested N your suEcess as 3 teacher?

Hew cfien coes your depariment head use

ceraTnentd meetnGs 1o solve wark problems?

To wha! exten! coes your cepanment head
make sure that plannng and seting pNeotes
are gdche wedl?

To what extent does your department head give
you useful information ang iCeas?

:

OO0 05 OO0
® ® OF O

© 0 O
® ©F
©®© @

®
®

©@ @
®» ®

SOMETIMES

SOME

®»®» ®

)
@

"

@ @
@ ©

:

@
@

CONSIDER-
ABLE

@ ©
@ @
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) VIEWED
WITH
VIEWED SUSPICION. USUALLY ALMOST
WITH SOME VIEWED ALWAYS
GREAY WITH WITH VIEWED WITH
SUSPICION TRUSY TRUST TRUST +
How 00 yOu verw commmnhons rom your . '
ovestmont hoad? @ &® 6 & &® O
SOMEWHNAT
= i NOT-WELL WELL QUITE WELL VERY WELL
How well dowrs your department boad know ¢ " ’:.\ .
the prodiems you tace™ @ @ @ @ @ . Kt: @ @
A VERY
OME T
Mow MUCh MMOrchon 5 thone Detwasn the VERY LITTLE ) S QUITE ABIT GREAT DEAL
dopartment head and teachoers N voor departs ! N 3 ) 2y ™ m
ment”™ Q &C 2 @ @ \s_ @ @
CONSIDER-
REAT
To what erent (s COmmuncaban oren and VERY LITTLE SOME ABLE VERY GRE.
candkd between he department hoad and Y 25 N Y = =
toachors in vour Separtment™ — Q b L‘: L‘s LS @ Q @
To what oatent does vour department head
Ve V0L M AR doedisons relatedd o vogr N N ‘,:\ “0 = 1‘_\ N
o™ | A A O R O OGO
A VERY
VERY UITTLE SOME “QUITE ABIT GREAT DEAL
How miuch $0es vour department head nv i N N N N N CEN =N RN
Bl vou wiit vour peetiems” Q/ ' \% 2. \{/ = \_6/ L \&
' ASOUT
LOW AVERAGE CUITE HIGH VERY HIGM
How hach are the cals of vour depxartment head N N N N BN =\ I /\
for educanenal perommance” \1/ @/ \‘3/ QE/ \5_/ \e_/ b @
NOT SOMEWHAT QUITE VERY
) COMPETENT COMPETENT COMPETENT COMPETENT
Hew compelent $ vour depariment head:
- : ™ AR a g\ 7
G2 asanadmmshaler \1./ \&, K‘E/ d/ @ @ @ @

[fs]

3 a3san ecucaler

E @ @@

THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS ARE FOR GROUPING YOUR RESPONSES WITH THE RESPONSES OF OTHER PERSONS OF SIMILAR EACKGROUND
AND EXPERIENCE. YOUR ANSWERS WILL NOT BE USED TO IDENTIFY YOU INDIVIDUALLY.

® @

& @

Sex MALE FEMALE
© @

Race sfex WHITE OTHER
@ @ ®

Age 25 YEARS 26-38 3645 46-55 56 YEARS

— OR UNDER YEARS YEARS YEARS OR OVER
Q) @ ® ®

When &ict you frst come to ths schea? .. BETWEEN BETWEEN BETWEEN MORE THAN

LESS THAN 1ANDS SAND10 10 AND 15 15 YEARS
/l 1YEAR YEARS AGO YEARS AGC YEARS AGO AGQ

- ® @ © @ ®

IF THERE ARE SUPPLEMENTAARY QUESTIONS ATTACHED TO THIS BEQOKLET, PLEASE MARK YOUR RESPONSES IN THE EXTRA SPACES
PROVIDED ON THE ANSWER SHEET.

WHEN YOU HAVE FINISHED, PLEASE BE SURE THAT YOU HAVE FILLED IN THE COLING INFORMA TION ON THE BACK OF THE ANSWER SHEET.
THEN RETURN THIS BOOKLET WITH YOUR ANSWER SHEET. THANK YCU FOR YOUR HELP,
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APPENDIX III

ASSTRACT QF:

AN INVESTIGATION OF THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN
SCHOOL MANAGEMENT PATTERNS AND THE DEGREE
OF IMPLEMENTATION OF AN INNOVATIVE CURRICULUM
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ABSTRACT OF:

AN INVESTIGATION OF THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SCHOOL MANAGEMENT PATTERNS AND

THE DEGREE OF IMPLEMENTATION OF AN INNOVATIVE CURRICULUM

THE PROBLEM
w - -

The problem was to determine whether there was a relatioﬁship between
school management patterns and the degree of curriculum imé]ement;tion.

The probiem presented three questions: first, was there a reIationship>-
between the interna1.organi:ationa1 characteristics of the adopting units and
the degree of imp1ementdtion of a curriculum developed external to the users?
Secondly, were certain types of organizational patterns more conducive to
the implementation of innovative curricula than other tvpes? What, if any,
was the relationship between an elementary school's management pattérn and
the dé;ree of implementation of a curriculum developed external to the users?

The Likert school management patterns theory and the Concerns Based
‘Adoption Madel ﬁrovided the theoretical frameworks in which to answer the
research questions.

The sthdy tested the hypotﬁesis: in elementary schools with an innave-
+ive curriculum deveioped externally to the user group, teachers in 'high'
participaéory meanagement pattern schools will exhibit a higher level of

implementation than will teachers in mere azuthoritarian management pattern

/ . s

s

The population of this investigation was elementary school teachers in

schools.

PROCEDURES

the province of Manitoba, Canada. Datz for this study were collected frcm‘f/)
sample of 552 teachers in 43 schools. Three data gathering instruments were

used to collect the information required to test the research hypotheses. The



247

independent variablé, school management pattern, was_c]assified‘aIOng a

continuum by the Profile of a School instrument {(Likert and Likert, 1977).:

School management pattern was a composite measure describing the pattern of
leader behavior and work group climate that exists in a specific organization.
“The dependent variable, extent of curriculum implementation, was assessed

utilizing a Stages of Concern questionnaire (Hall, George, Rutherford, 1377)

which provided a description of the individual user's thoughts, feelings and
informational needs as he/she is using the curriculum. A third instrument,

Levels of Usage questionnaire, was specially developed for the study to

.

provide further information concerning teachers' perceived use of the
curriculum.

In assessing degree of curriculum implementation there was a need to
statistically control for the effects of the varying degrees of complexity,
practica]ity and explicitness o% various innovative curricula.

The investigation used both the Hoteliing TZ and CHI square tests of
significant défferences in the statistical treatéent of its data.

FINDINGS

-Between schools with different manzgement patterns it was found that
there were clearcut differences in the extent to which teachers implemented
an innovative curriculum. The results of the study show that teacher percep-
tion of school management pattern is strongly and bositively related to
degree of curriculum implementation. -

In general, the participatory managed schools had z greater incidence
of usage of the curriculum than was found in the more authoritarian managed
schools. More specifically, teachers in schools with participatory management

patterns tended to modify the curriculum in light of formative evaluative data
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to kit their local situation and.press}ng needs. Thus, the adopted curriculum
underwent a process of extension and disteﬁtion. while retaining its origina1
essence. The more authoritarian managed schools tended to use the curriculum
from a fidelit&_perspective in whicﬁ there was a congruency between the
curricdlum prescriptions and the actual performed roles of the users. Teachers
in the participatory managed schools had more intense concerné about pupils,
about the impact of the curriculum and in performfhgttheir assigned tasks and had
Tower self concerns than did teachers in-the more authoritarian schoois.
Concomitantly, teaéhers in thé authoritarian'schoo1é had a greater incidence
of curricular nonusage, and curricular usage from a fjdelity perspective
than found in the high management pattern schools. Thus, school management
patterns utilizing participatory (consu}tative and collaborative) techniques
are likely to be the mdst effective form of management for facilitating’
sophisticated usage of a curriculum.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Following these main findings it was concluded that curriculum impiemen-
tation was an organizational problem and that the Likert model of hﬁman
management and the democratic pyinciples embodied in it should be adopted in
order to facilitate the implementation process. The findings confirm
Likert's management systems theory as & predictor of innovation énd extend its
generalizability to curriculum implementation as an outcome.

Suggestions for further research included the undertaking of:

1. Replicative studies in a longitudinal format or with a larger or
different population or using different categories of innovations.

2. Replicative studies using other appropriate instruments to assess

the dependent variable, curriculum implementation.





