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Abstract of A Contextual Model of Curriculum Implementation

-

The phencmenon, curriculum imp]ementatioﬁ. although the subject of
consikerable attention- by ‘educators, is not understood from a
theoretical perspective. A review of literature describling a change in
organizations revealed a limited qua%ity of empirical ‘investigatio'ns and
conceptualizations related to curriculum implémentation. The increased
demand. for effectiveness and- efficienéy of educational practice

necessitates a carefully developed understanding of the curriculum
. b ( ~ )

implementation process. Therefore, the purpose of this study was to

develop & contextual model of curriculum implementation which

incorporates the existing empirical data into a theoretical framework.

In the study a theoretical model of cu'rriculqm ‘implementation is
developed from the empirical findings of 43 research studies related- to
curriculum implementatioln. The interpretatiQe%heorgtical methodology
emplc;yed is rigorous and deliberative. It consists of four c!istinct and
sequenced p'hasesr- The first phase, exploration, provides a framework
and poses the research questions to be considered in the investigation.
In addition, it establishes the eriteria for the inclusion of studies as
'major data sources for the investigal&on and descri-bef's the studies‘.
Phase two of- the methodology, analrysis, involves the systema‘t')lc
comparison of date sources. | Research questions bosited in the
exploration phase provide the framewor.k ir; which_ the analysis occurs.

- : . . 1.
The analysis, in turn, furnishes-the data base from whigh categories

VSRR
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are developed in the s]::bsiequent phase. Classification, ' the third
pha.se, consists of the development of cafegories of data which. organize
and aid in clarification of thought renllative to the pher.lomeno.n being
studied. This phase includes analysis; abstracting and generalization

in a manner subjected to pre-established criteria.

In¢he fourth phase of the study, explanation, the conceptualization of

the theoretical relationships is finalized with the construction of a

Y, |
contextual model of curriculum implementation. ‘The model -provides

answers to the four research questions posed m the first phase of _the
étudy. These are: '
1. How does curriculum implementation occur in‘schools?
2. What‘are the elements of curriculum implementation in schools?
3. How is the implementation of currigulum in schools affected by
being part of the total curriculum change process?
& 4. How is the implementation of curriculum in schools affected by

fuctors . external to the system responsible for the

implementation?

The study concludes that curriculum implementation is a ﬁrocess

¥

comprised of three sequential stages: adoption, early use and full

" use/renewal. Not all implementation efforts, however, effectively

progress through the three stages. Those efforts that terminate
. . . g . S -
during or immediately after adoption result in non-implementation.

-
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Early use of the curriculum which reverts to previoug practice is co-
_optation, and only those £§orts which résult in full use‘/.rene;val of the
curriculum complete the implementation girocess. The‘te‘rminal point of
the implementation process is marked by the ;achievement of the; goal for
implementation established during the adoption stage: .fidelity to the.

intents of the developer, mutual adaptation, or either fidelity or

mutual adaption.

Six;categories of elements of curriculum implementation emerge from the _
‘study. These a;-e:' the curriculum, tﬂe eople; the organization,

éxogeﬁous intervening vériables, endegenous int‘_,ervening varia%s‘,
and implementa’tion~strategies. These elementé are interactive dufing
the implementation process. As a management process, the development
of implementation strategies by an implementatio'n system staff based on
the in'ter.action.s of the other curriculum implementa.tion élements is_
\:fiewed as essential to complete the implementation of the curriculum. -
"The st;xdy demonstrates that curriculum implementation is influenced by
the nature of the curriculum development/design process that precedes
.it. This influence is both in terms of the nature of the product
(currimvjlum) resulting from the process and in terms of the potential
for involvement of users during the-development/design process. The
necessary strategies for curriculum impl'erpentation are influenced by

both factors. The nature of the curL{culum_ development/design

o



process and of the curriculum implementation process -deter'mines- the
kind of curriculum evaluation necessary. The degree of complexity pf
the dxevé'lopment/design and implementation phases of the curriculum
change process, determines the complexity c')flevaluation. ‘

External factors are shown by tr}e study to %nfluence the curriculum
implementation process in two ways. Diréct influence is frequently

generated from outsidé the curriculum implementation system to foster

or inhibit curriculum change. Indirect influence is applied to the

people in the implementation system which facilitates or hinders the

implementation process. The direct and indirect influence of external -

factors necessitates the continuous evaluation and/or revision of
implementation strategies through the entire process. In some
situations endogenous intervening variables and exogenous intervening

variables result in non-implementation or co-optation.

i
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Introduction

A major thrust in many school districts in recent years has been
the production of new curriculum documents. An enormous expenditure
of human and physical resources has produced excellent curriculla. The
professional expertise, experience and technical skills of educatpors
have led to. the design and development:of outstanding materials. It
appears that many of these documents, when introduced in the schools,
have not been put to effective use in the classroom. Instead of being
impleménied they have been placed on school shelves either in the

IR

administ.rati'_ve offices or in the class.;room. The literéture suégests
that part. of the reason for non—irnplemenfation caﬁ be attributed to the
unchallenged assumption that the decision to use a’ curriculum will
automatically inspire its effec;tive implementation. Recent
investigations suggest that adoption of a curriculum does not
' Y

necessarily result in implementation. If curriculum change is to oceur,
educators must pay careful attention to the implementation stage.

The study of curriculum implementation as a process is relatively
new. [t is gj/;f)‘arent, k;owever, that it is what happens during the
implementa'g'_g‘rf'll effort that determines ‘whether or not a curriculum
clr_mnge will oeccur in schools (R.Common, 1979; Fullan, 1978;

McLaughlin and Berman, 1975). It seems reasonuble to conclude that if

the curriculum implementation process is a crucial component of the

curricuium change effort, a thorough understanding of the process will

enhance practice. |
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Increasing numbers of studies are addressing curriculum
implementation. Kritek (1976) isolated the trend of these as being
primarily concerned with ‘the identification of factors which directly
influence the implementation process. This trend continued in 1981
(e.g. Dow and Whitehead, 1981). While the finding‘s of these studies
are providing considerablé information about the curriculum
implementation process, few studies have provided the meuhs for the
prectitioner ar;dfor researcher to a'chieve a comprehensive picture
(Fullan and Pomfret, 1976; Leithwood, 1976; and Fullan and Park, 1981
represent notable excgptions). Evén fewer studies utilize a precise
theoretical. methodology in drawing their conc]..usions. None of the
studies presenfs a. view oi: curriculum implementation which
incorporates all the factors known to influence the process. Ir} order
to understand the nature of curriculum implementation it is necessary
as well to investigate the concept of change in the larger context of
educational organizations.' Therefore the purpose of this study is to
develop a theoret.ically comprehensive model of the curriculum
implementation processtheoretical k“)ecause of the rigor of the
methodology imlrolved. Through the examination of studies which meet
established criterié, and the subjection of these findings’ to an
interpretative—_theoré'c’.ical methodololgy a model is developed. The
medel describes curriculum implementation as it occurs in schools, and
as such aids if] thé understanding of the process.

The study is reported in six chapters. A theoretical rationale is

presented 'in Chapter One. The second chapter describes the four-

.+

bt



phased methodology utilized in model building. The first phase of the
methodology, exploration, is presented in Chapter Three. Two phases,

analysis and classification, constitute Chapter Four. The final phase,

explanation, is presented in the fifth chapter in the form of_/a'

conceptual model. The final chapter of the study reviews the study and
suggests implications of the resultant model for increasing the
understz;nding of curriculum implementation as a process, for

educational research and for educational practice.

-

—
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Chapter One

Theoretical Rationale

In the following statement of rationale, literature related to
organizational change theory and to curriculum implementation is
reviewed in order to establish the relationship between the two
processes. Educational change literature is explored, both to
determine its reflectiveness of the principles of organizational change
and fo establish the relationship between educational change and
curriculum imblementation. Curriculum -implementation is examined in
order to identify the need for furthe;' consi(:leration of the nature of the
implementation procsss and to facilitate the id;ntification of the
relationships within the 'process in need of reexamination or
.specification. The problerﬁ for the study is identified and key terms

are defined. '

Organizational Change

The phenomenon of change has been the focus of extensive
investigation in almost every field of the physical and behavioural
sciences. Interest in organizational change and development has
generated numerous approaches, each of which suggests strategies to
facilitate-the change process. In what follows, the approéches to
change are characterized according to the view of man apparent in
them. The view of man expressed by the theorist determines, to a large

extent, the strategies appropriate for utilization in the change
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process. Stages of change are examined to determine the appropriate

sequencing and the relationship among parts”.,_

Change, which is viewed as a basic characteristic of organizations

(Griffith, 1964), is an innovative effort. Although there are numerous ,

definitions of innovation, the essence of their meaning is found in the
simplistic statement that an innovation is anything which is new or
which is perceived as new by the receiving organism or its
envi;'onment. .

Within the organizational; context, change is categorized in a
variety of ways. Guba (1968) describes'change as evolutionary,
homeostatic or neomobilistic. Evolutionary change is that which occurs
without conscious direction or intent. Homeostatic or reactive change
is mainly automatic and instinctive rather thgn thoughtfully guided.
Neomobilistic or planned. change is the result of conscious direction.
Neomobilistic change is precipitated by the assumption that.simple
reaction is- not enough and that a ‘specific mechanism is required to
guarantee the direction and completion of the desired change.

Havelock and I-Quberman (1978) describe organizational change as
either "homeostatic" dSp—"planned". Homeostatic ehange is that which
occurs natﬁrally and! creates no disorder in the organization. Planned
change has ‘a predetermined focus and is designed to alter
organizational behaviour. The discussion which follows centers on

planned organizational change.

N



Approaches to Change
r

Ay

Planned change is a systematic and multidimensional process
(Dalin, 1978). Several approaches to planned change are evident in the
literature. Chin and Benne (1969) suggest a typology of existing
models which they updated in "1976. This typeoclogy is based on a
historical review of change literature and represents divisions based on
the view of man exhibited in the models. Their categories are in
terms ~ of the following approaches: rational-em'pirical, norma-
tive-reeducative, and power-coercive. Each approach 1s described

. briefly.

Rational-empirical Approaches. These assume that men are

rational beings who follow their rational self-interest. Therefore, if
they can be convinced that the proposed change will create a better
state, they will make the effort to change.

Rogers (1962) represents one of the first major reviews of change’
literature. The Enajority of the 1200 empirical studies and 300
non-empiriéal studies cited in this review and in the updated survey by
Rogers and Shoemaker (1971) belong in this category. A further
updated bibliography by Rogers and Thomas (1975) of more than 2700
entries illustrates the g'rc;wth of research related to the diffusion of
innovations. ’ 7 ‘]

Research and development models such as those proposed by Guba
(1967), Clark and Guba (1972), and Lippitt (1973) are rational-
err-1pirica;l approaches. More recent research and development models

suggested by Havelock (1970,°.1972, 1978), Stiles and Robertson
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(1973), Guba and Clark (1974), McDonald and Walker (1976), and Paul
(1977) have béen‘ identified by the authors as belonging within this
category. . ; -

Normative-reducative .Approaches. A basic assumption in

these models is the belief that man is an inherently active searcher for
solutions to his problems. He is in constant quest of nged satisfaction
through continuous traﬁsactions with his. environment. The focus in
models \1‘n this category is special interaction as an initiating mechanism
for changé. The approach includes models developed by therapists,
trainers, and situation changers.

Lewin's (1974) original thr;e~step model and the'Sclhein (1973)
adaptation of it are typical of this category. The Lippitt, Watson, and
Wesley (1972) modification is more descriptive but it exhibits the same
view of man. Chin and Benne (1976) include models proposed by
.:krgyris (1970), McGregor. (1960), and Likert (1961) -in this category.
Most problem-solving approaches to change are consistent with this
view (Havelock, 1978; Paul 1977).

Power-coercive Approaches. Man in these models is viewed

as a powerless manipulable being. Although all planned change
depends on some type of power, the power stressed in this approach is
political, economical or moral in nature. It plays upon the sentiments
of guilt and shame., Few models exist in organizational change
literature advocating such a plan for cﬁénge, but desecriptions of ~
methodologies in praxis often incorporate this view. Kimborough

(1971) and Park (1980) describe change models which are



representative of such an approach.

Models of Change

The typgqlogy suggested by Chin and Benne (1969) stimulated the
construction of a number of alternative categorizations including‘ those
. by Maguire (1970) and Havelock (1970, 1972, 1-978).._ The Havelock
categories are based largely on the nature of the ta'cticsl for change
suggested by the r':nodels being categoxfized (Zaltmgn and Duncan,
1979). The four types of models he identified are problem-solving

models: social-interaction models; research, development and diffusion

models; and linkage models. Although Havelock's categories were’

originally drawn from non-education studies, his recent work has
focused almost exclusively on the educational context. Each model type
is discussed briefly.

Problem-solving models. These models arose from group

problem-solving and interactive techniques such as T-grouping. They

assume that innovation is a natural process that gqés on constantly. A

further assumption underlying many of these models is that learning -

from one problem-solving situation is transferable to similar situations.
People learn to change (Viney, 1978). Models suggested by Berman and
MecLaughlin (1976) and by Leithwood (1974) are characteristic of this
categdry. A

Social-interaction Models. Communication channels and the

nature of the messages diffused arg focal concerns in these models.
L J

Interpersonal influence, legitimacy, knowledge of the innovation, peer’

support, and persuasion are important variables in the process.
L] . ’

=



Considerable emphasis is placed on the dichotomy between adoption and
rejection in these models. There seems to be no consideration in the
‘models that part of the innovation may be accepted by the orggmization'—
al members. Moﬁels characteristic of this category include those
proposed by Rbgéfs (1962) and Eichholz (1963).

Research, Development and Diffusion Models. There are

major similarities between this group and the social-interaction models.
There is heavy reliance on communication, interpersonal contacts, peer
support, and persuasion. The most fundamental difference in the
models is that the innovation is assumed to be of excellent quality
i)ecuuse of the‘ high initial-}development_ costs. The innovation‘in some
ways, then, is .assumed to "sell itself". The planning phase of these
models typically involves a massive target, a projected period of time,
and extensiﬁe division of labor. A passive, rational and cooperative
consumer for the innovation is considered a "given'".

. Model.s which may be included in this category include those of
_Emrick and Agawala-Rogers (1978) and Bolam (1875). Plans for
infiltration of the market place with new products frequently use

research, development and diffusion models.

Linkage Models. These models are somewhat eclectic. They

assume that potential users of the innovation have different
socio-cultural norms from the system which develops the innovation.
The developer is perceived to be cooperating with the potential user.
Five basic strategies are typically employed within the models: problem

T, solving and helping; need sensing; client-centered solution building;
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solution-processing channels; and micro-system building. The agent is'
{ypically from outside the organization and lacks authority for
power-coercive techniques.

Paul (1977) states that "emphasis of the linkage model is in the
éstablishment of communication networks between sources of
innovations and users via an intermediary f %ilitating role either in the
form of a linkage agent or as a linking age%y" (p. 26). Models typical
of this category are described by Bhola (1965), Paul (197’(,')' and

Havelock (1978), . .0

Integration of Change Models and Approaches

[n describing the relationship between the Chin and Benne (1976)
approaches and the categories of Havelock (1970, 1973), Paul (1977)
suggests that each of thelviews of man described by Chin and Benne
(1976) is subsumed in the categories suggested by Havelock (1970).
Figure 1 demonstrates this relationship.

From the figure it 33 apparent, in change theory, that
problem-solving models depend more on the normative—reedugative
approach, ana less on the rational-empirical approach.

Whichever approach is utilized in planning the change process,
factors within the organization appear to inflﬁence,the effectiveness of
the procedure. These factors may be considered elements of the change

'process which occur in a phase. Authors vary in -:thAeir identification of
the number and names of the phases but all recognize change us ’5@
multiphased and sequenced phenomenon. Rogers (1962) describes

change as having five phases: innovation, awareness and interest,



Havelock {1970} categorles

Problom
Salving

Social
interaction
actlon

Research,
Dovelop-
mant and
diffusion

Linkage

Note:

Flgure 1:

Rational—emp Ical

Chin and Benne (1976) Categories

Normative reeducative

11

Power—coerclve

Moderate High Low
T
High Moderato Modarata .
High Low High
Yoderato Hl;h Low |

High, mederats and low refer to the degroee to
which the categories reflect sach other.

A comparison of the Chin and Benne (1976} catogories

of approaches to change and the Havelock (1970) categorles
of models of change. Adapted fram Paul {1978, p.33).
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evaluation, trial run, and adoptic'i\l}. Hansgn (1979) describes three
phases: initiation, implementation, and incorporation. Berman and
McLaughlin (1976) identify three phq\;\e;: innovation, implementationy

and installation. In Berman and McLaughlin's (1976) description of the

-

Rand Change studies,, .another stage emerges which precedes”

Y
‘

innovation, specifically_, instigation. Filley, Hou_se and Kerr -(1976)

describe a number of patterns and phases of change.

In summary, from the discussion above it is Aapparent that
L 9

'Organizational change is a complex phenomenon addressed from a

variety of approaches. Each approach is found in varying degrees,. in

+

all categories of change models.

'Targets of Change -

From an analysis of the phases of change and the factors whi.éh
influence it, Leavitt (1975() concludes that regardless of the approaéh
employed, change in organization involves the interaction of four- basié
éiem_ents: task, structure, actors and technology. Task refers to the
organizatign’s;prinyipal reason for existence and the subtasks which
are needed (ip order to accomplish the organization's principal task.
Actors refer to those people wi“t:pin the system, but also to fnfluéntials
outside the system. Technology refers to the work programmés within
the organizgrgiqn and may refer to t_t_me method of incorporating the
technology.< Structure refers to the organizational system of
corﬁmuﬁication, authority andl work flow. Because of the interactive

nature of the model, a chahge in one element results in disequilibrium

necessitating change in other elements. (Figure 2). Change may be



.~

structure

task

actors

Figure 2: Elements of organizations affected by change
(after Leavitt, 1975),
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introduced to the system thrqugh any of the elements. The model
implies that in planning for change it is imperative to consider the
effects of the change on all of the elements.
Scott (1978) in describing the status of drganizational theory

states:

...we are on the threshold of another major

paradigm shift in the type of theoretical

models that guide our investigation of

structure of organizations. Such a shift. has

occurred twice before in this century...

(p.21)
The shifts to which he refers are those from-viewing the organization as
a closed system, to viewing the organization as an oben system, and now
viewing the organization as affected by and responding to factors
external to the organizﬁtion itself. In essence, the closed system is
seen as responsive to factoers within the set of clearly defined
boundar‘ies \;rhich enclese the organization. The open system is seen as
responsive to factors within the system and to influences from outside
the organizatioﬁ. It is considered to have permeable boundaries. The
third view presents the organization as both being affected by the
environment in which it is found and in influencing the environment.
Permeubility of the organizational boundary is greater than in previous
conceptualizatic‘;ns,. "The environment of organizations, conceived in
terms of econdmic, political,' cultural, social, technological; anci

interorganizational elements, now figure importantly in the explanation
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of organizational structure and behaviour".(p.21) This concept is not

—
. . N X

of an ecological approach to social orga {zatioris: _,Baldmdge and
\

Burnham (1975) 1nvest1gate the probability of 1nd1v1duals\\ac\opt1ng

innovations in light of their env1ronmental impact. \’-\/\

Meyer (1978) utilizes considerable research in arguing for an

. . N
entirely new. Kunkel (1967) describes a number of bwioural aspects

environmental view of organizations.. Hannan and Freeman (1978)
utilize the biological principles of population ecology to formulate
potential relatig@ships within the organization and between _the
organization and its envi Ionment. Hodge, Anthony, and Gioia (1979)
incorporate this approdch to organizations in an introductory
administration textbook. Drucker (1980) describes the organization as
being constantly in interaction with its benvironment'.

The organization as needing to be responsive to the environment
is viewed 'us being basic to the development of management theory in
prdfit—oriented organizetions. (Hodge and Anthony, 1979) A review of
mynagement journals .reveals numerous techniques_which are utilized to
evaluate the needs and expectations external to  the formal
organizations.

In summary, models for planned of.ganizational change contain .a
view of man which influences the attempted means of actualizing
change. Change is considered to occur in sequenced phases, of which
implementation is one. Change in organizations results in the inter-

%

action of four organizationaf elements; namely, structure, task,

technology'and actors. Further, organizations are now considered to

N



be interactive with the environment within which they are found.

Hodge and Anthony (1979) describe organizations as having goals,

work, power and éuthority, delegation, differentiation, integration, -

structure, design, boundaries and environments, and adaptation and

change {(p.18). An examination of schools leads to the conclusion that

they exhibit all of these characteristics. Schools are viewed as

organizations (Hanson, 1979) and it seems reasonable to assume that
much which is said about change in organizations can be generalized to
educational settings. A large body of changé literature existsawhich is
specific to educational institutions. This literature is discussed in the

pages which follow.

Educational Change

Approaches to Change

Sieber (1972, 1975, - 1976) identifies four images of the
practitioner in the literature felated to educational change from which
he develops a typology. The typology dt;scribes the locus of control,
the channels of influence, the typical change agent, and the relativ.e
efficiency of the image with respect to efforts, coverage, and yield of
the approach. The four images are that of the ﬁational’ Man, the
Cooperator, the Powerless Functionary and the Eclectic. Each is
described briefly.”

The Rational Man. Decisions are based on the best available

information. Man is viewed as & complex information processing system

who will be influenced mainly by one-way communication and will change

ya ¥



as the result of internal, intellectual processes. This view clearly
parallels that evident in Chin and Benne's (1976) Rational-empirical
approaches. »

The Cooperator. The practitioner is viewed as "an untapped

regervoir of motivation to cooperate” (p.368). The desire to cooperate
is perceived as latent. Two-way communication is the major channel of
influence utilizing consultants, field agents, and human relations
experts. This view obviously is analogous to the Normative-
reeducative approach identified by Chin and Benne.

The Powerlegs Functionary. Man is perceived as a malleable

entity to be molded at the will of those in positions of authority. The
locus of change is external—structu_l:al and prescriptions and sanctions
are the principal methods of change. This approach to change is
consistent with the Chin and Benne Power-coercive category.

: The Eclectic. Sieber (1975) criticizes the preponderance of
emphasis on the three approaches outlined above and suggests an
eclectic approa;ch as being more effective an;kmnore reflective of actual
behaviour. He refgrs"to this approach as a "Combined Strategy" and
suggests that‘, if includes elements found in each of the other three
strategies; specifically, the cognitive aspect of human behavior from
the Rational Man, the evaluative aspect of the Cooperative Man, and the
prescripti.ve aspect of the Powerless Functionary. This eclectic
approach is rem_in\isceﬁ't of the linkage view purporteéd by Havelock

(1970). It is also similar to the view taken by Paul (1976, 1977) in its

inclusion' of prescriptive tactics reflective of varying views of man.
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This approach appears to house many of the aséumptions b_asic to
contingency management Strategies“ suggested by Reddin (19';{'0), and
Fiedler (1967, 1974),

Emmrick and Agarwala-Rogers (1978) examine diffusibn models for
education and conclude' that there are three distinct phéses of
educational change. Specifically these are initiation, implementation,
and assimilation. Rogers (1962), Rogers and Shoemaker (1971) and
Rogers and Thomas (1975) delineate similar phases.. It should be noted
that these are the stages recognized in organizational® change.
Additional discussion of the implementation stage occurs later in this
rationale.

Extensive reviews of educational change literature utilizing the
framework suggested in” Chin and Benne (1976) include those by
Huberman (1973), Bolam (1975), Hoyle (1975), and Paulson (1976).
Each of these incorporates change literature Feviewed by Bh;)la (1965)
and Havelock (1970).

t*  Pgul (1977) utilizes the Havelock (1970) categories of change
models in analyzing 100 empirical studies completed between 1970 and
1976. From his review he develops a listing of generalizations about
change re]atedrr to fac€orsv internal to the organization, factors external
to the oréariization, a:nd factors associated with the nature of the
innovation.

Targets of Change

In describing factors within the educational organization which

are subject l.lo change, Dalin (1978) names objectives and functions,
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organization and administration, roles and relationships, and the

2
curriculum (p. 20-21). These four categories are consistent with ihose
identified by Leavitt (1975) as existing within organizations in general
which. are subjeet to 'chan,-ge. Dalin (1978) also describes the
interactive nature of these elements and suggests that a change in any
one results in a change in theMthers. (Figure 3).

In summary, it has been demonstrated that the literature related
to organizational change in general and that related to educational
change in particular, share their views of man, ide;ltify specific phases
of the change. process and iHentify elements of the organization which
are interaétive during the change process. A shift is identified in
organizational literature toward the viewing of schools as organizations
responsive to change from within, and to factors in the environment.

External Influences

[In educational organizations the source of innovation is shifting.
"While the 1960's was an era of innovation from within, the 1980's will be
the era of innovation from without" (Fege, 1980, p.17). The ‘p‘ermea—
bility of educational systems has in(ireased. A more edugated public is
making increasingly specific demands of educators. The educational
system is being forced to become more responsi.ve to public-criticism,
student unrest, Federal Government programmes, and single issue
special concern groups. Boyd (1977) concludes that "one can I;ardly
avoid the view that today's administrator is engulfed in a pressure-
packea set of constraints”, (p.53’9).

Zaltman and Duncan (1977) state that the environment of an

S
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Figure; 1: Interactive elements in educational organizations affected by
change (after Dalin, 1978).
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organization can have an impact on the change-innovation process in at
least two ways. These are in the initiation of change and in reaction to
attempted change. They further suggest that the more components
there a‘re in the environment, the more lik.ely the organization will
undergo qhange‘(p. 2567).

As ear:ly as 1969, Herriott and Hodkins report attempts to
determine the effects of a variety of social factors on -educational
change. Scribner (1970) delinéates contextual variables related to
social factors on educational change. Scribner (1970) also delineates
contextue.ll variables related to social control, stratification, political
structure, economic indicators and the sociological l"t!‘kaontext. which
result in interaction between the school and its environment. Belasco
(1973) identifies a direct relationship between the success of an
innovative programme, as meusu‘red by student achievement levels, and
the school system's and the innovative project's perceived capecity to

)tisfy parental group expéctations concerning decisional participation
‘levels.

House (1976) indicates that factors in the life of the teacher
outside the school or‘gunizz;tion influence his/her willingness to adopt
innovations. Firestone (1975-1976) describes schools as
"simultaneously service organizations where children who cannot
evaluate what they need are cared for by professional educators, and a
commonwesal organization governed by pbpularly elected school bourds"
(p.1). This requires the organization to be responsive to external

pressures in both suggesting and enacting educational change.
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Articles by Apker (1978) and Park (1980) underline the responsiveness-.
of public schooling to community pressures and educational
governance.

Zaltman, Florio and Sil_{orski {1977) describe a "turnkey" modeI of
educational change in which linkage with the environment is a major
focus in the change process. Paul (1977), in his generalization from
empirical investigations of educational change, underscorg_s the
importance of innovative efforts linking with factor_s)external to the
school organization.

Dalin (1978) provides a succinct statement on edu{ationul change,
He identifies four factors which must be considered if the dynamics of
educational change are to be understood. Specifically, these are the
educational setting (financing, decision making, size and the like), the
environment {economy, political stability, social expectations, lapor
market, relations to other sectors, unions, technolbgical changes,
among others), the specific innovation (technology involved, changes
caused .in the normal organizational behaviour, social change, task
change), and the specific change strate;ﬂ;ployed.\rh's further
supports the contention that educational change must be considered in
light of the environment in which it occurs.

Inbar (1980) describes the ecolog‘y of education as "the web of
spatial-functional patterns which arise and change through réciprocal
modifications, and which affect this educational process, or the whole

framework in which the educational process takes place.” (p: 381).

In summary, educational institutions, like other organizations,



23

are influenced by factors external to them. Planned change in the
educational setting is influenced by factors external to the schools.
Ilmplementation is one part of the planned change process and, as such,
is influenced by fadtors external to the educational institution. Dalin
(1978) states that "the process of implementation ... is the process
characterized by dialogue between the institution and its environ-
ment..."(p.96). It uppears inappropriate, then, to plan for the
implementation of eduational change without consideration of the
interaction between the identified-endogenous organizational variables
and those ou‘tside the organization itself.

4

-

-

Phase# of Change

-

D. Common (1980) states that "implementation is extrically [sic]
bound as only one componen{t of the change process..."(p.2). - The
literature rele;ted to change c-ontains numerous categorizations of the
states or phases of the change process. Some of these are cited earlier
in the discussion while others, such as that of Giacquinta (1973), f;)cus
attention on the implementation of change as a single step in a multi-
stepped process. Although some of the categorizations do not mention
the word "implementation”, the concept of putting the innovation to
work is found in all of them. The term "implementation" is represent-
ative of the enactment phase. With the exception of the study by
Gross, Giac.quinta and Bernstein (1971), limited attention had been paid
to the implementation stage of change in the educational context. This
conclusion appears to exist in most social sciences as evidenced by the

Pressman and Wildavsky (1973, 1979) statement that although a number
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of people talk about the literature related to implementation "except for
a few pieces, ..., we have been unable to find_ any siénificant analytical
work dealing with implementation® (1973, p. 166)

The apparent failure o_f-s.o. many educational innové.tions combined
with the belief that the inno*{étions themselves house potenfially mean-
ingful educational reforms directs attention towardﬁth\é significance of
their implementation. As Gross, Giacquinta and Bernstein (1971)

suggest, if innovations are to achieve their potential "they must be

implemented" (p.7). i_i is evident that implementation, while part of a
planning and adoption p'r;)cess. is more than that - "it is a phenomeﬁon
in its ou}n right" (Fu'l—.'llan”and I;omfret, 1977, p. 336). |

Brantley (1975) states that "it is obvious that .a thorough,
grounded knowledge 'base of ,th'e implemeniation process is in its
infancy" (p.36). The statement represents as well the 1981 context.
It would appear that there continues to be a lack of serious effort to
develop a theory of implementation.

The ‘nature of an innovation ‘is known to influence the effective-
ness of its implementation. (Fullan and Pomfret 1977; Hall and. Loucks,
1975,.1976, 1977, 1978; Loucks, 1977; D. Common f978, 1981; Dow énd
Whitehead, 1980, 1981). | \

Since curriculum innovations are a sbecific category of education~
al innovations, the issue of_chrriculum implementation as a "lﬁissing
link" in the curric;ulun{ éhan_ge process must be addressed (Beauchamp,"
1978). To be éffeétive, implementation must be viewed as a management

process - a definitely planned process. (Leithwood, 1976, 1977, 1978,
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1979, 1980, 1981; Loucks, 1977; Berman and MeLaughlin, 1976; Dow and
Whitehead, 1980, 1981). Berman and McLaughlin (1976) identify
implementation as a process, not an event. This sentiment is supported
by Dow and Whitehead (1981).

Curriculum modification and/or replacement have been a common

type of educational change since the early 1960's (Schiro 1978), Many

/
descriptions exist of the funding and development of these innovations.
Only recently, however, is educational literature focusing on attempts
to implement the curriculum innovations. The simplistic view of man as
an exclusively rational being may have led to the assumption that the
innovative phase of the change process would automaticaliy lead to the
completion.of the change, or that constructing and disseminating a
curriculym is enough to guarantee its functioning in the school. This
is not the case, however, as experience attests.

In summary, change is a phenomenon which permeates the
literature in all areas of social science. Studies of change have
identified three major approaches based on assumptions about man,
Specifically, man is viewed as being rational-empirical, normative-
reeducative or power-coercive. Each of these views is present to some
extent in most change m(;d;els. The literature suggests that four
targets are addressed by change efforts in organizations: the task of
the organization, the structu;z'e, the technology, and the roles people
play. When examining'the literature relative to change in educational

organizations, similar approaches and models emerge as do similar

targets of change.
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One of the targets ‘of c-hange' in educational institutions is’ the
curriculum. Curriculum chinge as a phenomenon is \being addressed
increasingly in resedrch. Like other ty.pes of change, curriculum
change is multiphaged. One phase of that change is referred to as

curriculum impleméntation which is\the focus of this study.

Purpose of the study

If cupriculum innovations are to be effee{fed and their potential
realized, the nature of the curriculum implem'entat'qp process must be
understood. A number of recent studies focus o};‘the de‘glree- of
implementation of pdrticular curricula (Hall and Loucks, 1977, 1978;

. ~
Loucks, 1977; Leithwood, 1976; R. Commony 1979; Dow and ‘d[hitehead

1980; among dthers), but limited attention has been given to the

. identification of the elements of the curriculum implementation process

and to the relationship amon.g these elements.

-".The Rand Corporation Studies focus attention on the problefn of
implementation. Their extensive investigation of the effectiveness of .
federally funded innovations in American schools led Berman and
McLaughlin (1976) to the conclusion that innovations meet one of three
ends - they are not implemented, their are co-opted, or they are
utilized in a mutually adapted form. Their studigs provide useful
information in identi.fying some of the constraining factors related to
implementatien, 5ut provide little insight into the 1;1atl'1re of the process
itself.

Fullan and Pomfret (1977) present the first substantive review of

(&
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.studies which focus on the implementation of educational innovations.

Much of what they say -deals with the implementation of curricula.

Although they do not formulate a theory of"cu_rriculum implementation,
their work is seen as an initial step in that direction.. (D. Commorn,
1978; R. Common, 1980); Few other attempts .to develop a theory of
curriculum implementation emerge from an extensive review of
educational litqratu;'e. Smith and Keith (1971},  utilizing a
participant—obser?ﬂtion technique and analysis of records of a single
innovative elementary school, present a rudimenta;‘y attempt at model
building. The resultant modél exhibits little insight into the general
nature of implementation elements or iﬁto the possible relationships
among these elements.

The most rigorous theoretical treatment of curriculum
'Rimplementation available is that developed by D. Common (1978)
utilizing an interpretative~theoretical methodology. Implementation, in
this model, is ‘treated as a process in isolation from the overall
curriculum change effort. Tllle model provides a sound basis f:;:r the
examination of the nature and function of the identified elements of
implementation, but makes- no attempt t'o; examine the relationships
which exist among these elements, the relationships which exist
between the elements and the overall change process, ox: the influence
‘of factors exogenous to the school setting on the elements. It is‘fhis
broader view of implementation that is eddressed in this study.

Mouly (1878), in describing the process of theorizing, suggests

that a theorist "must bypass certain problems until he has gathered

L
r -
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enough facts to solve them." (p. 37). He adds, "no thecry is ever
complete, no theory incorporatés all that is involved in a given
phenomenon.” (p. 37). Early theories are extended and modified by
more sophisticated theories which incorporate more information and
clarify relationships. "A conceptual scheme is either modif?ed or
replaced by a better one, never abandoned with nothing left to take its
place." (Conant, 1951, p. 123).

Although the existing models of curriculum implementation do not
account for the influence of other phases of the change process or for
the effects of exogenous factors, these factors do appear to influence

effective curriculum change. Literature exists which can be employed

by a theorist to extend and modify existing theory. The purpose of

this study is to c-ievelop a theoretical contextual model of curriculum
implementation which incorporates the view of the curriculum change of
which it is one part, and in the context of the environmental or
exogenous cy\tingencies of the educational system. - The model _will
extend existing theoretical knowledge of the curriculum implementation
process, but will itself be limited by the specific problems bypassed by
the theorist. It will represent a sophistication in the understanding of
curriculum implementation as a process. Increased understanding leads
to increased predictability (Dubin,..1978; Caws, 1974). 1t will proffer
truth (Wartefsky, 1979) in an effort to understand and to explain a
process, the understan'ding of which seems crucial in curriculum

impleméntation.

odels which may justifiably be described as theoretical must be

-~
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developed through & vigorous and correct methodology. ‘Few systematic
descriptions. of such methodologies exist. The rhethodology utilized in
this study is based primarily on what is called an interpretative —
theoretical mode of investigafion by de Groot (1969) and as theoretical
model building by Dubiﬁ (1978). It is described in detail in the

following chapter,



CHAPTER TWO

Methodology

Introduction

The systematic study of curriculum implementation is a relatively
recent phenomenon. Various modes of investigation have been employed
yet Dill and Friedman (1979) conclude that few of the studies make
reference to data based on the utilization of carefully developed
theoretical orientations. This situation is due largely to the lack of
theoretical models in the area of implementation (Wildavsky and
Pressman, 1979). The purpose of this study therefore is to develop a
theoretical contextual model of c;urriculum implementation. The
methodology employed in the development of the model is described in

this chapter.

Theoretical Model Building

In the development of theoretical models, a theoretical
methodology must be employed. Dubin (1978) describes the.sequence of
events in the development of theoretical models as follows: the isolation
of units "whose interactions constitute the subject matter of attentig’n"
(p. 7); the formulation of laws of interaction among the units of the
model: the establishment of boundaries within which the theory is
expected to hold; and the description of the "system states" in each of
which the units interact differently with each other (pp. 7-8). Kaplan

(1964) describes theory building as providing two types of knowledge.
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One type of knowlec.ige_ rt_gsults from "extension", or :the expansion of
the boundaries of existi-ﬁg theory to include factor;s not considered
previously. The other type of‘ knowledge is "int)eﬁé'lfc;n" making the
partial understanding of one region of know/l;dge more lucid by
increasing the adequacy of existing explanations. The interpretative-

theoretical methodology described here results in both extension and

intension. Halpin (1969) describes such a process as "creative" (p.5).

. Only through adherence to such a creative process can the theorist

"derive conclusions that represent logical and true deductions about
the model in operation” (Dubin, 1978, p. 7).

‘The Dubin description of theoretical model building, while
succinet, offers little direction to the investigator. de Groot (1969)
describes a more prescriptive methodology referred to as "intei‘pret—
at/i,ve—theoretical research"”. The first phaée of the de Groot process is
one of exploraﬁon or description of data séurces which includes  the
establishment of a rese'ach orientation and the delineation of parameters
for the investigation. This phase corresponds to the isolation of units
indentified by Dubin (1978) as the first step in theory model building.
The second phase of research identified by de Groot (1969), interpret-
ation, involves the description of existing conditions and relstion-

ships. This phase of research must utilize specified and defensible

A
methods of identifying the phenomena encountered. The third phase,

classification, involves the conceptualization of the phenomenon being
studied in an understandable format. de Groot (1969) suggests that

the amount of freedom the researcher has in this phase of research is
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contingent on the amount of existing theorizing relative to the
phenomenon being studied. The newer the problem addressed the more
freedom the theorist has to create categories. Dubin (1978) describes
the formulation of laws and the establishment o‘f boundaries as the:
s;cond and third stages .of theoretical model building. These
processes, although not utilizing the same términology as -de Groot
(1969), involve similat; procedures. Boundaries are essentially being
established in the first three phases of both approaches. After the .
third phase the situation in which th_e emerging theory is applicable can
be readily identified. . )

The final stage of theory building is referred to"as.explanation by
de Groot (1969) and as the description of "system state‘; by Dubin

\

(1978). This involves the explanation and theoretical explanation ofj
the relationships apparent from the data, which may include a model of
the findings. The outcome of both. methodologies is a theoretical
conceptualization of the phenomqnon bpiﬂg‘&&uﬂj;:ed.

"The interpretative-theoretical methodology de.scribed .by de Groot

(1969} incorporates all the stpfes of the Dubin (1978) process and is

the methodology employved lin this investigation. The purpose and
activities in each phase of the methodology for this investigation are

discussed.
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Phase ONE: Exploration

Research Questions

This phase provides a framework, poses the basic questions to be
considered, and deiineétes the data base for study. In this investi-
gation, a comprehensive theoretical explanation for curriculum imple-
mentation is sought.

" A theoretical explanation of the curriculum implementation process
requires a thorough examination of what is known about the mode of the

2

implerﬁentation process, the analysis of the curriculum implementation
process to facilitate the identification of its elements or constituent
parts, and the nature of the influence of factors external to the
curriculum implementation process. Since the literature relative to
implementation in schools is the focus of this investigation, the mode of
the process and the elements of the process are identified utilizing two
research questions:

1. How does curriculum implementation occur in schools?

2. What are the eclements of cur‘r-i;culum implementation in

schools?

The theoretical rationale presented in Chapter 1 of this study

suggests that two categories of factors may influence the curriculum

"implementation process: those resulting from curriculum implementation

~

being one phase of the curriculum change process, and those emerging
from factors external to the school curriculum implementation process.
From these categories, two further research questions emerge:

3. How is the implementation of curriculum in schools affected
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by being part of the total curriculum change process?

4, How is the implementation of curriculum in schools affected
by factors extérnal to the syétem responsible for the
implementation?

Answers to these four quest‘ions provide the data necessary for

the development of a theoretical contextual model utilizing the

Ry

interpretative-theoretical methodology - s

The four questions provide a guide for th review of literature.
To address the first two Z::Ztions literature related to curriculum
implementation. is reviewed. Qu.estion three requires the exar.nination of
literature related to the curriculum change process, and the fourth
question necessitates the inclusion of literature relative to factors
affecting the education system which also affect or have the potential to
affect the process of curriculum implementation.

To provide consistency, the review of available literature related

to each of these areas encompasses the same time span. With the

exception of a study by Krey in 1968, the literature related to

curriculum implementation appéars to be confined to the 1970's and the

1980's. The literature reviewed in this study is limited tc that

available from 1970-1981.

Data Sources "

The literature reviewed is ciassified as either a major da;ta source
or a minor data .%ource. Answers to the research questions are derived
from major date sources while minor duta-sources are utilized only in

clarifying answers to the research questions, or in suggesting



tentative relationships.

Criteria for major data sources are:

1. Studies published between 1970 and 1981.

2. Descriptive surveys, statisticel reports, experimeﬁtal

research, or reports of quasi-experimental research.

3. Studies addressing curriculum implementation as a process,

5 not as an event.

4, Reports which deal with the implementation of specified

curricula or programmes.

Sample

In this study, major data sources constitute the sample upon which
the inves-tigation is based. A description of the selection of the sample
is critical in the assessment of the extent to which the theoretical
model becomes generalizable.

Major data " sources have been identified through computer
searches utilizing the major descriptors "change" and "implementation"
in combination with the minor desecriptors "curriculum", "course", and
programr‘ne" as well as the major descriptor "curriculum" in combination
wiﬁt_h *school community relationships"l, "development”, "design",
‘ "change" ‘and "policy formation". These searches were done by the-
University of Ottawa Computer Search Service and by the National
Library of Canada Computer Search Servic;_(j)ata" bases included in

the computer search are:

1. Exceptional Child Education Abstracts

2. Research in Education
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-
Il

3. Current Index to Journals in Education -

4, Canadiana

-
5. Dissertation Abstracts International

6. American Doctoral Dissertation

7. Comprehensive Dissertation Index

8. Sociological Abstracts

9, Social Science Citation Index

10. Psychological Abstracts

11. National Clearinghouse for Mental Health Information

Manual searches for major data sources include:

. University of Alberta Theses

2. Canadian Theses

3. British Educational Index

4, Canadian Education Index

5. Ontario Abstracts

6. Listings of publicatiolns from educational institutionéﬁ

7. Textbooks related t;) curriculum and change

Mirnor data sources include articles in which the curriculum change
pracess, the curriculum implementation process and factors affecting
thege processes are discussed from a nonresearch perspective. They
are utilized to clarify, to question or to suggest te‘ntative relationships
in the model throughout its development and explanation.

Phase TWO: Analysis

This phase is primarily descriptive. de Groot (1969) includes the
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systematic comparison of data sources as the principél activity. He
i

emphasizes the need for an exf)iicitly stated systematic basis for the

process.

In this investigation, analysis includes the systematic comparisen
of majoF dgta sources focused on the identification of relationships that
may e:lc"i'st, processes that are employed, and practices that are
suggested. The énd result of th'is phase is an integrati\.re view of the
major data sources which provides answers to the fdur research

questions, The juxtapositioning and integration provide the means of

extending and intending information from single sources (Halpin 1968).

Phase THREE: Classification

This phase involves the development of categories of.data: -The
purpose of categorization is both to organize and to clarif)\r‘ thought
about the particular phenomenon being.studied. Category schemes
should "incorporate what appears, .from description to be the major
distinetions in or about the phenomenon." (Posner and Strike, 1976,
D. 6673,

Three procedures have been ident.ified”as occurring in the
development of conceptual categories. These are analyzing,
abstracting, and generalizing (Alexander, 1972). Adequacy of criteria
must be considered in category formulation. Several factors emerge
from the literature as significant in assessing the adequacy of
categories which are employed in this study; nahely:

1. Sufficiency of empirical evidence (Halpin, 1958; Alexander,
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1972, Posner and Strike, 1976).

2. Generative powers (Halpin, 1958).

3. Significance (de Groot, 1969).

4. Power to convey meaning (Rickman, 1967).

5. Originality (de Groot, 1969, Power and Strike, 1976).

6, Logical consisténcy (Halpin, 1958).

7. Mutual exclusiveness (Halpin, 1958).

In this investigation the classification phase promotes a means of
organi.z.ing the diverse descriptive data from phases one and two into a
more meaningful format. . The categories are devellopea in order to
address the four research questions:

1. How does curriculum implementation occur in schools?

2. What are the elements of curriculum implementation in

schools?

3. How is the implementation of curriculum in schools affected
by its being part of the total curriculum change process?

4. How is the implementation of curriculum in schools affected
by féctors external to the system responsible for the
implementation?

The categories provide the pieces from which the theoretical model and

explanation in Phase Four emerge.

-

Phase FOUR: Explanation

This phase consists of interpretation, evaluation of

interpretation, and theoretical evaluation of the closed set of findings
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(de Groot, 1969). Adequacy of explanation is housed both in the
sufficiency of the catégorical scheme, a}1d in the process utilized to
give meaning. In this study the conceptualization of theoretical
relationships will be finalized with the construction of a theoretical
model.

There are a number of categorical systems for models. Black
(1962) identifies scale (representational) models, analogue models,
mathematical models, and theoretical models. Caws (1974) identifies
operational models, representational ﬁlodels, and explanatory models.
Belth (1970) describes analogue, scale, and theoretical models.

I\16<;1els, in themselves, are not theory. They represent a stage in
thinking that often has to take place before theory can be stated or
extended. (Travers, 1969, p. 20). It could be said that a theoretical
model is a primitive theory.

Theory...when forrpulated into a model,
becomes an instrument for explain-
ing...theory makes possible an organization
of data that is not already organized. ‘Fhis
'is_its great distinctive characteristic. When
we are concerned with theory, we are con-
cerned with raw data which have no specific
order or meaning, And precisely because of
this, the data have infinite potential that can
be actualized in a model of possibilities, the

theoretical model. (Belth, 1970, p. 90)
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The model ‘developed in this study is best deScribed as a
theoretical model or an explanatory model which both extends and
intends current knowledge of the curriculum implementation process.

/v-

The extension in the model is found in the inclusion of factors ot
previously conmdered 'm curriculum implementation model building,
such as the influence of the larger curriculum chanlge process on .t
constituent part — implementsation, and the influence of factors normally
considered external to the process of implementa.t‘ion. Intension in the

model is found in the reexamination ‘of major questions and in the

broader range of data sources utilized. ..

: Summarx

. This chapter describes the methodology of interpretative-
theoretical studies. [t delineates the four phases inherent. in this
investigative mode: exploration, an.alysis, categorization and éxplana—
tion. Procedures utilized in each phase are described.’ '

The chapter also identifies characterist_iés of major and minor data
sources utilized in the study, describes the sampling .techniques emp-
loyed in this selection, and_ delinéates .cr-ite;'ria for the.assessment of the
adequaty’of categories a_dopted in model building. '

In the chapter which follows the exploration phase of the
-investig‘at‘ion is preéented, pr_imarily for the identification and
deécription of the major data sources of this investigation.' Critical
analysis of information culied from these studies is presented in the

discussion of phase two of the research which will form the basis of

Chapter Four.




CHAPTER THREE

Exploration

In- the previous chapter, the methddology employed in this study
Was.'described as being ‘interprative—theorétical. The four phases
required for theoretical model building were.identified as: exploration,
.c.:h"-.\scription, categorization and explanation. In this chapter, the first
phase is presented. In essence, the chapter identifies the major data:
sdgrces and describes the answers provided by these sources to each of
the four research quesfions developed for this phase.. These questions
are:

1. How does curriculum implementation occur in schools? )

2. What are the .elements of eutriculum ‘impilemerlltétion in

ools? :
| 3QH{0 is the implementation of cur‘riculﬁm in schools affected
by‘beiﬁg part of the total curriculum change process?

4, How is the implerﬁentgation of curriculum in schools affected

* by factors external to the system responsible for' the

implementation? ' ' ""/

Identification of Major Data Sources

r
a

; .
\ In the' preceding chapter criteria for the identification of major
s . . f
data sources were established. These cﬂeria are;
1.  Studies published between 1970 and 1981. °

2. Descriptii/e - surveys, statistical reports, experimental
y

Al
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research, or reports of quasi-experimental research.

3. Studies addressing curriculum imp]ementétion as a process,

notbas an egent. .

4, Reports which deal with the implementgtlfon of specified
curricula or programmes.

B Figure 4 presents ‘the ma;Jr sources for this study. The

guthor(s), date of publication, title, curriculum inncvation addressed

a‘nd method of data collection are identified for each study. These

studies are described in relation to the research questions identified,

In this phase of the interprative-theoretical methodology, the intent is

to present a view offthe phenomenon being investigated and to provide
N

an extensive data base from which categorical séhema can be

abstracted. Analysis of the data is not the objective in this phase of

the study but is addressed in phase two of the process.

Mode of Curriculum Implementation

Varicus organizing frameworks are possible in describing

curriculum implementation studies. The most frequently utilized in
r';cent studies is that developed by Fullan and}’omﬂr.et ‘(1977). They
describe the appproach to curriculur‘n implerrfe/ntation as being either
"fidelity" oriented or criented to "mutm adaptation". The fidelity
approach implies that' at the end of the implementation process, the
curriculum will be utilized exactly as intended by the developers. The
mutual édaptation approach assumes that the curriculum will be altered

in some manner during the implementation process. This framework is
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found in studies by D. Common (1978), R. Common (1979), Dow and
Whitehead (1980, 1981) among others. |

Alternste framewor};s which could be employed includé
ca‘tegorizing studies by the country. in which they were generated, the
type of curriculum innovation being studied, or the specific method of
data colle;tipn employed., Each of these methods of organizing
descriptions of studies includes biases which may affect the objectivity
of later pHases of the research methodol_c;gy of this study. ,!

No organizing fraumework is value free. There is however, need
for systematic presentation of data in interpretative-theoretical studies
(c.ie Groot, 1969). Chronological presentation appears to be the least
value-laden organizing fgamework available. Therefore, the
chronqlogical approach is utilized in this chapter.

—

1970 Dn(ta Sources

The Center for Educational Field Sﬁudies (1970) at Washington
University was responsiblé for the development and diffusion of social
studies curricula through. fieid sta.tions. In formulating plans for the
_implementation of the curricula a rational procedure was sought which

£

would facilitate the use of the curricula as intended by the dé'\:/‘elopers.
—

F

Deliberate training sessions were developed for teachers who were
potential users of the curricula. Two distinctetruining phases were
addressed:

1. Phause one was supervised by field station personnel. It

consisted of teachers examining the new curriculum in light
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of their own assumptions of the nature and purpose of social
studies; the assumptions inherent in the curric.:ulum; and the
probable outcomes of the use of the curriculum.

2. Phase two involved the p:joduction of  instructional units by
teéchers for use in classrooms. Curriculum materials were
altered to meet local needs where necessary. In-service
training was provided by the field station personnel for
teachers in the use of novel intructional techniques when
necessary.

The investigators suggest that provision of the two—phased/
training programme guaranteed rationality by requiring systemati‘c
examination and focused planning by teachers for instruction. Nd{uall
teachers were trained by field gtation personnel. Those who were,
were expected to train other teachers in“the use of the new curriculum.
Release time was provided for the teachers to be involved in the field
station training programme, but not, in most cases, for their training
of other teachers.

“The Center's study emphasizes two aspects of the curriculum
implementation process. The first is the récognition of the need for
rationality. The second is ‘the importance of teachers in the process
not only as receivers of ecurriculum, but as active questionning
translators of curriculum into instruction. A tertiary consideration is
the involvement of teachers in transmigsion of curriculum intents
through peer relationships.

Ashley and Butts (1970) measured the dégree of implementation of

L4
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a K-6 science curriculum utilizing a teacher behaviour observation
instrument. In addition, they tried to determine whether inservice
training uactually affects teacher behaviour. The mensurement of
degree of implementation utilized was a researcher developed

instrument called the Classroom Observation Form (COF). The COF

consists of four categories of observation which affect the specific
sgiﬁence curriculum. These categories relate to teacher/student
interaction and student behaviour; teacher responses and action;
specific teacher fraits; and physical- environmental aspects of the
classroom,

An assumption uﬁderlying the study is that a specific group of
behaviours, traits and environmental fuctors is evidence of curriculum
im‘plementation. [t is hypothesized that by identifying the areas in
which the tencher" is not reflecting ‘the behaviour, traits or
environmental arrangements implied by the curriculum, remediation can
be prescribed to help the teacher with the implementation.

Twenty-nine teachers were B_h)\served utilizing the COF. Specific
in-service training programmes were\i\eveloped to overcome behaviours
not consistent with those expected in the full implementation of the
curriculum. A shift in behaviour in the desi-red direction was reported
for all 29 teachers.

From the Ashley and Butts (1970) study, three factors emerge
relative to the na.ture of the curriculum implementation process.
Firstly, curriculum implementation is a rational process. Secondly,

implementation involves changes in teacher behaviour, student



behavjour, classr environment, and teacher traits. The third
—_—
fuctgr is that in-service training of teachers does affect the degree of
impllLentation of a curriculum.
Figure 5 presents a point-form summary of the information
identified from the 1970 major sources relative to the research

questions., Similar summaries are presented throughout the chapter to

facilitate analysis in chapter four.

.

In 1971, Cole described an attempt to implement Man: A Course of

1971 Data ‘Sources

Study (MACOS) in elementary schools. To meuasure the degree of

4

implementation, teachers were asked to respond-to statements designed
to test their knowledge of the. assum';;tions, principles and
instructional competencies underpinning MACOS. Because MACQOS is a
process oriented curr;f_u.{um; student/teacher relationships-were also
questioned. Responses to the resultur}t gquestionnaire indicate that
teachers were knowledgeable about MACOS.

Through a combination of instruments and interviews with
administrators, teachers and pupils, Cole (1971) concludes that MACOS
was being successfully implemented in the opinion of each group. It
becomes obvious from the methodology utilized in assessing the
implementation that Cole (1971) assumes that implementation is
" influenced by teachers, students, administrators, and by the nature of

the curriculum itself. It is also evident that self reports are

considered to be sufficient indicators of the degree of implementation.
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Questions Ashley and Butts (1970)
1. Mode of ~ Tdentifled by specifiable
Implementation bahaviour tralts.

results from Interventlion
and remedlatlon strategles
~ ratlonal process.
- change |In teacher
behaviour, classroom
environment, teacher

tralts.
Elements of ~ document.
Implementation - In=service tralning

~ teacher trealts

Relatlonship of - translatlon
Implementation to
other phases of

change
External factors - physlcal espects
Influencling of the classroom

lmplemenfuflop

o

-~

Flgure 5; Summ&ry of [nformation relative to
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Centre for Educatlonal
Fleld Studles (1970

- planned ratlonal pro-
cedure, fldel ity wanted,
mutual adaptation
occurred

~ tralning process

- teacher

~ document

- schoo

- In-service tralning

- external change agent

- teachers become
change agent

- teachers as trans-
lators

- students

- aeffective diffuslion
depands on rational
development

- teacher training

- presence g

- released time
avallable

- fleld center

- change agent

questlons from maJor dsta sources 1970
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Although Cole (1971) discusses the importanqe of the specific
charélcteristics of MACOS to be utilized in the development of
instrument and interview items, the actual items designed do not
‘reflect the emphasis. Fullan and Pomfret (1977) conclude that the
explicit dimens-ions have been ignored and that "its transferablility and.__ .~
ceriteria for comparison with other MACOS classrooms would be severely

limited" (p. 350). See Figure 6.

]

1972 Data Sources

The lack of explicitness in the Cole (1971) study is in direct
contrast . with that of Crowther (1972). In attempting to identify

factors affecting the implementation of the Alberta Social Studies

Curriculum for elementary schools, Qrowthér (1972) utilizes a paradigm
of var‘iables which affect adoption behaviour developed by
Rogers and Shoemaker (1971). | “
Based or¥ a sample of 317 teachers in 38 schools in Edmonton,
Crowther (1972) tested five hypotheses: 7
1. "Teachers tend-. to adopt more quickly those. innovations
which they per;ceive to have a high ‘relative advantage,
compatibility,' trialability, and observability, 4and‘ a low
complexity”. (p. 32) This hypothesis is supported and lead:s ‘
to the conclusion that there i's-/":—.'iﬁg\he\eg for giving
significant cohsideration to classroom teachers whenever new

curricula are developed and diffused...”™ (p.98). In

examining the data relative to each characteristic of the
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Questions Cole (1971} ~
1. Mode of — equated with change
implementation in teacher knowledge,
assumptions and
behaviours
B
2. Elements of - teachers
implementation ~ documents
- students

- administrators

3, Relationship of -~ hot addressed
implementation to
other phases of change -

4. External factors ~ - not addressed
influencing
implementation

Figure 6: Summary of informatlon relative
to research questions from major
data source, 1971.
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-~
innovatior gpecified, Crowther (1972) concludes that

talthough‘-all characteristics are significant, they vary in

" their importance. The trialability of the curriculum is the

e

’

least significant factor.

Teachers adopt innovations more quickly if they perceive

that they-are receiving assistance and encouragement from
rd

the principal or vice principal, supervising personnel, and '

other teachers. This hypothesis is supported by all types of
: o .
change-agent personnel. investigated. C:fgwther (1972)

states that "...different change-agent pe,t-soﬁnel performed
different functions at -various 'stéges of the adoption

proces{s" (p. 106).

The rate of adoption of innovations is ifcreased if teachers

perceive that they have received assistance arnd encour-
. =

is is

agement from in-service activities. This hypott

- . . ) . .‘] .
accepted, but differences between wmean scores
non-adoptives and paftial-adoptives suggest that in-service

activities serve a less useful ‘purpose wit\h. teachers in the

earlijer stages of the adoption process than with those in
later stages of implementation.. .

Teaching experience does not influence rate of adoption of

educationgl innovations. This hypothesis 1
. !

) .
Crowthér (1972) suggests that years of experience may be
unimportant because of the significance of other factors

-ipéluding the influence of the change 'agent perscanf:l,

-
N
‘
3

/K

s
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in—servi‘ce training, the nature of the innovation or the
teacher's philoso_p_hy in regard to céhange.
5. Teachers with more years of professional training tend. to
adopt inr_lovations more quickly. Failure t/o) support this
hypothesis is attributed to the fact thét ‘teaghlersl\are
generally well educated. I;rl addition, the teachers surveyed
represented a more homogeneous grouping than the formeg
popu]atic;n from Whose ~behaviour the Rogers and Shbemaker‘
(1971) model was generated. - ' fQ

In const.rixctilng the teacher questionnaire for use in the study,
Crowther (1972) Acombined direct obgf»ﬁfgg w1th teacher.
questionnaires, principal interviews and }udent interviews. The
instruments utili(zﬂgl were characterized 4generally vigorous validity

\

testing. The author suggests: “that ‘similar questlonnalres could be

.developed to determine the level of implementation of other curr1cu@"

See Flgur(_e 7. )
- . - ‘A ]

1973 Data Sources

Russell, Léithwood and Baxter (1973) report the development and
implementation of three ecurriculum innovations in Peterborough,
Ontario. The study, ‘conducted in three phases from 1969-1973 involved
48 schools m the -finz;l ph'ase. Although not concerned with the degree
of implementation of:the three prbgrammes (mathematics, social studies,

and conceptual skills) investifated, insight is provided into the

' "relationships phases" of the change process. Implementation is

<



Questions

1.

2,

Mode of implementation

Elements of
implementation

Relationship of
Implementation to
other phases of change

External factors
influencing implementation

Crowther (1972)

rational process controlled by
administrators

inservice

training process

optional adopted/non adopted
fidelity ‘

teachers

curriculum relative advantage
compatibility -

trialability

observability

complexity

principal

supervisor

student

translation

nature of developed curriculum
influence rate

of implementation

not addressed

Figwe 7: Summary of Information relative to research
questiof®, from major data source, 1972 ]
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depicted as a process occurring through the seven stages found in
problem—solviné models suggested by Havelock (1969) and othéps.

In the Peterborough project the school was considered the unit of
change. Curriculum alternatives were not generated until t!".le teachers
in the school recognized a need., The seven stages identified are:
Stage 1. Agreement to begin; Stage 2, Establish organ’iiation; Stage 3, .
Problem and goal selection; Stage 4, Study of available solutions; Stage
5, Field trial; Stage 6, Adoption, adaptation or rejection; and Stage 7,
Field trial. Each stage is described in terms of the nature of the
activities which eccurred in them.

‘ In an attempt to delineate more clearly the information from the
Peierborough project ‘and that which is relevant to implementation,
Leithwood and Russell (1973) present a descriptive model of the
implementation process. In this model an additional stage is identified
‘which must precede the agreement. to beg.in. This is the establishment
of a cliymate for change ;vhich involves the presentation of a curriculum
alternative which is perceived by the user as being viable for the
satisfaction of the perceived need. This allows the t_eacher to acquire a
sense of meaningfulness about the curriculum, and allows the motivation
for change to come from the teacher's own context.

The proximity of teachers to students and their responsiveness to

T ’ :
student needs muake teachers the critical link in .the curriculum
development and _implementat‘ion proé:esses. Administrators are

necessary as providers of support and motivation.

Leithwood and Russell (1973) posit four urguments for the
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consid.eration of implen;entation as a problem-solving process:

1. Because teachers are exposed to students, they are more

cognizant of the need for curriculum change.

2. The teacher is in a position to monitor the effectiveness of

cureiculum chang:e and to suggest alternatives.

3. Implementation should be a continuous proceas of revision

based on the evaluation of student and teacher performance.

4. The implementation of curriculum ciw.nge is viewed as

curriculum revision rather than radical change.

Russell, ° Leithwood and Baxter (1973) suggest that an
interactional matrix be eonsidere-d as a model for the generation of
research relative to curriculum ¢hange. The vertical axis contains the
identified stage; of problem-solving based implementation and the
horizontal axis identifies components of the implementation process
which must be addressed at each stage: climate%change, academic-
school interaction, evaluation, curriculum development, interschool
cooperation, communication network, and teacher responsibility. The
Leithwood and Russell (1973} article suégests that establishing a
climate for.change should be ‘viewed as a stage of the implementation
process rather thaﬁ as a compoﬁent of it. .

The models and data generated from the Peterborough Project
confirm much of what had been said by other investigators. Curriculum
implementation was viewed as a linear rational process in which
teachers were the maj(‘)r targets of change. Students were conside'i'ed

" passive actors for the most part, yet ultimately the initiators of the

v
~
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change process by not producing expected results in the learning
environment. Administrators were viewed as hssuming supportive
roles,

In contrast to the locally developed curricula examined in the
Petérboroughs Project, Solomon et al (q.d.) assessed the degree of
implementation of‘a prepackaged and highly-‘ standardized preschcol
curriculum. A 95 item scale was utilized to collect information from 15
classrooms. Document -analysis and teacher interviews supplemented
classrocm observations. . |

Teachers were rated on nine dimensions which are not clearly
defined but which included teacher role, reinforcement and management
behaviours, p}ann‘ing and evaluation, parent involvement, and unit
approadh. Details are sparse with respect to sample selectiqn and scale
development, but a general conclusion deemed warranted from the study
by Fullan and Pomfret (1977) is that structural changes are more
effectively implemented than ‘role changes. The Solomon et al. study,

although questionable .methodologically as the result of insufficient

-

reporting, suggests that a curriculum being implemented may be
r
considered as a composite of parts which may be implemented to various

degrees.

Hall, Wallace and Dossett (1973) ‘report the development ‘6f a
Concerns Based A(;loptiorp-Moc@l (CBAM) for innovations. Their étudy
clearly differentiates between adoption of an innovation as, typically
defined in diffusion studies and the implementation proc;esh'. They

hypothesized that an individual implementing an innovation experiences
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a logical progression of concerns in relation to the innovation. These
concerns are considered to be identifiable and developmental.

Teachers are predicteé to progress through a series of Stages of
Concern (SOC) about the use of én innovation. The stages identified
house- concerns in relation to thoughts, feelings and informational
needs. The natural progression suggested is that proposed by Fuller
(1969) from concerns relative to-self, to concerns related to the task
and then 1o concerns related to the hnpéct or worth of the innovation.
These concerns are divided into seven distinct stages, reflecting the
devélopmentél progression of the user (Figure 8). Users are assumed
to respond in a unique fashion to the innovation but to proceed at an
individual rate. \

A second component of the CBAM is-related to the actual use of the
innovation. Eight specific Levels of Use (LOU) are identified. (Figure
9), These range from lack of knowlgage of the innovation to a
sophisticated renewal of the innovation. Users are assumed to progress
from low levels of use to higher levels of use over time as the result of
a learning process. In the highest stages, the user refines the
innovation to suit the situation in which it is utilized.

Hall, Wallace and Dossett (1973) suggest a parallel progression
“through the stages of concern and the actual level of use of the
innovation. "Both Levels of Use and Stages of Concern are aspects of
the same developmental process. At each Level of Use there should be a
‘congruent stage of concern if adoption is progressing'sﬁﬁsfactorﬂy."

{p. 16).

w



Stages of Concern ,
Y

1

v

Vi

Figue B:

Unaware: No indication of awareness that the

innovation exists. There may be interest in
similar innovations or a complete’ absence of
awareness or interest in the area.

Awareness: Indicates a general awareness of
the Innovation, The potential adopter is likely
to Inguire about obviows characteristics of the
innovation and of himself in relation to it in
various non—specific ways. May even include
expressions of concern about the possible
personal conflict or threats.

Exploration:  Indicates exploration of the
roles played by the individual user and of the
demands placed wupon him; alse includes
exploration of role In relation to the reward
structire of the organization and exploration
of potential conflicts with existing structures
of persenal commitment that have flnancial or
status implications.

Early Trial: [ndicates wser's exploration of
his performance and manipulation of materials
and time.

Limited Impact: Indicates wser's exploration
of the total impact of Innovation on clients In

his immediate sphere of influence.

Maximum Benefit: Indicates uwser's explor—

ation of the total Impact of the innovation in
an instituional context on learners and wsers.

Renewal; Indicates wser's exploration of new
or better ways to reach the same goals or new
goals.

Stages of concern about a curiculum inno—
vation after Hall, Wallace and Dossett {1973)
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Figwre 9:

Levels of Use

NonUse: State in which the wser does not

know that the innovation “exists.

Orientation: State in which the wer s
acquiring information abowt the innovation, its
value orientation, its demands upon him, and
the user system. :

Initial Training: An action state in which the
user is belng trained in the logistics and use of
the innovation.

Mechanical: A stage ‘of implementaion where
wsers are engaged In  pilot  uwe of the
innovation. The iser is engaged in a step-
wide attempt.to master the tasks required by
the innovation, often resulting in disjeinted
and super ficial use.

independent: A state of innovation tsage
where the user handles the innovation well as
an individual with quality impact on learners in
his immediate sphere of influence, yet fails to
integrate his work with the total system's
effort.

Integrated:  Stage In which the ser s
actively secking ways to combine his efforts in
wing the innovation with colleagues to achieve
2 collective impact on all learners within an
institution.

Renewing: The stage of wse of an innovation
in_which the usef re—evaluates the quality of
we of the innovation, seeks new alternatives
to achleve impact-on learners, examines new
developments in the field, and identifles new
goals for himself and the institution.

»

Levels of use of a curriculum innovation after
Hall, Waltace and Dossett (1973)
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The CBAM was developed as the result of systematic observation
of the implementation of a number of innovations. Applied to curriculum
innovation, it extends knowledge of the nature of the implementation
process by: identifying the user as the necessary target for
management activities during the process of implementation,
demonstrating the need for intervention strategies in the
implementation, and providing a testable model. In addition, two
distinct systems are identified as bejng involved in the implementation
pr:cess: the user as a‘member of a formal orfganization and the agent

or manager of implementation responsible fq}‘/ﬂg-intenance of a resource

system to facilitate'the implementation proceés. Hall, Wallace and
Nosgett (1973) maintain that the interaction of these systems d'ﬁ?lng the
implementation process creates a "third force" "ecollaborative s&stem"
(p. 8) which exists ox;’ly during implementation. This collaborative
system would be perpetual in & situation in which curriculum renewal is
considered a continuous and individual activity as implied by Russell,
Leithwood and Baxter (1973).

Within the collaborati':fe system the role of the implementation
agent is crucigl to effective implementation. The implementation agent
is viewed as.being concerned with changing three factors if necessary:
the practices of the user, the or_'gqnization into which the innovation is
introduced, and the nature of the innovation itself (p. 15). The
implementation agent must be cognizant of the nature of these factors to
effectively change them. The role becomes one of liaison (R. Common,

1979, p. 33).
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Examination of the Stages of Concern (SOC) and Levels of Use
(LOU) dimension of the CBAM reveals three possible outcomes relative
to the nature of the curriculum actually in use. In the case of users

. {
who do not reachenefit S0C and/or independent LOU,

the curriculum is not being maximized as intended\by the developer. If =
users reach the SOC IV and LOU V, the curriculum is being utilized as
intended by the developer. In cases where the user exceeds SOC 1V
and LOU 1V, the curriculum ) being changed from the develc;pers'
intentfon. This indicates that curriculum implementation was not

considered in terms of a use/nonuse dichotomy by the investigators.

Figure 10 presents a summary of this and other 1873 data sources. .

1974 Data Sources

In assessing the degree of implementation of a prepackaged second
grade mathematics curriculum, Leinhardt (1973:; 1974) considered
succéssful implementation as the achievement of the curriculun:
developers intents. In tt;e 1973 study an observation instrument was

utilized to determine the level of implementation, while the 1974 study

utilized a questionnaire.

’ .

Leinhart's failure to identify adequately the relationship between
the two measuring_ instruments makes it difficult to compare the
findings of the two studies although both réported successful
implementation in terms of changes in classroon} behaviour as
exemplified by _increused. student autonomy. Six components are

reported as significant in determining the degree of implementation:

Y
)
A
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Questions

1. Mode of implementation

2. Elements of
implementation

T

3. Relationship of
implementation te
other phases of change

4. External factors
influencing implementation

Russell, Leithwood and
Baxter (1973)

— problem-solvipg process

— fidelity approach with
mutual adaptation
overtness

—~ school strategies
- teacher

— parents

- innovation

- school

~ administrator

- external change agent .-

- curriculuni development
in response to need to
implement change

1)
- parents
— external
-~ field center
- change

Leithwood and Russell
(1973)

-~ linear, rational process

-~ problem—solving process
initiated by climate for
change in response to
student needs

- continuous-process based
on outcomes of student
and teacher evolution

- revisionary process

- school - commuication
~ teacher - students

- parent — strategles

— administrators

— innovation

- c¢limate for change

~ curiculum development
in response to teacher
perceived need to
implement,

" — ¢limate for change

necessary for develop—
ment and implement-
ation

~ need for pilot testing

- need to plan develop—
ment, implications and
evaluation with the
same team

- communication

-~ change agent

~ parents

— other teachers (field
testing)

— academic—school interaction

~ interschool cooperation

&

Solomon et.al. {n

- fidelity

— can be describ
relation, to the
parts — differe
to different de

~ document—com
- classroom
— teachers —rol
- structue

~ npature of the
development |
the degree to
is implemente

Summary of infor]
questions from m




pod and Russell

(1973)

ar, rational process
blem—solving process
iated by climate for
nge ih response to
Hent needs

tinwous process based
putcomes of student
teacher evolution
sionary process

2

pol - communication
Fher  —  students

nt — strategies
[lnistrators

vation

hate for change

iculum development
esponse to teacher
Leived need to
lement,
ate for change
ssary for develop—
t and implement-
n
for pilot testing
to plan develop-
t, imp_llEa.tlons and
vation with the
¢ team kY
munication

ge agent

nts

r teachers (field

ing) ¢
emic—school interaction
school cooperation

Figure 10:

Solomon et.al. (n.d.)

fidelity
can be described in

relation to the component ~

parts ~ different parts
to different degrees

-
~

——

document-compaenents
classroom

teachers — role
structure

-

nature of the curriculum
development influences

" the degree to which it

is implemented

|
\

Hall, Wallace
& Dossett (1973)

{innovation

learning process

in which teacher as
user of curriculum
and the ability to
utilize the
innovation effect—
ively

temporary systems
collaborative system_
of interaction

ser

concerns

organization — formal
- informal

administrator

strategies

agent

interaction of above

establishment of a
temporary system
nature of innovation,
affect rate of im—
plementation

naturec of development
influences collabor—
ation system possible
curriculum manager is
liaison person between
development and
implementation system

any factor which..
contributes to teacher
beliefs

agent (sometimes)

i

Summary of information relative to research
questions from major data sowces, 1973,

L.einhardt (1973) *

achievement of
curriculum developer's -
intent

&

user
document

student

teacher -

time

space

procudures

classroom manazgement

”

natwe of product
developed Influenced
the communicability

not addressed

’

This summary also
represents the findings
of Leinhardt (1974)
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the context into which the innovation is introduced, allocation of time,
allocation of space, assignrr_lent procedures ji-.classroom management and
student independence. |
. a2

In determining the degree of implementation of an Inquiry Social
Studies Curriculum,-‘m{ot and Adelman (1974) were interested .in the
amount of change made to the original curriculum rather than in thé
dégree to which teachers reflected the curricuh;m developer's origiﬁal
intents. This desired variation was due, at least in part, to the lack of
prescription in the curriculum b%ing investigated. An assﬁmption
urx;ierl'ying the st{idy is ‘that th_t_a researchers, as imﬁ)lementation
'agents,.'lfgftet‘ hgréater implementation by creati_ng :m awareness in
individual teachers of the areas of the curriculum in which they are not
effective implementers.

Through the invo},i‘r‘ement of headmaster&/adviéors, teachers and
‘the researchers themse‘ﬁ\res, the aims of thg curriculum were delineateda
into constituent values. Values were translated in practice and in
procedures which could be expected of the teachers in achieving

" '

curriculum aims. The perceptions of pupils regarding teacher
]

effectiveness in utilizihé the practice and procedures provided- data
from ;vhich the degree of implementation was determined.

Headmasters were appoin_‘ed as‘coordinators of teacher teams in an
~attempt to ‘increasé the rate of implementation. Team meetings were
utilized to treat d;:ficiencies in individual team member's practices and

procedures. Large group workshops weré also emplpyed.

The report pf the study does not include quantifiable data.

Qg ~
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Researcher conclusions listed below provide several observations of

relevance in desogibing the nature of the curriculum implementation

process:

1. Many teachers find it difficult to be open and honest with

lrespect to feedback from pupils:.

2. Many teacherS‘fiLnd it difficult to be open and hoi‘lest with
their peez:s in 'regz;_i'd to clggsroorﬁ praeti'ces.

3. Constraints ‘exist in the instit'ution itgelf which'make it
difficult for.'.teachers to implemen{ the curriculum.

4. Roles and relatlonshlps “are more dlfflcult to change than

- other characterlstlcs of the currlculunf

-

b
5. Characterlstlcs of the students and of the.teachers: change

during the process of implementing the curriculum.

6. The most successful implementation occurs in an environment
whichis ope'r';:‘and true_ting'__._,,f .

7. Implementt;’gion _i_ne'reases woen feedback is continuous.

8. Identified m:eth)ods of self-monitoring increased the rate Of

implemenfation . - -
Self-monitoring of 'cu‘rricolum "i-mplement.ation is considered one of
several means of assessiné the degree of implementation by Elliot and
Adelman (19_74).‘ This type of evaluation is described as gpurious by
Evans and Sheffler (1974) because-of the} subjectivity involved. In an
effort to overcome the problem Evans ae%u};peffler (1974) focused on

Individual Progress Instructlon (IPI) mathematics curriculum. In the

instru'n\ent development in assessing .the degree of implementation of an :
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tradition of diffusion studies, the characteristics of the curriculum
innovation were utilized to generate instrument items. Two categories

emerge: those related to organization for instruction and those related

~ -

to the instrmectional process itself. Included in the organizational
catego‘;y are Vmaterial_s and space, audic room, scheduling,u and
monitoring., The instructional category includes placement tests, pre-
and post-tests, curriculum-embedded tests, prescription writing,
classroom management, student self-management and planning sessions.
F:ullan an:’l Pomfret (1977) suggest that the .first category should
ingorporate @ structure while the ‘second " should be separated into

instructional and role items. In 1977, Evané and Berman reemphasized

D{\e\ ~ inadequacy of evaluative instruments for curriculum

"~

implementation.
A significant finding’ from the Evans and Scheffler (1974) study is
that different items within the categorizatién are implemenfed to

different degrees. The unit of analysis in this study differs from those
. - 0

already described. Instead of considering the teacher or the student

as the basic unit of implemen_tation,‘trlle school ig used.

Individual teachers are ‘the focus of the Hess and Buckholdt
(1974) aséessment of .the degree of impiementation of & Language and
Thinking (LAT) program for kindepga;rten and first grade. children.
Clagsroom -obéervation n_fgthods were employed to determine the degree
of implementation relative to teaqher preparednee_as, adhergynce' to
specified procedures, correct.' usage of materials,’ positive

. ¢ - »
reinforcement techniques with students, and teacher enthusiasm. The .

-
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observations ﬁere unahnounced and randomly schéduled.
The investigators were conderned with the extent to which the
teachers were utilizing the curriculum as ‘it was intended bir the
developers. Three groups of teachers were assessed: those receiving
complete sets of LAT material and training in their use; those receiving
no LAT ‘materials but recéiving LAT objectives and training; and &
k] .
control group which received no LAT" materials and no training.. ) !
Eighteen teachers representing 34 classes were assessed. By
trichotomizing teachers who received both LAT .materials and training
into low, de?ﬁte. and high implementers, Hess and Buckholdt (1974) . o +
illustrated. that students of high implementors pérformed better on
criterion-referenced tests "based on LAT.than did students of low
implementers. This demonstrates that the degree ’gf’.implementation
varies among teachem;i receiving thejsame materia‘ls and the same type
of training. o “ . }/
Regan andv Leithwood (1974) Eescribed the implemeﬁtation of a

Conceptual Skills Program... a packaged programme, in a group of

Ontario ‘schools. Concerned with the implementation of t_he curwlum

so that its use reflects the deirelc’:per's sfated intents, th; project

focus.;ed on reducing potentigh barriers in the local situétion which

might have limiied' the effects of implementation intents. Among the

potential obsfac_:.les.identified are: ~ . _ ) e
1. A product rather than process view of implementation.

2. Inadequate attention to fh,e organizational structure of

schools into which the curriculum was introduced.
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3. Reliance on illégical diffusion models in planning for

-

implementation.

4. Depéndence upon oversimplified cwge strategies.
. -y

L
In t'rre”l? view "successful implementation of an educational insovation.

thus necessitates effectively surmounting conceptual obstacles as well
as the many practical‘%ﬁstacles" (p. 6).

The model suggested for curriculum implemen%a'tion in thi’s study
is significantly -more refined than that described by Russell,
Leithwood, and Baxter (1973) and by Leithwood and Russell (1973).
The t:aacher emerges as occupying the pivotal .role for the énlarged
model in which implementation is described as occurring in four distinct
‘phases; namely, the decision” to use: the curriculum, planning the
strategies to be elhployed during implementation to foster use of the
curriculum, actual use, and evaluation of the use in terms of the

original curriculum goals.

-~

Regan and Leithwood (1974) identify adequate teacher training in

the skills and attitudes necessary for use of the curriculum as the
fundamenéal activity of the second phase of the implementation. They
conclude that "...the teacher's philosophy of educatio_n, a teacher's
personality, and the specificity of the.p_rogram's objectives will all

1

influence the successful impleme‘ntation..:." (p. 43). ¥The role of the

~

‘student emerged in the third and fourth phases as a ‘modifier of the -

teacher's efforts to use the curriculum. Formative evaluation and

extensive supervision of students and teachers relative to the goals of
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the ne-w curriculum are identified as !cﬁtical to success in the actual
use phase.. This fobrmative evaluation inclj'es the assessment of )
student pqrformanczb, student attitudes, ;eacher beliefs, tegcher ’
practice, parent attitudes and the z;ttitudes of other teachers. The
e}ralugtion is conducted by the trainee and by the supervisor'who also
‘:rpﬁgars to be the curriculum developer.
Aulﬁt‘!hough most implementation studies are- concerned with the
impact of the change process on the curriculum itself, Shipman (1974)
identifies the influerfte of a curriculum changé on the school as an
" organization. The teacher, while the focus for the implementation
'prdcess, is yiewed as part of a large school unit “which is the target for
the Keele integrated studies project. Because the curficglum was being
ed by teachers in. particular organizational settings with students
- with specific needs, mutual adaptation is considered to. occur among all™

these facdtors (p. 77-78). The jculum then becomes a catalytic

force within the omganization during t%he implementation process

i
~—

(p. 176).

-

Al

Shi'p;nan'- (1974) clearly. distinguishes between the curriculum

.4 , .
development process and the curriculum implementation process.
Although leadership roles are not specified in the development process,

the school administrator is identified as central to the implementation
‘ 4
of the curriculum. The chief role of the administrator is the provision

- 3 ) - -‘ 3
of resources, structures, and organizational strategies which will
' ' h

- ~ r:
facilitate teachers in the implementation process. The administrator, ‘ L}

whether willing or not, affects the implementation process by his or her

[
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attitudes anc:l activities (p. 121). The achieved 'deg‘rc-ee of
implementation is contingent upon organizational effor{ toward the
implementation process. It is implied that by 'imple’menting a
curriculum, a school as an organization learns to change (p. -‘1"'!6)'. '
Three distinct operational phases are identified as. preceding the

-

effective entrenchment of the curriculum in the school. These ‘are
development, ciis:semination, and demonstration. Shipman (1974)
describes the development stage as one of prodqcing a broad framework
within which each 'school can operate (p. 126). Dissemination involves
giving information abo e ourricul}Jm while demonstration is
considered as distinet from the dissemin}ation process. This is a
departure from the research, development and diffusion literature of
the time which consider@emonstration 4§ ;;art of the- overail
dissemination process. Demonstration is pi‘esented as showing'the
potential effectiven;ess of the particular%rriculum for the specific
target school (p. 160). Underlying this approach is the belief that
inlimited variation is possible relative to the curriculum l;eing
ijgplemented. | . |

A summén'y of the Elliot and Adelman (1974), Evans uﬁd Scheffler
(1974),; Hess and Buckholdt (1974}, Regan and Leithwood (1974) and

Shipmagl studies is presented in Figure 11. The information from the-’

studies relative to.the four research questions in this chapter is

! !

presented in point form. - - ' ‘ -
| Ve < ¥

j:, A4 __ /F\ | ' .',‘
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Mode of implementation
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other phases of change

/
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External factors
influencing implementation

Eliof) and
Adelman (1974)
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— achievement of
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- teachers

— document
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‘—-workshops |

— organizational
climate

— comstraints in school

— students

-~ researchers as
developers are also
implementation
managers

— agents

— rescarcher

- teacher teams
— workshops

~ soclo~economic factors

[}

Figuwe 11: Summary of information relative to research questions from major dat
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1975 Data Sources

During the 1960's considerable money was dispersed by the United
.States Office of Education for the development of innovative
educational projects in public schools. A variety of innovations

N

emerged including alternative- classroom organizational schemata,
bilingual programmes, and reading programmes, among others. In
order to determine the effectiveness of these innovations,‘ the Rand
N/ Corporation was commissioned to assess the educational impact. of 253\
projects .in school dist?icts across )he United States. Numerlous
individual reports emerged. Those addressing the implementation of
curriculum innovationé provided useful information for planners of -
cgrriculum implementation. Like'Shipman (1974), the Rand researchers
expected that educational innovation "would appear differently in
different classrooms and schools.

Relevant Rand reports are described in this chapter contin:aing in
tl’“le'chronological pattern este‘x’blished. Basic to all studies,
. . .- however, is the view of implementation described by Gﬁl quinta

and Bernstein (1971). In this view, implementation is the‘\;ridge
between the initiation and the inc'orporation of an ‘innovation. As’llsuch 4
its efchtweness is determined by the behavibur ?}\ members in the
orgamhzatlon. In the school setting, the roles v1e}ed aq\bemg of‘
primary 1mportance are those of the manager or administrator and the

teacher. While management's responsibility is viewed as being malnly in

the provision of resources and Lupport the teacher is

pivotal because of the need for the teacher to act upor‘f/(hel demand to

f

L 2
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/
incorporate the innovation. j,'ﬂ}

Gross, Giacquinta, and Bernstein (1971) view implementation
effectiveness in terms of the extent to which the develope;s' intents are
exhibited in classroom practice. Degree of implementétién is defined as
"... the extent to which organizational members have changed their
behaviour so that it is congruent with the behaviour pattefns required
by the innovation (p. 16)"., They propose a model of conditions to be

met and maintained during the implementation pericd: user

under}standing of the philesophy, design, methodologies and intents of

-

‘the innovati-on;pl}séi' possession of the basic skills needed to utilize the

innovation*effectively; provision of resources necessary for utilization
of the innbvaiion; compatibility of the innovation and the
organizational a.nd__structural‘ arranéements of the school; and the
maintena.noe.: of a w.illin;ness to implement‘.the innovation.

In spite{:"of their initial ,reliance on the Gross, Giacquinta and
Bernstein (1'971) view of the irnplemgl}ltation process, tr’l'e Rand
researchexjsjtwere'forced to conclude early in their investigations that
most educational innovations required) adapta'tions in spécif‘lc
organizational settings. Two of the Rand investigators, Berman and
Pauley™ (1‘975), utilized observers and self-reports -by users to

determine the degree of implementatipn of innovations. Five measures,

utilized in their study which are found thrquhout the Rand studies

are:
1. Teacher perception of goal achievement./
&
2, Teacher perception of fidelity“to the original contents of the

L
~

1
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innovation.

3. Teacher perception of their behaviour chapge.

4. Perception of difficulty of the implementation.

5. ‘Expectations relative to the continuation of the project when

Federal support was terminated (p. 13-17, 77:78).

Five additionai factors emerged fr;om the Berman and Pauley (1975)
study which are significant to the description of the nature of
curriculum i'mpleme::ltati(m in schools: an

1. The degree of implementation of innovétions was r;eported by

oﬁservers af "systematically lower* than the reports of. B
participants”" {(p. 15).-
2. Organizational climate was identified as  a pﬁssible

influencing factor in the implementation process.

3. ‘'Teacher participation in decision making relative to the

implementation process was considered to be an influence.

“

4. The na_}ure of the inte;ra‘ction betwe& the school
administrator and the teécher implementer was felt to-

inf[uence the degree of imblementation.
. ; o
! 5. The provision of resources by administrators was identified

a8 influencing. the degree of irﬁ‘plementation.

-—

Reliance on the case study approach and the inadequacy of some of
the measures of the ‘d.egree of implementation employed in the Rand
Studies are sometimes criticized (e.g{ Fullan and Pomfret, 1977).

. . '
“~Dalin (1975} feported case study research being carried out within .

the Organization- for Economic Cpoperation and Devglopmerit (OECD)\‘_

-



- 75

through tl'.le‘ Centre for Educational Research and Innévation (CERI) and
International Management Training for Educational Change.(IM"I‘EC)
which supported th findings oﬁd t-he Rand Corporation ﬁtﬁdies.
"...S5uccessful implen‘entation ﬁaeans mutual adaptétidn" (pr, 2). In his

) report Dalin .(1975) i(\:len/tifies. three perspeétives which dominate the

v

literature at that time. The first is referred to as a "topdown process”
(p. 1). This _approach is described ‘as "onesided, directed from
political'and administrative bodies outside the school™ (p. 1). In this
view, the school is considered the receiver and the degree: of
implementation is determined by the discrepancies between the
innovation s.ls an idea and the innovation as practised. -
s In the second perspective Dalin (19';5) describes}implementation

as a "schoolbased process" (p. 2) in which ¢a®h school is responsible
Jfor the adoption of innovations in resporise to its own deveigpment

needs. "Degree of Iimplementatioun would in this case be the degree to

" which the school is able to improve its own practice in response to

crises and problems experienced by the total school culture” (p. 2).

The third perspective combined the first two and is described ds a
’ ey

"mutual development and adaptation process” (p. 2). In this

. perspective,
. . . . ]
The iﬁdividual school if’::_/lLJoked upon as a
creative unit in a larger system of schools
and . support :institutions. Succes.sfuiﬁ\ imple--

mentation would  mean the ability of the

.
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k‘s\chool to Dbe responsi\}e to .centrally or
e;cternally. developed and/or directed
innovations, on the one hand and, at the
same time, the ability to develop a creative
growth and improvement process within the
~school itself. The process of implementation
therefore is a process characterised 't')y
dialogue. bei:ween the school and its
environmel}t,. in partigutar between the

school and central administration. Degree of

impleﬁnentation in this case would not only be

a measure of the degree to which the school,

as a unit, adopts centrally developed

innovations and at the same time -takes care

of its own development needs, but also the

extent to which central units (e.g. political

-

units and. administrative uhjts) adapt
. . S
N

themselves to the continuous demand nd-

creative processes within the schools...In

the process of mutual «development and
adaptation, the innovation undergoes

change. In addition, the structure,

strategies and people invoedsed in the process

also change. The process implies continuous

‘ development. {(p. 2)

76



It is this third perspective that -Dalin . (1975) considers the most

realistic.

Three phenomena of major concern during the implementation

- [

process are also identified by Dalin (1975):

1.

Dalin (1975) notes that "forces .external to the educational system

can infl.uence,%he process of change" (appendix, p. 2). Included in the

Barriers toward im‘plemé\nltation. ‘The‘se include value
barriers, - power barriers,‘ practical barrief/s _and
psychological barriers of all the concerned gl:oups in the
impiementation process. The concerned group\os isolated are
students, parents, teachers,- heads,: and cenfral
administratf){s.- although the ex'i‘ster}ce of other groups is

implied (p. 4).

Degree of mutual development and adaptation. Two factors’

-,

are identi

d as needing research in this area: the process

-of creative {levelopments within the school and the prbcess of

Ly Y

adopting jrMnovations from outside the school Ep. 3 - 5)_'.,_A,

hypothetical direct relationship is cited between these.
. . -
factors. < >

Strategies for implementation. Dalin (1975) suggests that

strategies must be described for specific groups in specific

places. To understand how strategies function in schools,

two factors are identified for consideration: the locus of use
of the strategy (external or internal) and the consequence of

the strategy (consensus of confliet).

L.
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factors identified are political stability, economic growtil, social
.‘ -

expectation, technological development, and changing job expectations.
Several influéntial factors withi;1 the educz::ltional system which might
influence curriculum change are also ideﬁtified. These include:
resources, evaluation, teacher—personriel tasks, qualifications,
organizational linkages, incenti.ve systems, leadership, control
mechanisms, and relationships among organizational members. -

In summary, Dalin (1975) considers that curriculum innovation is

-

neither completely developed external to the school in which it is to be
utilized oz: within the school. The inn-ovation undergoes 8 process
which mékes it compatible with the fa'ctors initiating the change
proéess,. the o_rganization in‘to which it is introduced and /the
étrategies utilized in its implemenfation. In, a later publication not
directiy related to change case studies, Dalin (1978) reiterated these
factors: 4 . (/'

Brantley (1975) utilized a case study methodology to ciétermine the
extent to whi¢h the éonditioné deseribed by Gross, .Giacquinta and
}?ernstein (1971) were influenced in the implementation of a minimal
mathematics curiculum for migrant students with achievement levels
ranging from preschool to junior high school. Implementation was
assumed to have been effected in one year.

‘ Implementation as defined by Brantley (1975) is "a process' -
that, when successful, resultsA in the alteration of teacher behaviour

and attitudes so that they conform to the expectations of the

innovation" (p. 15). The degree of imple'ﬁlentation was assessed
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utilizing a researcher developed observational rating scale, focused
interview and teacher self rating scales. The behaviours sought were
identified as those reflecting curriculum goals.

Brantley (1975) reported posiﬁve ‘relationships between the
degree of‘implemréntation and the teacher's perception of darity of the
innovation, material availability, organizational compatibility; ability
of teacher to implement, and teacher receptivity to change. He also
concluded that "....teachers were not generally resistant to the idea of
introducing a new change" (p. 132). Imple}nentation is _yiewed as
impeded by:

1. Lack of familiarity with the mechahics of the

innovation. - .o

2. Unavailability of essential materials.

3. Incompatibility beiween innovation require-

| ments and teacher roles.

4, Inadequate support from administrators and

developers. (p. 140)

In regard to the fourth impeding factor, the necessity for
stringent monitoring of the implementation process is identified.
Administrators are expected to anticipate problems in implementation,
and to remove impediments to successful implementation (p. 133).

It should be noted that aithough Brantley (1975) views
implementation procedures as malleable, the degreé of implementation is
assessed in relation to the reflection of developers' intents in teachers’

practices. This view is consistent with that of the Gross, Giacquinta
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and Bernstein (1971).

Another direct test of the model sugges;ted by Gross, Giacquinta
and Bernstein (1971) was conducted by Winklevoss (1975) in relation to
the implementation of ‘ a reading and communication _pregramme.
Winklevoss (1975) considers planning for implementation to be
separable into two ppases. In t.he first, the end toward which the
impléme‘n.tation process works - that of the curriculum functioning as it
was of'igi;lally intended by the developer is considered. In‘ the second,
the ongoiegns of achieving the desired implementation end are
invblved. ’I‘he emphasis in this process phase is teacher attitudes,

- In addition to emphasizir{g the need to recognize that curriculum
implementation is more complex than described in the Gross, Giacquinta
and Bernstein (1971) model,- Winklevoss note.s that "...the individuality
of an innovation and all 'the related factors, e.g., the teachers
invc_)lved, the principals, the students, the school setting, etc
continually define the essence of ... implementation" (p. 328).

This suggests that the implementation process must be responsive
to the needs of the situation or context in which it occurs. Winklevoss
(1975) further suggests that both formative and summat.ive evaluation
of the implementation process are necessary for effective achievment.
The standards by which the evaluétor judges the effectiveness of the
process are formulated from the goals of the CUPI‘.iCl-.llum. Summative
evaluation should be based. on réports of organizational members
utilizing the curriculum in light of its influence on their performances,

e.g. administrators, teachers, supervisors. Formative evaluation .
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. provides monitoring information important in planning successive

implementgtion interventions and in planning for the implementation of
other curricule"l. . '

Downey et. al. (i975) descrii:;e a study in which the effectiveness
of curri}culgm implementation is defined in terms of the reflect-ion of the
lcurriculum developers' intents. The study examined th'e implementation’
of the Alberta social studies curriculum addressed by Crowther (1972},
Downey et. al. (1975) were concerned with the appropriaténess of the
Provincial curriculum‘guidelines, and user knowledge relative to the
guidelines, the degree to. which locally developed programmes reflect
ministry document intents, and the degree to which the classroom
demonstrates the ministry guideline intents. g

Four means of assessing implementation- were employed in the

~study; namely, content analyses of ministry documents, analysis of

local curriculum documents; site visits including' interviews . with
teac'hers, students and parents and classroom observations; and the
‘administration' of questionnnaires to 1794 teachers, 900 students, and
1440 parents.

An interesting finding of the NDowney et. al. (1975) study is that
there were philosophical inconsistencies in the ministry documents.
These discrepanctes decreasc_ea the probability that the curriculum
intents could be effectively translateéi at the local level. In adglition,
few teachers, including those involved in local curriculum development
based on{. the ministry documents, appeared aware: of the more subtle

implications housed in the goals for the curriculum (p.7). A similar
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condition existed in‘ regard to the locally developed documenté.
| In discussing the results of the study, Downey et. al. (1975)
provide support for i\:‘he contention that effective feedback mechanisms
must be established to facilitate communication across hierarchical
levels. The importance of team building is also emp};asized.
Hampson (1975) described the attempted implementa{ion of a novel

4
social studies ecurriculum entitled American Political Behavior.

Although no quantik{level of implementation is reported, the effort .
was generally considered unsuccessful. Tr;ree significgr& findings
T _
emerged from the study: -
1. Profe.ssional staff must be involved in the early‘ stages of the
‘ change process (p. 374). ) .
2. The "...degree of closure that the board of education can
choose to exercise..." should bc; clearly identified (p. 375).
3. The school administrator responsible for the implementatio
effort "...must have Dboth political sensitivities and
professional expertise in order to provide tbe\l;m—d?‘np
necessary..." (p. 376).

Hampson ’(1975) identifies fifteen forces which irlnpinge on the
curriculum change studies. These forces are categorized as:
professional internal, including administrator_s, teachers, steering
committees, and teacher orgam’zations_; professional external‘,
including state curriculum centres, steering committees at the state

level, consultant and professional organizations; non-professional

internal including school boards, parents, students, and newspapers;
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and non-professional external including the state board of education,
legislature and flhmding foundations.

In discussing further implications from the Rand Corporation
investigations at an instructional conference, Mciaughlin and Berman
(1975) suggesged that two levels of implementation must be considered,
loeal and centrsglized. Centralized actions, referred to as macro-
implementation efforts, must consider the féctors present at the local
or micro-levels in formulating plans. In this regard, four factors are
identified as relevant for consideration: the pf‘ocess of implementation
and not the adoption of an innovation determine its outcomes; mutual
‘adaptation nor:rnally occurs when significant change is effected; the
‘institutional Se}ting affects its receptivity to change; and micro

v

settings vary in their ability to implement change.

~

At the same conference in Germany, Fullan (1975) defined

implementation as the 'putting into practice of the essential

characteristics of an innovation" (p. 1). The process is described as

occurring in a social system and as affecting four dimensions:
structure, role/behaviour, knowledge and understanding, and value
internalization. These elements or dimensions are described as
interactive over time. Each element was described as follows:
Structure: This element includes the formal arrangement and
physical conditions associated with the curriculum. being

implemented.

Role/Behaviour: This dimension | includes any changes in

relationships required during the implementation of the currciulum
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or once the curriculum is in place.

Knowledge and understanding: This factor necessitates a

thorough understanding of the philosophy underpinnning the

_1

curriculum, as well as its design and implications for practice.

Value Internalization: This element is demonstrated in commitment

to the curriculum and to its implementation.

Fullen {1975) suggests that all four elements must be considt.;red in
assessing the degree of implementation.

Fa‘ctors are identified as facilitating implementation: explicitness
of the curriculum innovation, in-service training, resource support,‘
feedback m.echanisms relative to problems during the implementation
prc;cess, user involvement in the decision to a({opt the curriculum,
favourable organizational and political awareness on the part of the
"planners for implementation.. Each of these factors is considered to
impinge upon the four elements or dimensions identified. Point form
sumrﬁaries of Fullan (1975) and other studies described frdm the same

vear are presented in Figure 12.

a

1976 Data Sources
Four Rand Corporatic‘m ‘ reports ' published in 1376 contain
information useful in expanding the view of the nature of the curriculum
implementation process. Each is discussed below. k
Berman and MclLaughlin (1976) reinforce their earlier contention

that implementation, as part of a three-phased process, is

characterized by mutual adaptation. They state: "... the particular
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organizational setting‘ of the schcol, classroom or other institutional
host, and, at the same tin.]e,‘-the organizatjon and its members must
adapt to the demands of the project™ (p. 349). This implied that the
implementation process is one of ongoing training within the

organization. .
M

McLaughlin (1976) expanded on her explanation of the mutual
adaptation process. "Implementation was a dynamic organizational
process that is' shaped over time by interactions between project goals

and methods, and the institutional setting. ASs such, it is neither

-

automatic nor certain."” (p. 340).

In the 293 situations examinedffthe Rand Corporation researchers

identify three characteristic outcomes of i!'nplementation efforts: r

l. vMutual adaptation which represented suc<‘:essfu11y>
implemented projects.

2. Cooptation which represented "adaptgtion of the project
design, but no change on the part of participants of the
institutional setting" (p. 341)

3. Non—implemer%tion in which the implementation process
broke down.

McLaughlin (1976) not;es that "the amount of interest, commitment, and
support evidenced by principal actozis had a major influence on the
prospects for successful project implementatipn” (p. 341). The central
aciministrator's attitudes are described .as @'oviding the "signal" for

other people involved in the process. Unless implementation is clearly

identified as a priority item by the administrators, it is unlikely to be
! -
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successful.

These strategies for adaptwe unplementatxon are 1dent1f1ed as
crltlcal local material development to foster a sense of "ownershlp",
staff training spaced to facilitate the learning processes during
implementation, and adaptive pllanning (staff meetings) to provide
opportunity for treatment of unanticipate'd consequences and to
enoourage "on.-going, interactive planning" (p. 347).- /
Elsewhere McLaughlin (1976, b) suggests that many Title | projects

-

were not implemented becaus? of failure to foster compliance during the

change process. Five factors are identified as having potential to

promote such compliance: "goals, an incentive system, information

feedback, reliable knowledge about effective strategies, and effective
authorlty\—“are ir}t[erdependent in their functioning. Weakness in any
one aspect is likely to undermine the others..." (p. 414).

The third Rand Corporation study of interest in 1976 is a
description of the non-implementation of Experimental Elementary
Programs (EEP) in New York City schoolsi Warren (1976) concludes
that EEP failed becuse schools into which the programmes. were
introduced lacked "the flexibility, the democracy of staff participation,
the ffeedom to depart from the curriculum in new ways, the research
and evaluation proce]iﬁs and the interaction with the community” (p.
387). - In addition, the need to account for forces within the
organization must be considere'd when planning for implementation.

Warr'én (1976) identifies the principal as zccupying the "pivotal

role in sanctioning any change effort in schools. " (p. 395). She adds
(}

XN



"that teachers are less likely to endorse curriculun changes not

sanctioned by the principgls. lln addiftion, the number of decision-
making levels between the decis‘ion t':) imi)l\ement artd user must be
l-imited. "For a program to succeed, those involved \pust want. it to
succeed, especially where built-in resistances are strong. This mutual
commitment constitutes }normative sanction for change. In its absence,
remunerative or ooeércive sanctions are weak‘er substitutes.. Without
any sancdions, inertia triumphs" (p. 396). |

The description of the irqplemeptation of diagnostic/prescriptive

-

B ) &
reading innovations by Wirt isitHe fourth Rand Corporsation study of

_interest published in 1976, This study -compared the rates of

implementation of six separate reading projects in loal school districts
in an effort to identify major barriers to implementatioﬁ and their
implications for an implementation strategy. SeveralAcond"usions
‘emerge which are significant in describing the nature of curriculum
implementation:
1. Superintendent ‘support increases continued ir:lplementz;tion.
2. Coercive implementation strategies, although apparently
successful . in the early .stages, result in piecemeal
implementation.
3. Implementation of curricula often requires oo'ntinued
provision of resources for maintenance.
4, Tezchers abandon behaviour changes \nfhich requiré a great
deal of effort. .

5. Flexible curricula are implemented more readily that less

N
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flexibie ones.

Implementation procedures must be specific for the situation

-t

in which the chanpge is to occ'ur'.

7. There is a s.iénificant. negative ocorrelation between the
number of schools involved in a, curriculum change and the
amount of change.

Leithwood et al. (1976), in a further analysis of the Mat hematics
Project in Peterbc;rough County, amplify and extend the model proposed
early'in &he project. The report describes the problem solving model
discussed earlier but focuses on the role of the change agent who is
identified in this Aréport as a person from outside the organization and
in some cases as the principal. Specifi;'ally, the change agent must
provide the mechanism for effective communication about the r&\tgre of
the curriculum innovation. This type of oommuni;}atio‘n is identified as
of utlmost ﬁﬁportance. " One important task of the change .agent,
therefore, is to design communication requiring optimal amounts_ of
assimilation and accommodation on the part of th.e dient" (p. 104). In
addition it is the change agent's responsiblity to shift the focus
relative to the major target of cmmmunication to different levels of the
organization as the process continues.

The change agent is ooﬁsidered to be responsible for recapitu-
lation processes through whiéﬁ‘the dient understands, accepts and
knows how\ to act” in a manner oonsistent with the goals of w/“
curriculum. In essence, the agent plays a modifying role "in an

intermediate position between the initiator and the ultimate- dient."

N
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(p-109). In this ‘role, the users are assisted iﬁ making successive
approximations toward desired behaviour. ‘Since the skills
"...required to effectively implement a change vary from individual to
individual" {(p. 115), tt.1e ggent must do all that is possible to keep the
target users permesable to information.

The role of reward structures in facilitating implementation is an
important one becéuse LI theré are frequently few incer;tives, and
indeéd ‘substantial disincentives to adapt a change." {p. 116). One
incentive identified as crucial to the success of curriculum
impYementation is the «clear demon-siration that implementation will
produce increases in student progress. There aré three options
available to the curriculum change agent relative to rewards which
could result in successful strategies: the increase in proffered
positive rewards to those who do implement, the reduction or. removal of
disincentives\y, and the increase of negative rewards for those who do
not change (p. 118). Recognition of potential intrinsic rewards as
rr_uotivators is also important. During late stages of implementation, t\he
success of implem_entation exerts pressure on thvbse who have not
implemented the curriculum.

.

The curriculum implegenter, then, must foreshadow the change

that will eventually occur by\jdentifying the guthority figures to be
involved in the change, by providing training for the authority figures
prior to the change, involving teachers where possible, and once the

currlcUIUm change is presented by the authority flgure, by training

"teachers. The training of teachersrshould be gradual and acquire



92

", ..the contextual };.ri'owiedge possesséd only by practitioners in the
local system™" (p. 12i). Thnou“ghout, successive —abproximations should.
be encouragéd with the educational merits of the change in focus.

In an effort to conceptualize what could be extracted relative to_
the nature of the curriculum implementation process from the Ontario
Institute for Studies in Education (OISE) field studies, Leithwood
(1976) developed a rudimentary model. In the model implementation is
depicted as a linear rational activity oomprised of three distinct
stages: diagnosis, application and eyaluation. The diagnostic stage
indu;ie_s the identification of goals relative to the jimplementation and
their delineation as interim goals. -'In the formulation of goals,

consideration must be given to the structure of the formal organi

into which the curriculum is being introduced; the teacher style, r'
and relationships; t6 the values inherent in the curriculum, and to the
knowledgé and understanding necessary to implement the curriculum in
the classrc;om. ‘The dingnosis phase is basiclly one of identifying
discrepancies between what is and what should be for the curriculum to
be implemented as the developer intends it and of iden.tifying potential
obstadés to discrepancy reduction.

The second phase of the process, application, requires the
identification and selection of alternative means for overcoming the
discrep;ancies identified in the dirgnosis phase. .Specific procedures
for incul mting skills, attitudes, and kr;.owledge in potential users are
gctivated, reward and incentive systems are designed and utilized, and

’

changes are made in organizational structures and resources .to
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facilitate the imple;11entation. The final phase of the process invoclves
two forms of evaluation. Formative evalug,tfén occurs throughout the
process and involves both the change a’gejﬁt a;ld the targets of change.
Summative evaluation assesses the effectivef;ess of all stages of the
implementation process. I

Roose (1976}, in describing curriéular:{i}hange, ranked the factors
identified as crucial to implementation by;.v"“OISE projects and others.
The factors considered were involvemeqi in decision making about
inﬁplementation, pilot  programs, changef; agent roles, administrative
support and the planned nature of curricuium change,

The curriculum chaﬁge described by Roose (1976) is distinc-tive in
that it resulted from political pressure i'or change. Implementation is
described as the achievement of objectives identified in policy
statements. The implementation process begins with policy and ends
with the installation of the curriculum in the school setting and the
integration of the philosophy of the specific curriculum and the school's
philosclphy. ’

Roose (1976) - reports that not all the elements of the
implementation process were of equal importance in effecting curriculum )
.‘change. Pilot programs, formal communication channels, solitary in-
service sessions and the behaviour of the' change agent influence
curriculum implementation to the extent that continued and regular in-
service training does. Other factors. which emerge as important for
effective curriculum implementation are reward, integration of the new

curriculum with existing curricula, ~planning for teacher difference,

—
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and the inférmal communication networks. Strong commi;ment toc.‘t,he
implementation process by the adm‘inistrator is identified as the most
significant factor in effecting curriculum implementation.

Hall and Loucks (1976) reported testing of the CBAM in relation to

-three. specific innovations:r team teaching, an elementary science
: curriculuh, and the use of modules. Although the investigations did
not alter the structure of the model-three conclusions appear relevant
for considefation in planning for implementation. First, although a
curriculum change effort may be_iprfiated with a group of teachers at
the same point in time, individuals from the group exhibit different
levels of use and stages of concern. The implication of this finding is
that the implementation agent to be effective may ha—;to consider
different intervention strategies for members of the user group at any
one particular time.
- A second related conclusion is that the majority of users do not
advance beyond a level of routine use. This routine level may be
considered from a fidelity perspective as the point at which the user is
reflecting the basic intent of the developer. If adaptation and revision
of the cﬁrriculum are considered as part of the curriculum
implementation plan, intervention stra'tegies must be generated to
facilitate movement to higher levels of use.. '

The third significant conclusion is based on the assessment of
student achievement in relation to teacher level of use. In
mathematics achievement, ‘student scores increased, steadily with -

teacher level of use, but in relation to reading, achievement scores
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peaked when teachers reached a routine level of operation. These
findings infer that there mdy be situations in which fhe revision or
renewal of curricula may be non-beneficial to students. An alternative
consideration ig that the higher levels of use fnay in fact represent the
lower levels of use of a new innovation. p{)iﬁft form summaries of the

1976 major data sources are shown in Figure 13.

1977 Data Sources

Two studies are discussed in this section. The first by Nicodemus
(1977) describes the factors involved in teachers' decisions to
implement a science curriculum. In the second, Fullan and Pomfret
(1977) delineate a coonceptual framework of the nature of the
implementation process baused on seventeen studies which had defined
and attempted to measure implementation. ‘

‘Nioodemllzs (1977), although not defining the term, appears to
‘equate the initial behaviour in the implementation process with the
dissemination of the centrally developed curriculum. Level of use is
identified in terms of the use of material and ideas from the currieulum.
His results indicafe that individual teacher characteristics can be
considered by the curriculum developer and by the curriculum monitor
in implementation efforts. Specifically, teachers at the extremes of
teaching epxerience tend to exhibit lower levels of use; professional
training is negatively asssociated with high levels of use; and teachers
in element.ary school tend to use the curriculum materials more than

secondary school teachers. Considered in isolation, these findings may

N
*
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be rationalized. Collectively they support the Hall and Loucks t1976)
finding that individual teachers implement at different rates and,
therefore, that implementation strategies must  address these
. differences.

Nicodemus (1977) attempted to identify other variebles which
discriminate between high and low implementation. Factors lidentified
as facilitating use include available money, accommodation, time, in-
service activities, resources, organizational restructuring and
increased student achievement.’ Thé primary factor appears to be
communication at several levels of decision making: with the developer,
the monitor, support perspnnel, the public, mass media, and other
edﬁcators. :

NiCOQéml_"lS (1977) suggests that the curriculum developer should
play a sup‘e‘r';isdfy rlole in.which support, mot‘ivation, and professional
c}evelop‘t‘nér.it. are critical components. The developer should encoura‘ge
mutual . adaptation between the curriculum and the receiving
oréanization. In an earlier study, Nicodemus (1976) described the
process ‘of curriculum implementation as consisting of three stages:
discipline research, curriculum projects and ,sociall chang(; through
information systems. This view is consistent with that of the Rand
Corporation Researchers.

Fullan and Pomfret (1977) identify the need for c;arefui study of
the nature of curriculum implementation on the basis of deficiencieé in
knowledge related to what actﬁally changes during implementation, why

so many educational change efforts have failed, the exact nature of the
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implementation processes as distinguished from the adoption decision,
and the actual causes of student learning outcomes. The literata‘re
reviéwed in their study is that which attempted to measure directly the
degree of implementation of curricula or organizational changes in
-educational settings. The study extends conceptions presented in
Fullan (1975).

Literature is categorized accopding to the research instruments
utilized in assessing the level of implementation and according to the
apparent view of the researchers of the nature of the curriculum
implementation process. Two perspectives relative to implementation
dominate the study. Some studies consider the ultimate goal of the
implementation process to be the use of the curriculum innovation
reflective of the developers' intents — called "fidelity". The second
perspective considers implémentation as naturally resulti.ng in changes
in the hehaviocur of the user, in the nature of curriculum and/or in the
nature of the organization in which it ié used.

Determinants of implementation are isolated from the studies and
categorized. Four broad ‘c’ategories emerge: featufes of the innovation,
strategies ut.ilized in the implementation efforts, characteristics of the
adopting units, and chﬁaracteristics of the macro socio-political units.
In addition, dimensions of implementation practice are 'identified,
namely: changes in'materials, gtructure, role/behaviour, knowledge
and understanding, and value internalization. These are consist.ent
with dimensions identified in other studies reviewed in the chapter.

From the description of the implementation process, it is possible
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to infer that there is interaction among the dimensions of imple-

mentation which Fullan and Pomfret identify and the determinants of

~

implementation. Figure 14 suggests a possible framework which could

be utilized in the description of the interactions. Whatever the exact

nagture of the interaction, Fullan and Pomfret\,offer this condusion:
Implementation is a highly complex ;r)rocess in-

volving relationships between the usgrs-and

managers; and among various groups of

users, in a process characterized by unanti-

cipated problems that should be prepared for

prior to attempting implementation, and

continually addressed during it (p. 391).

This condusion is more in keeping with the mutual adaptation
perspective thun with the fidelity perspective.

In describing the socio-political determinants of curriculum,
dimensions of implemention Fullan and Pomfret (1977) refer to a number
of studies related to policy implementation and the implementation of
organizational change. They have not, however, concentrated on the
description of the nature of these interactions. They do suggest that
those responsible for the implementation must be aware of the macro-
socio-bolitical factors. It would appear thaut the administrator is
primarily responsible for the protection of the users from at least some
of these factors. (p. 394-397). Figure 15 presents a summary of the

two major data sources from 1977.
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‘ a8 : ‘
1378 Data Sources- -

- The Fullan and Pémfret (1977) étudy‘ provides part of the data
base for the development of a theoretical model of curriculum
implementation by D. Common (1978).:r-"By restricting her data sources
to. 25 studies published between 1968 and 1977 which addressed all of
her research questions\,‘ and by utilizing an interpretative-theoretical
methodology, D. Common (1978) developed a theoretical model . of
curriculum implementation. The questions which serv/ed\as parameters.
and investigative devices for the model are:

1. What are the components and e{l_ements of curriculum
implementation?

2..  What is the purpose of curriculum implemen.tation?

3. Who are the curriculum actors?

4, How does implementation occur?

- The meodel which er;lerged identifies three elements in the
"~ eurriculum implerﬁentation process: the curriculum, the user, and the
organization. Each is discussed below. ’

Three attributes of the curriculum are identified as influencing
implementation; namely, its complexity, its clarity and its practicality.
| The curriculun; was reported as performing two functiohs‘. "First, the
curriculum exerts influence on the process, and second, the curriculum
adapts to the procesgs activities" (p 214). °This is tﬁe mutual
adaptation perspective as defined by Fullan and Pomfret (1977).

The users of the curriculum, the gecond element, are described as

possessing three characteristics which influence implementation:

b
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Fullan and Pomfret (1977)
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-

knowledge and understanding, attitude and ability or skill to

implement. The user serves three distinctive functions: planning,

peforming, and monitoring. "It is recognized that the subcategories -

are not mutually exclusive; and are in a dynamic state of interaction
and definition". (p. 217).

In the third elem;znt, the organization is described as consisting
of two interacting yet distinct sub-elements; the characteristics of the
- organization itself and the manager of the implementation pro¢ess. Two
f%ﬁtors. relative to the nature of organizational characteristics are
de.scribed as influential relative to the implemenéation process; the
openness gn_d the adaptability. The functions of these identified
organizational characteristics are to adapt, to maintaiﬁ' openness, to
establish temporary systems, and to facilitate p'roblem solving. The
functions of the managerial sub-elements of the organization are
planning, organizing, evaluating and encouraging implementation.
Effective management is described as exhibiting leadership, knowledge,
and a positive attitude.

In describing the nature of curr{c_ulum implementation, ‘D. Common
(1978) definéd a curriculum implement;ti‘on plan as "...an attempt to
predict' interactions among the implementat.ion elements necessary for
‘the achievement of implementation goals" (p.233). As such, constant
redefinition of plans 'occurs during the implementation process.

In ' an effort t;) clarify the nature of the reaction, D. Coinmon
(1978) utilizes the diagram shown in Figure 16. Rather than clafifying

the relationships the diagram seems to obscure the nature of the

t
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relationships described by suggesting that the ecurriculum oan _be
i3
considered as the relationship between the organization and the users.

An alternative diagram might more clearly depict the nature of the
relationship described. (Figure 17).

The actual ch;mge oceurring in the curriculum, in the organization
and in the user could then be described by a trinomial system. The
point at the intersect of the three axes (0,0,0) represents no change,
while {n,n,n,) represeﬁts mutual adaptation among all three elements.

The . Common (1978) model provides a rigorous, representation of
the curriculum process. It is intended only as "...an interpretation
framework, ~ it makes no pretense to have direct predictive
significance.” (p. 26é) It is also not intended to be inc.;lusive of all
factors influencing the implementation process, as evidenced by its lack
of attention to the macro socio-political influences identified by Fullan
and Poémfret (1977). D. Common (1978) concluded the’rebort ofb her
study with the statement; )

More pervisive empirical and thecretical ¢
research is necessary for curriculum imple-
mentation knowledge to advance along the
avénue of understanc;ing in order to achieve

the goal of intellectual maturity. (p. 276)

the effects of socio-cultural end political factors

on the~implementation pro®ess is demonstrated _by Harlacher and
Gollattscheck (1878) in their "Nescription of the implementation of

communi¥y-based education. An asdessment of efforts described in

Vv
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their case study leads to the conclusion that educational innovations
have impact on educational factors, e;:onomic factors, socio-cultural
factors, political factors and technological factors and ax;e in turn
influenced by them. The authors describe four "ecommunities" which
frequently influence the implementation of educational changes:
individuals and groups, interest-bas‘ed groups, geographic-based
groups, and aggregates of people (p. 81). The findings of major dgta

sources from 1978 are presented in Figure 18.

1979 Data Sources

R. Common (1979), in assessing the relationship between the
- degree of implementation of an elementar& science curriculum in
Manitoba schools snd the school management patterns, concludes that
significant relationships; exist between teachers' perceptions of school
management patterns t_mﬁ the extent of curriculum implementation.
Utilizing the CBAM and Likert instrumentation as measurement devices,
he concludes that:

In elemen{ary schools with an innovative curric-

ulum  developed externally to the user group,

teachers in high participatory.'management pattern

schools...exhibit & ‘-higher level of im_plemen--

tation...than teachers in P more authoritarian

management pattern schools. (p 159)

LI g
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4, External tactors - not addressed - economlc. factors
physical aspects . . - soclo—cuttural factors
Influencing h ‘= Indlviduals
Implemantation - interest groups

-~ geographlc group
- aggregoates of
people
- tachnologlcal factors

.

* Flgure 18: Summary of informatlion relative to research
questlons from major -data sources, 1978
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The importance of the principal in leadership and development of
staff relations relative to curriculum implementation necessitates its
consideration as a primary function. Interaction and communication
with staff relative to curriculdm implementation are identified as two
ways in which the priority could be manifested.

R. Common (1979) provides further support for thé Uniyersity of -
Texas researchers' contention that "...some individuals within an
institution could and did vary markedly from the group" relative to
their level of implementation. This implies that implementation efforts
must be planned for individual users. It also extends knowledge of the
management aspect of the model by specifying characteristics of the
principal's role. T "

i

The assertior% by the Rand Corporation Sttiijeé and the
Peterborough . Project © that adoption cannot be equated with
implementation is also given support by the R. Common (1979) study.
Thirty-six percent of the teachers sampled were nonusers, in spite of
the fact that the curriculum had been considered to be implemented by
the Ministry for two years in most schools and' up to four years in
others. .

In the same year, Ellis (1979) tested the validity of the degree of
implemehtation Constrﬁct by exploring the relationships between
different approaches to measuring the degree of implementation of
Intermediate Science Curriculum Study (ISCS) materials in seventh
grade‘ classrooms. He suggests. that the implementation process is

cyclical proceeding from non use, to adaptation, to use, to equilibrium
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of use, to improvem_ent of use, and back to non use. He maintained that
there is an identifiable point beyond which mutual adaptation becomes
innovation: "...at the point where the improvements surpass the
eritical level of defining attributes, the innovation is no longer
considered to be part of the system." (p.13)

Ellis” (1979) defines implementation as "...the management of a
subset of all possible interactions of an individual with his environment
with the intent of educa.ting." (p.8) Management is facilitated by user
participation in both the development and implementation processes.
This study em'ployed seven distinet measures to determine degree of
implementation: the LOU, a studer;t perception of use questionnaire, a
document analysis questionnaire, and [SCS achievement test, the lowa
Test of Basic Skills and an [SCS. Attitude questionnaire. Ellis (1979)
maintains that the instruments provided meaéures of implementation
reflectir-lg‘ the process or mutual adaptation approach and the fidelity
approach. The major conclusion from the study is that the "Fidelity
Approach and Process Approach are r%ughly measuring the same
construéf, however, the lacl; of” discrimination between the higher
Levels of Use lessens the construct wvalidation from the concurrent
validation approach". (p.92)

The methodology utilized in the study may he criticized on several

dirf*_ﬁensions including the consideration of only part of the components,
P

-

(/éharacteristics of ISCS, the equating of student achievement with
evidence of the degree of implementation of the curriculum, and the

utilization of-teachers as the unit of analysis when the LOU is designed



for use with the school as the unit of analysis. The study does

112°

contribute to the understanding of the nature of the curriculum

implementation process, however, by contending that fidelity and

smutual adaptation approsches to implementation may be more similar

than they are generally considered to be. The study also raises the

question of the point at which curriculum implementation becomes

curriculum innovation, particularly with r'espect to CBAM. The R.

Common (1979) and Ellis (1979) studies are summarized in Figure 19,

1980 Data Scurces

In describing the implementation of an Indi{ridually Guided

Education (IGE) programme in six New Jersey schools, Bucko (1980)

posited three questions:

1.

Are  successful IGE schools characterized by  their
involvement in the decision to implement the curriculum?

Are successful IGE schools churact;arized by a change sgent
actively involved in the decision to implement - the
curriculum?

Are successful IGE schools characterized by senior
udminiétrat;)rs in their system supportive of the I[GE

curriculum?

He suggests that the findings indicate that successful IGE schools

were characterized by a high degree of implementation of the [GE

curriculum.- Each question received an affirmative answer. In

answering the third question, Bucko (1980) concluded that in some

v
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schools the principal was the supportive supervisor while in othe.rs the
superintendent was the key administrator.

Bucko (1980) contends that adequate training for the staff and the
provision of adequaté time to complete trainiﬁg were crucial to effective
implementation. He distinguishes between commitment to IGE and the '
general willingness to change and suggests that while the latter is
necessary for implementation it was redl commitment to the IGE
- materials which most influenced the implementation. A further
conclusion indicates that the environment was compatible to the
innovation in the sucecessful IGE schools. By a compatible environment
Bucko (1980) refers to factors in the school system such as physical
facilities, and to the nature of the community into which the IGE was
being introduced. IGE was more fully implemented in less .economically
affluent communities, adding further support for the contention that
gocio-political factors influence the degree of implementation of
curricula (Fullan and Pomfret, 1977; Harlacker and Gallattscheck,
.1978). |

Grossnickle (1980) employed a case study approach in studying
the factors which influenced school-centered cﬁrriculum reform. He
concludes that ten factorls significantly influence the implementation
process: the availability of the innovative curriculum, the quality of
the innovation, the cost of the innovation, the communicability of the
innovation, thc; organizational climate of the schlool, the availability of
a change consultant, training in regard to utilization of the innovation,

leadership and sponsorship particularly by the principal, and the
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¥

~

specific implementation strategies\u'sed. These factors are consistent
with those suggested by Fullan and Pomfret (1977). The political
processes involved are clarified in the model. which emerged from the

study. In the model the curriculum change process is described as

" including six distinct stages: ' .

1. Identification of the need to ch.ange. This decision was
precipitated ' from the interactiop of schéol board members,
parents, federal government policy, state government
policy, students, principals, the superintendent and

teachers. This interaction results in the adoption and

N

agreement to new curriculum goals by each group. -

2. Teachers, students, administra_%ors and an external change

N

agent were involved in developing a specific plan for the
implementation for the goals. . 7

3. The plan was adopted and implementation began.

4. The reactions of students, parents, teachers, X and
administrators necessitated _the 'r?lodification of the
implementation procedures.

5. The modified plan was administered.

6. A summative evaluation "waé planned in terms of teacher

-

performance, administrator - assessment of success® and

student satisfaction. and performance. School  board
members, parents and the outside agencies demanded’ access

¢
to the evaluation efforts and suggested further goal reform,

(p.72). .
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é}rossnickle (1980) concludes that in planning to implemeﬁt a

" curriculum a managervmust address the need to communicate the intent

and nature of the innovation to all of the persons affected, directly and

indirectly, by the chgnge. This communication muét be related to the

need for change and the benefits to be expected from it. Recognitiop

must also be‘givén that the implementation requires extra time and

effort on the part of all pepple involved in the change. The ﬁsers of/
;the curriculum,pequiﬂr;e skills and time to build confidence in the curric-

ulum. The users include students, teachers, parents, administrators,

and the school boarg. Grossnickle (1980) emphasizes that the curric-

ulum manager must have knowledge of the evaluati-on process and the

ability to interpret the results of evalutation correctly. Further, the

manager must constantly monitor the change‘process witﬁ the intent of

providing intervention strategies while being awdre of the need to’
. document for accountability.

» From thig study it is apparent that factors external to the system
nor-mally‘idehtified as the implementation system do, iﬁ fact, influence
the process. The mutual adaptation perspective of implementation is
already evident and must be consi‘dere‘d from a largerrcontextual per-
spective. | B povm

dedd
Lane (1980) also included the larger context in which the imple-

mentation process occurred when she assessed the implementation of an

elementary Energy Curriculum in Indiana school districts. Included in )

i
her typology of contextual fq\ctors are principal support, colleague

support, school location and socioeconomic factors. The sample in the

,

¥

’

—
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&
study was small and, consequently, conclusions from the study are
tentative.

Log‘. sheets and interviews were utilized in data collection.
Findings indicated that teachers had separate and distinct
implementation patterns. This is consistent with findings reported in
eayl'ier studies.

Lane (1980) concludes that teachers actuslly implemented the
curriculum in a piecemeal manﬁer. Sections of the curriculum
supp;orted with moderate numbers of lessons and activities are generally
utilized before more complex sections. Again, the finding addsy-p'port
to earlier suggestions that relate the degree of implementation to the
cor}lplexity'of the innovation.

Another conclusion from the study is that teachers considered
student interest and needs, community happenings and their o.wn
knowledge and interests in deciding which parts of a curriculum they
would actually implement. This implies that mutual adaptation is
influenced by more than the three elements suggested by D. Common
(1978) and others. Contextual factors may hinder inclusiveness and,
therefore, influence thé degree of implementation from a fidelity

perspective. Lane (1980) states that her sample indicates the existence

of three distinet types of implementers which she refers tc as
redesigners, believers, and experimenters. Redesigners are
inner-directed; they prefer decentralized decision-making, a

laissez-faire leadership style, and are largely willing to be-

autonomous. Believers are principally other-directed, prefer
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centralized decision-making, authoritarian leaders and are conformers .
Experimenters ex-hibit views which incorporate some of those held by
believers and some held t;y redesigners. It seems reasonable to
suggest that redesigners implement in a mutually adaptive fashion and
that believers implement in a fidelity mode. In es_se;xce, teacher
perceptions are identified as affecting the type and degree of
implementation.

Hughes and. Keith (1980) were also concerned with teacher
perceptions in their investigationv of the degree of implementation of an
innovative science curriculum in Nova Scotia sch g. Reporting that
the "..:éack of concern for implem;ntation cur:rently .is the crucial
impediment to improving program operations, policy analysis, and
experimentation..." (p.43) in schools, they examiﬁed the extent to
which teacher perceptions“ of the curriculum's relative advantage,
compatibility, complexity, trialability, and observability influenced
im}plementatién. Utilizing the Classroom Observation Rating Form
(CORF) employed by Ashley and Butts (1970) and their own Perception
of Innovation Scale with a sample of 30 teacﬁers, they found that all
teachers perceived themselves as implementers but that in reality a
third of the teachers were non-implementers, 43% were partial
implementers and only about 20% were high implementers. Since the
curriculum was adopted for use at the same time in all districts
representéd by the sample, and since all teachers had been subjected to
the same training opportunities, this finding supports the individuality

of the implementation process identified by R. Common (1979) and

~
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others.

Four attributes of the innovation were identified by the teachers
to he posi.tively and signifiéantly correlated with the degree of
implementation. In décreasing order of significance they were
observability, compatibility, relative advantage, and trialability.
Complexity was notj significantly_ related‘ to the degree of
implementation. The degree of causal dependence among the variables
was not Ainvestigated. The findings of the study are generally
supportive of the literature suggesting a relationship between
potential adopters' perceptions of the innovation and its effective
implementation. The factors responsible for teacher percep;tions are
not investigated and the im.plementation process is considered in
isolation from the larger social context.

Lerge scale curricular reforms in Thailand are the focus of a
number of recent doctoral dissertations at the University of Pittsburg.
One of thése addressed the socio-culture factors affecting the
implementation of the intended curricular changes (Senarith, 1980).
Utilizing a rationale based largely on the Rand Corporation studies and
a study by Zaltman et. al. (1977), Senarith (1980) suggests that: "The
larger the secale of the change program the more proménent the role of
the socio-economic and politieal factors". (p.35). Two researcher-
developed questionnaires, the Curriculum Implementation
Questﬁonnnarie for Teachers (CIQT) and the Curriculum Implementation
Questionnnaire for Principals (C1QP), were utilized with 423 teachers

and principals in 134 schools in an effort to assess the degree of
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imple'mentat on of the curriculum i-nnpvations‘ﬂnd to isolate factors”
whiclz influgnce the process. ‘

Mx ination of the instrument items indicates tha{ Senarith
(19807, althodgh differentiating betweén the implementation stage of
change and the Ignovative stage, made no distinction in his assessment.
He equated innovatlyeness wiih willing.r;ess to implement. Fin\d\ings from
the study indicate at the curriculum innovations were moderately
implemenfed. Teachen characteristics such as attitude, commitmen?,/'

capability, understanding, age and educational backgro'ﬁ_)nd influenced
the degfee to which the new curriculum was.implemented. d

Senarith (1980) concludes that the characteristics of the new
. J— .
curriculum infilenced the teachers' capacity to understand the desired
change. he limited effect of complexity of the curriculum on
~impler ntation provides additional support for the Hughes and Keith
(198 )‘ findings. The qualit'y of inservice training appears to be more
influential than the quantity but no suggestion is.made relative to the
most effective timing of these activities.

The individual school principal emerges as a significant factor
influencing teacher commitment to the curriculum being implemented.
Organizational climate is reported as indirectly related to the dégree of
implementation. These ;;uggestions are supportive of the R. Common’
(1979) Manitoba study. ( |

Seven other factors are identified as influencing the degree of

curriculum implementation in the study: school size, loecation of

school, structural arrangements’ within schools, the age of the
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principal, the experience the principal has in implementing curricula,
principal commitment, and the diversity of student readiness perceived

L4

by teachers.

Utilizing the eclements suggested by D. Commen (1978) as =&

¢

fram;awork; NDow and Whitehead (1980) investigatred the extent to which
teachers‘in_one Ontaric school board district were implementing an
innovative physical education curriculum. Assuming that the
impleme'ntatioﬁ would not be complete, the investigators attempted to
. identify the concerns teachers had relfitive to the curriculum and the
role and concerns Of principals and” vice-principals relative to thé
implementation process.' ’

Level of use ;)f the curriculum was détermined utilizing a teacher
questionnaire and a structured iﬁte.rview format develop-ed chiefly from
the CBAM. 'I‘eachgr, principal and vice-principal concerns about the
curriculum were assessed utilizing the researcher-developed Barriers
lto I'mplementation Guesty ires (BIQ) which!reflected the model of

implementation dg¢veloped by ND. Common (1978). The BIQ for principals

and vice-prificipals did not contain all the items in the BIQ for teachers

but the majority of items were common to both. The role of the
implementation was assessed through directed interviews.

s- of the research indicate that a generally low level of

imple_mentatio\

existed. In discussing this finding the researchers

(RN

4 [R .
stated that teadhers were at different levels of implementation, a

conelusion consistent with other research utilizing the CBAM concepts. ¥

Much of the variance may have resulted from the. fact that
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"_..individuals have their own rate of growth within this process”
(p‘.92). Some of the variance may have been due to incons‘istency in
exposure to the curriculum in question. |
Teachers identified 20 major barriers to implementation of the
éurricul_um. Two of the barriers were related to the nature of the
document itself: its expectations relative to materials to be presented
to students and the lack of suggestions relative to student pvaluation.
Six items were perceived as barvriers relative to the\_ teachers
them;selv‘gs: insufficient knowledge of the guidelines, commitment to
implementation, too little opportunity to communicate with peers
relative to the curriculum, inadequate opportunity to learn about the
curriculum, insufficient opportunity to provide feedback relative to the
guideline, and insufficient specific inservice relative to the
curriculum. Of the 12 barriers relative to the organization itself, five -
are related to the role of the principal and vice-principal in the
implementation process. These five include: tﬁe lack of support, lack
of clarity in implementation procedures, gnclear expectations relative
to implementation, a confused view of the principal's role, and the
perception that the principal and vice-principal lack knowledge about
the innovation. The other barriers in this category are concerned with
communicatioﬁ among central office, principals, and teachers,
motivation to implement, time for implementation and resource support.
"The comparison of barriers perceived by teachers who were better
implementers with those not implementing” might have provided some

interesting conclusions.
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In the discussion of the implications of the data from principals
and vice;principalé, Dow and Whitehead (1980) state "there is
considerable agreement today that the principal is the person
responsible for designing, implementing and evaluating éhanges in the
instructional progra;nme of the school." (p.73)

Principals also identified 20 barriers to implementation. There
are some d{ffe;;ences between the barriers perceived by teachers and
those perceived by principals. Relative to the curriculum document the
principals identified the physical make-up of the guideline as a barrier
as well as the lack of student evaluation techniques. With respect to.
the user, identified as teacher in the principal's BIQ, lack of
knowledge of the curriculum, unclear expectations, poor communication
with resource personnel and other teachers, insufficient time to
implement, and to plan to implement, lack of skill and commitment, and
_inadequate obportunity to learn about the guide are identified as the
major barriers. The majority of burriers related to the orgénization
identified by principals focus on the superintendent and relate to
knowledge, role clarity, support, communication, resources, and
specific procedures for implementation.

The study indicates that the elements of the role depicted for
principals from early studies of implemen»tation (commL.micator,
resource provider, facilitator, consultant and Isupervisor) were not. of
equal importance to the principals surveyed. Principals also varied in
their perception of the importance of these elements. Although the

researchers do present a -hierarchy, the application of a weighting
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factor to their data suggests a slightly different emphasis relative to
the ”ordering of these factors. From greatest to least involvement, the
principals perceived themselves as résource providers and
communieators, facilitators, supervisors, then ..consultants. This
prioritization is interesting in light of .the fact that the role of
supporter is so freﬁe—ntly cited in the -literature (R. Common, 1979,
Leithwoéd et. al, 1976, among others).

The Dow and Whitehead (1980) study representé a decisive step in
the direction of the translation of much of what had been sugpgested
relative to the implementation process into factors to bé considered in
planning for implementation., Their 1981 . study provides more
generalized data r;elative to the nature of barriers to implementation.
Summaries of their 1980 study and other major data sources from the

same year are presented in Figure 20.

1981 Data Sources N
e L

In their second major S't/;dy relative to barriers to implementation,
Dow and Whitehean% surve’yed 229 teachers, 196 principals, and
44 consultants from across Ontario utilizing the BIQ employed in their
1980 study: and a third and similar.quest.ionnaire designed specifically
for consu]tanfs. Respondents were asked to consider a curriculum that
had been adopted at least a .year previously, to identify the specific
curriculum and to respond )Gf?he BIQ with that curriculum in mind.
Major barriers identified by each group are summarized in Figure 21.

Generally respondents were satisfied with the nature of the

o
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1. Mode of

Implementation .
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2. Elements of
Implementation

3. Relattonship
of Implementation
to other phases
of change

4. External factors
Influsncing
Implementation

Bucko (1980)

Grossnickle (1§BO)

= tralning process

for users

tralners
material
training

- physlcal

facllitles
Innovation

Interactlon amoung
need ldantificatlion,
production,
Implementation, and
evaluatlon phases
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Faederal Government
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flqure 20:

mutual adaptatlon
process
facllitated and
effected by
communfcation

currlculum:

- avallabllity

~ quallty

- cost

- communlcabllity
administrators

organizational climate

change consultant
prlnclpdl sponsorshlip
strategles

students

teachers

parents

time

currlculum manager

not eddressed

socio—aconomic factors

professional support

This summary also represents Information from Dow and Whltehead

Lane (1980}

plecemaal process
leadlng to aventual
adaptation
characterized by
three types of user:

=~ redeslgners

- experImenters

- bellevers

principal
innovation
teachers
organlzatlion

nead for consclous
conslderation of
Implementation In
development process

not addressed

Summar# of [nformation relative to research questlions
from major data sources, 1980.
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Lane {1980)

- plecemeal process
leading to eventual
adaptation

= characterized by
three types of user:

- redesigners
- exper Imenters
~-Efilevbrs

S —

~— principal

~ Innovation
- teachers

= organlzatlion

- need for consclous
consideration of
Implementatlion tn
devalopment process

- not addressed

elatlve to research questlons
1980.

Hughes and
Kelth (1980)

Senarlith (1980)

Dow and
¥hitehead (1980)*

- a planned process
focused on
achleving the
Interasts of
curriculum devel-
opers

- teachers
= Innovatlen
- relative
advantage
- observabl|ity
= trialablilty
- compatibitity
- students
- organization

- masslveness of change
Impllied In Innovotlion
determlines complex|ty
of Implamentatlon and
evalaluatlion

- pelitical stablllty

~ soclo~economic factors

- geographlcel locatlon

asents Information from Dow and Whltehead (1981).

- planned process
with fidellty
perspeactlve

- teacher
= adminlstrator
~ organizaticnal
factors
= climate
- structure
- slze
- Innovation
= training
- princlpal
- age
- experlence
- comm] tment
- student readiness

- not addressed

- not addressed

~ management process
responsible for
antlcipating and
dealing with
possible barriers

= organlzation
~ user:
- teacher
= principal/vice—
princlpal
= consultant
- Innovation
- time
~ communlcation
- strategles
- resources
= commltment
~ rewards
~ barrlers
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MAJOR BARRIERS TQ CURRICULUM IMPLEMENTAT I ON

AS PERCEIVED 8Y GROUPS . o
TEACHERS PRINCIPALS CONSUL TANTS/COORD INATOAS
1. Princpalts rale In 1. Principals have Tnade- 'v There | {nsdequate time
Implementation |3 quate [nformatfon . for teechers to plan for
not claorly deflned about guldellines prior Ithg lamenteation.

to Implementation

2. There are inadequate 2. There (3 [nadequate 2. The school's organlzation
workahops and [n~service communication between Is nor figxIble enough
teochers and resource td' accomodats
perions related to the {mplomontation.
guldeling. -
3+ The gulidoilnes contaln J« There are Insutticlfent 3. Principala nave Inadequats
Insdequate suggestions opportunities for knowledge of the guldel(ne.
for stucent avaluatlon. teachers ta confer with

other teachers regarding
the Implementation of
the gquidelina.

4. Toochers have lasdsquate 4. lInadequate timg i3 4. Resource personnel have
2pportunity to provide asrovided to plan for Inedequate opportyn| ty
feadback, tmplamentation. for face-to-face commyn-

Ication with toochersy
related to the guidelines.

3. Ceantral offlce resource 3. There i3 inadequate 3. Teachers have Insutficleat

parsonnel provide too commynication smong opportunity to Increase
H+tia motivation for school board offfce thair knowledge of the
toachars. cersonnel, principals gquldeilina.

and teachers ralated
To the quideiine.

(cont.)

Fléuro 21 Barrlers to Impiementation )
{Dow ang Whitehead, 1981, p.40-4])



5

MAJOR BARRIERS TO CURRICULUM  IMPLEMENTATION

PERCEIYED BY GROUPS

2

TEACHERS

Thers s I|nadequate
communicatlon batwoen
central atfice persannel,
princlpala and teschers
rolated to the quidellne.

Teachers have [nsufficient
opportunity to leern sbout
*he guldellne.

Tima 13 not provided for
taochars to plen for
Implemantaton.

v
'

Thore (3 inadagquate
communication beatween
the principal and
teaching staft related
to the guldellne and
Its Implomantation.

Insutflicleont ressurces
are provided by the
. principai.

Flgurs 21 (cont.):

b

PRINCIPALS

Insutficient resourcas
are provided by the
board.

insufficlent workshopa
and [n-service opport-
unltles are avallable

for teachers related to

the quldel fne.

Thore |3 |npdequate
cammun |cat fon between
princlpals and super—
intendents regarding
Implemantation.

The superintendent's
role In currlculum
Implomentation Is
not cleorly deflned.

implomentation
proceduras are not
speciflic and
clasrly outlinaed.

Barriors to Implementatlion
(Dow and ¥Whitehoad, 1981, p.4Q0-41]

£ 0.

CONSULTAKTS/COORDIRATORS

Guldalines have [nsdequate
suggestlons for student
avaluoticn,

The consultant/co~ora-
Inator rale In currlc
[mplemantation [3 not
cleariy deflined.

The princlpailts raie [n
currlculum Implemantation
Is not claariv datinsd.

Thers I3 Insutficiont
communication smong
schoel boerd personnst
princlpals and teacheri
related to the guldelina.

Principals do not
srticulate thair _
oxpecrations In regerd
to Implementation.
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curricula they identified with the exgeption of the provision of
recommendations fpr student evaluation. (ﬁ“fa;‘br pfo_blems appear in role
definitions for those involved in the implementa.tion ‘procéss.
Communication about the innovation.is another major probiem area.
Another consistently’ identified problem is in relation to._teacher
opportunity to participate in the curriculum development process. The -
need for careful planning to ensure that adequafe r’esou'rces are
available for the implementation process is another ares of concern.
These resources include the time té) plan for impléméntation. |

Dow and Whitehead (1981} make no aétempt to compare teacher,
principal and consultant concerns ubout. ixnplementatibn"relative-to
subject areas, but in examining the results of the 1980 and 1981 study,
it is apparent that the major b;arriers in both studies centered around
role clarity, communication, rescurce support, ana commitment.
Flergibility and rewards for implementing are éf less concern.

Banathy (1981) éuggested requirements for aﬁ curriculum change
system which migh-t be considered to respond to some of the barriers
identified by Dow and Whitehead (1980, 198'1)-. His five requiremgnts
are identified: .

1. Strétegies rela£ive to the speecific curriculum for its

implementation in school settings based on (a) user heeds, .
* (b) informat_ion and materials, (c) choices and aiternatives,‘
{(d) the adoption, installation, and use ‘of the curriculum

2. Strategies relative to several levels including (a) societal,

(b) institutional, (c¢) managerial, (d) instructional, and (e)
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experimental. |

3.  Planned interaction must consider the {(a) environment and
* societal/community context, (b) cu_rriculum goals, {(c)
program functions, (d) program structures and components,
and (e) processes applied to these inferactions.

4. Compatible interfaces between the real world and the ideal
curriculum image. |

5. Three basic functions: (a) a definitional system which
identifies the characteristics of the educational system and

.identifies the need for change, (b) a design subsystem that

provides a plan for implementation and (¢) an implement-

-
ation/managerial system to carry out the planned change; In
. &

the implementation system key persénnel must be involved
including parents, teachers, principals, district
administrators and school board members. Resources,

‘ training and vitality are other concerns)

This view indicates that the .implementation phase of curlriculum
change, though distinet frém innovation, must be considered as related
to it. The emphasis placed on responsiveness to the larger context of
t‘he change process is. more.sp'ecific than other authors' prescriptions.
Thie requirements do not includé the specif'icaticm process. @

In an attempt to _clari’fy the state of the art relative to curricu“l‘tum
impleméntation in Ontarig, FL&&I’I ~and Park (1981) utilized two main

sources of information: research literature and Jan examination -of

current practice in six boards throughout the Provinge. Their basic
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premise ref_lected a managéi‘hent perspective in regard to 'y the
implementation process. "implementation depends solely on  what people
..., do and don't do".(p.5) They maintained that during the
implgmentation process at least thrjee types of changes must be
effected: those relative to materials, teaching strategies, and beliefs -
ell of which are influenced by the philosophies, assumptions or beliefs

at;out education housed in the novel curriculum.
A' more complete definition of implementation 1is stated:

RN

"Implementation consists of alterations from existing practice to some

new or revised practice {potentially involving materials, teaching and

beliefs) in order to achieve certain desired student outcomes." (p.l10)

% .
Twelve factors are identified as affecting implementation {Figure

22). These are essentially those identified by Fullan and P;omfrét
(1977).

Implementftion is considered to be a learning process involving
resocialization Jf people over time. Implied in the process is the
expéctation that the innovation is altered during the ‘implementation.

Because of the time span involved in the implementation, management

procedures must. be addressed continuously throughout the process.

Six groups are identified as targets for'\; management planning:

teachers, principals, mstees, parents and students, board
administrators and groups external to the board such as ministry,
teacher federations, and faculties of education.

Fullan and Park (1981) identify a discrepancy between

implementation procedures as intended by policy makers and as



Factors Affecting Implementation

A. CHARACTERISTICS CF THE INNOVATION OR REVISION
1. Need for the. change
2. Clarity, complexlty of the change
3- Qual [ty and avallablllty of materlals
B. CHARACTERISTICS AT THE SCHOOL SYSTEM LEVEL
4. Hlstory of Innovative attempts
5 Expectations and tralning for princlpals
6. Teacher Input and professlional develcpment
(in-service technical assistance)
7. Board and community support
8. Time |Ine and monl+toring
9. Overload
C. CHARACTERISTICS AT THE SCHOOL LEVEL-
10. Princlpal's actlons
11. Teacher/teacher relatlons and actlons
D. FACTORS EXTERNAL TO THE SCHOOL SYSTEM
12. Role of the Minlstry of Educatlon and
other educatlonal agencles.
Flgure 22: Factors affecting Implementation

(Fullan 'and Park, 1981, p.14)
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perceived - by implementers. From the policy-maker's .perspective
clearly defined poliey is }ene_rated at the Ministerial level, interpretgd
and supported by" ieacher federations, ldcal boards,' the media, and
faculties of education; modified by principals; and then it remains for
teachers.to try to cope with a confused, overwhelming body of
information. l

Ten" factors are identified as influencing the implementation
process: ‘the release of multiple ”guidelines; board and community
support, time line end monitoring system, clarity of need for change,
quality and availability of materials, the support and role of the
principal, consultant role and support, quality and amount of in-
service for teacher, teacher/teacher interaction, and availability and
use of externa.l resources. These factors are consigtent with those
identified by Dow and Whitehead (1980, 1981).

Fullan and Park (1981) conclude that -implementation is more
. difficult in some boar:js than others due to a variety of staffing and
socio-economic factors. They suggest that differences exist from
school to school in terms of readiness for implementation again due to a
variety of factors ir;cluding in-school resources and leadership.
Implementation appears, then, to be a contingent process. Figure 23

presents a summary of this and other major data sources from 1981.

Summary

The intent of the exploratory phase of the study-reporteci in this

chapter is to deseribe data from major data sources which address the



Questlions

1+« Mode of
Implementation

2. Elements of
Implementation

3. Relationship of
Implementation to
other phases of
change

4. External factors
Influencing
implementation

flgure: 23

Banathy (1981)

- management process
with fldellty goals

- strategles '
- user

= rasources

- students

- organlzatlon
- parents

= teachers

- princlpal

- _.schoo! board

/f/:,¥kglnlng f

- district admintistrators
- resources

- Implementatlion must
be conslidered In
relatlon to other
stages of change

=~ socletal expectations

= communlty

- Interface betwaen
real world and
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Fullan and Park (1981)

- soclallzlng process

- alteration of existing
practice In the dlrectlon
of new practlice.

= Innovatlion
~ need
- clarity/complexity
-~ quality/avallabillty
- system .
- prehistory
= tralning
- In-service/professional
development
- board/community support
= time
- monltoring
- overload
- school
= principal action
- teacher/teacher actlon
= consultent
- external factors

- nature of policy Tn
development phase
affocts effectiveness
of translatlion .

Into Imptementatlon.

- meke up of district

- community support

= Ministry of Educetion
-~ aducatlonal agencles

Summary of Informatlon relative to research questlons

from major data sources, 1981

-
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following questions: : -
1. How does curriculum ixnplemeﬁt&tion occur in school?
é. What are the elements of ecurriculum im‘pl-ementation in -
schools? \
3. How 1s the irnplem;entation of cﬁrriculum in schools affected . /
by its being part of the total curriculum cﬁange process?
4, How is the implementation of curriculum in schools affected
by factors external to the school system responsible for the
implementatioﬁ? “ -
Date sources were presented in chronological order to prevent‘
formerly developed conceptual schemes from biasing description.
Critical analysis was not the objective of the initial phase of the study.
" In Chapter Four the information culled from the major data sources
i3  subjected to aﬁalysis. Critical analysis 1is integral to the

o

classification phase in the methodology employed in this investigation.



)
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Chapter ‘Four

Analysis and Classification

Two phases of the interpretative—theoretjcal' methodology are
presented in this chapter, analysis and classification. Analysis

involves the systematic juxtaposing of information from major data

! . .
sources in an effort to suggest answers to the four research questions

posed in the exploraticn phase of the study:

1. Ir-!ow does curric;uum implementation occur in schools?

2. What are the elements of curriculum implementation in
schools?

3. . How is the implementation of curriculum in schools affected
by being part of the total curriculum change process?

4. How is the implementation of curriculum in schools affected
by factors external to the system responsible for the
implementation?

Answers to these questions are presented in the first section of the

chapter. Subsections relate to each research question.

The secon'd section of the chapter presents the classification of

"information extracted from the analysis of major data sources. The

purpose of -this third -‘phase of the interpretative-theoretjcal

methodology is both to organize and to élarify thought about the

. phenomenon curriculum implementation. Three distinct but interrelated

procedures are involved in this phase; namely, analyzing, abstracting,
and generalizing. These activities provide the components of the

theoretical model which emerge from the research. The subsections in

this part of the chapter correspond to the researé}l gquestions. A

"
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chapter summary constitutes the third section of the chapter.

Analysis of Data Relative to Research Questions

. The answers provided by the major data sources for each ‘research
question are described below. Frequencies relative to factors iden-
tified by major data sources are presented in Figures 24, 25, 26, and
27. These frequencies were determined by a count of the nﬁmber of
"studies making reference to the factor in question.

i

Mode of Implementation

7
Curriculum implementation is a management process which’ may be

focused on the use of the cﬁrricglum in a manner consisltent with the
intents of the developer (a fid'efi/t/(y approach) the use of the curriculum
in a manner somewhat modified to suit the situation (a mutual adaptation
approach) or toward either a fidelity or a mutual adaptation u‘ppr‘oach'.
As 8 rational process, curriculum imple‘me)ltation requires the
establishment of .a temporary system which has as its purpose the
alteration of existing practice towa>rd new practice.

Successful implementation mayl be identified by specifiable
behavioral traits either in teachers, in the classroom,-fen‘vironment, or
in students. It is a learning process in which teachérs develop
concerns and abilities and as such is a revisionary process rather than .

a revolutionary process. Because curriculum implementation involves

learning to change, it can be expected to occur individuals at

differing rates.
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The individual |ultimately responsible for the curriculum
implemeﬁtation system is viewed as a strategy planner for interventibn,
remediation, problem ~ solving, participative decision °~ making,
discrepancy reduction, and socialization of’potential users. Factors
identified as essential to the implementation process include effective
cbmmunication systems, carefully planned and timed workshops and in-
service sessions, the means of surmounting concéptual and perceptual
obstacles t¢ use, an effective incentive system, and a good
organizational climate in which the implementation can occur. Each of
these factors facilitates the training\process. Implementation, then,
may be viewed as a collaboratlive system of interaction representative of
organizational effort toward goals of the curriculum policy of the
school system in.which it is occurring. As such, it is influenced by
faqtors from within the school and factors outside the school.

T'herre is more than one possible outcome resulting from the effort
to implement. These include non-implementation, co-optation, and
actual implementation. Co-optation is distinet from mutual adaptation
in that co-optation is a verbal implementation not followed or
accompanied by change in classroom practice reflective of
implementation. Mutual adaptation represents actual implementation in‘
which the curriculum is somewhat altered to fit the situation, but which
involves actual change in behavior in the requisite direction. Fidelity,
on the other hand, is actual implementation in the direction specified or
intendéd- by ‘the curriculum developers. The larger tﬁe actual change

in behavior demanded by the innovation, the more likely that mutual
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adaptation will occur rather than fidelity.

Although terminology varies among studies, the implementation
process is viewed as consisting of more than one stage by most of the
major data soui‘ces. Adoption is considered by most to be the decision
to implement which precedes actual implementation effort and use. This

i,s,iollwvctual use in varying levels of completeness, and if the
/

P

/ implementation pkcess is complete, by an equilibrium stage in which
,;t'ﬁ'e use is that desil:ed by the curriculum implementation goals (either
mutual adaptation or fidelity). -. A further phase of the total
implementation is described as "impact" or '"improvement" which
involves the initiating of further curriculum change or renewal. The
process may . be conéidered, then, as 'generative of additional
implementation in a cyclical or spiral manner. Figure 24 presents the

frequerlgiﬁc-;s of statements relative to the mode of curriculum

9
implementation.

Elements of Implementation

An analysis of the major data sources revealed 97 elements or

-

fuetors involved in the curriculum ~imblementation process. These
elements are presented in Figure ‘25 together with the frequency of
major data sources in which they are identified. Many of these elements
are not discrete and many appear to be more meaningful as clusters or
categories. Such categérization is 'inappropriate in the analysis phase

of the interpretative-theoretical methodology. It does, however, occur

in the classification phase of the research.
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Frequency

1+ A dlscrepancy reduction approach facilltates implemention
2. A good organlizational climate facllitates
imp lementation
3. "Actual Implementation may occur
4. Adaptlon precedes Implementation
afforts and use
5. An effectve |ncentive system Is necessary
for implementation
6. Co-optatlon may occur
7. Curriculum implementation |s a management processﬁ:—\
8. Currlculum Tmplementatlion Is a rational proé%ss ’
9. Currlculum implementation requlres the
establishment of a temporary system
10. Effective communication systems are
cruclal for implementatlon
i1. Factors inslde the schoo! and outside the school
Infiuence Implementation
12. Implementation involves organizational effort
toward a goal
13. Implementation involves the soclallzatlon
of potential users
14. Implementation is a collaborative system

of Interaction

Figure 24: The mode of curriculum Tmplementation
from the analysls of major data sources

43

35

43

2

(cont.)
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Frequency
15. Implementaticn Is a tralning process 5
16. Implementation Is a learning process 5
‘17. Implementation is a revislionary process 1
18. Implementation 1s ldentifled by speciflable
behavioural tralts 5
19. Implementation may have a fidellty approach 16
20. Implementation may have a mutual adaptation approach 12”
21. Implementation may have a fidelity or a
mutual adaptation Lpproach 3
22. lmglemen*afloq may Include "impact" 4
23. Implementatlon may Involve curriculum Improvement 2
l24. rndlvldua1§ implement at dlfferent rates 2
25, Me;ns mu5+lba.founq to surmount consep+ual
and perceptual obstacles 1
‘26- Non-lmplemenfuflon Is possible ;, 43
27. Participative declsion making Is Imperative
for successful Implementation ~ 2
28. Problem—tT!ang approaches should be used
Ln implementation 3
29. Sfrafégles for Implementation Include remedliation 2
30. Succes;ful Implementation Is recognized by
change IP classroom environment 02
(cont.}
Flgure 24;: The mode of currliculum Implementation
(cont.) from the analysis of maJor data sources
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Statement Frequency
31. Successful Implementatlon Is reccgnlzed by .
change in student behaviour 3
32. Successful Implementation Is recoquzed by )
change In teacher behavliour” 5
33. The Tmplementation process. Is cycllical 2
35. The person responslble for the currlculum
Implementation system should plan
the Intervention stratagles |
36. There Is more than one outome posslible from
Implementation effch; 43
37. Workshops and In-service sesslons must be
5

carefully timed and planned

Flgure 24: The mode\ of curriculum Implementation
{cont.) from the analysis of maJor data sources




Element Frequency
Adminlstrative support 2
Administrators 13
Adminlstrator roles 1
Barriers 4
{ E Charucferléflq. of adopting unit
//' ‘ Classroom 8
{. . . Commitment 2
R Communication ,5
\

‘\\\\_m_”_ﬁ_\ Community support 1
CompllanEe 1

» 1

a

Constraints In school 1
Consultant , s 3
Critical mass 3

-
Currlculym avallablllty 2
BN Currlculum clarity P 3

=
.

Currtculum communicabl | ity
- Currlculum complexity .
Currlculum components

Curriculum cost -

"Curglculum dimensions
L _ curriculum flexiblilty 2
Curriculum manager . - 3
/
" Curriculum observablil . 2
™ .
Curriculum practicality - 2
] . Currlculum qualilty "
urriculum relative advantage 2
.
~ \ .
- Declsion-makling levels i
. . = ~- . N .
{cont.)

s

Flgure 25: Elements of currlculum Implemen+a+lon‘%§
. . from analysts of maJor data: sources.

»
£ [}



&

Figure 25:
{cont.}

Need for curriculum
grganlizational climate
Organlzational site
Ofﬁ;}g;k _7
P;ren+s§

Peer pressure

Peer team bullglng
Phltosphy

Phyé?:ﬁl focl!itles
Pilot érogrums
Préfésslonal staff

L4

T

Elément Frequency
Document 43
Evatuation: formatlye : 1
Evaldéflon: summat [ve 1

"External change agent 6
E;fernal factors 34
Feedback — . 3
Formul‘orﬁ%nlzéiton ‘ 10
Goals 1
History (pre-hlstory) 2
Incanflve/rewarq system 6
Informal organlzations 1
“ln-service 5
Interactlons ' 2
Macro soclo-polltical units 1

_ Monltor 2
MotIvation

1

{cont.)

Elements of curriculum Implementation
from analysis &f maJor data sources.

-
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Flgure 25:
(conts)

Teacher

Teacher-

Teacher
Teacher
Teachear

Teacher

Teocher

Teacher

abl ity

administrator relatlonshlips
attli+udes

concerns

level

participation In
daclslon-making

personal Ity

phllosophy

E lement Frequency
Principal - 14
" Principal sge 1
Principal commltment 3
Princlpal experience 1
Princlpal sponsorshlp 1
Resources 1
Role 4
School 13
School board 2
Schoollsefflng f 2
$pace X 3
Strategles 23
Structure 8
Students 19
Student readiness i
Superintendent 1
Supervislion 1
Supervisor ' 2

1
2

(cont.}

Elements of curriculum Implementatlion

from analysis of major data sources.
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Elemant F requency
Teacher receptiveness to change 1
Taacher relatlions with schoo! 1
Teacher role 1
Teacher skllls 1
‘Teacher tralts 1
Teacher training 2
Teacher unders¥anding 1
Tlﬁe 9
Tralners. 1
Tralnl&g S
User 15
User ln{ernalen+Ions 2
¥ User skllls 2
User knowledge 2
Workshops 2

Flgure 25: Elemants of currlculum Implementation
(cont.? from analysis of maJor dota sources.
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Relationships to Other Phases of Curriculum Change

The curriculum change process as previously desc‘ribed consists
of at least three distinct but interrelated stages. The first eurriculum
development/design stage invelves actually planning for and
construction of the curriculum document; gurriculum implemehtation is
the second stage, it involves putting thf curriculum to work in the
schools; the thil;d, curriculum evaiuaﬁon, is concerned with th
assessment of stages one and two as well as the effectiveness of Pe
curriculum change process as a whole. Eight of the major data sburcés
refer to the interrelationships among the stages without specifying the
nature of the relationships. Other major data sources provide
conclusions which are useful in clarifying the relationships among the
c;hange phases. The comments are listed in Figure 26. They directly
influence decisions made during the classification lphase of thjs
research and are reflected in the%retical model which emerges in the

explanation phase.

External Factors

There is.some discrepancy in the views of major date sources
rel;ative. to the nature of t:actors within and factors without the
curriculum implementation system. Consequently, some of the items
identified as elements in Figufe 25 appear as external factors in Figure
27. Decisiong relative to the placement of these factors within the
theoretical model are made in the classification phgse  of the

interpretative-theoretical methodology.

~
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Curriculum Implementation Is the +translation of +the developers'

Intents into classroom practice.

Effectlve Implementetion depends on a ratlonal approach to curriculfum
development.

The nature of curriculum development influences the rate at whlcﬁ it
wl1l be Implemented.

Currlculum development 1is in response to an Identified need Té
Implement change.

Curriculum dgvelopmenf is In response to the percelved need by

L
teachers for currlculum change:

6. Nelther currlculum development nor currlculum Implementation wlll
occur |f +here‘ls not an adequate cllmate for change.

7. Chenge Is most effective If the same team Is Involved In development,
Implementation, and evaluation. ' ‘

8. The nature of the currlculum developed Influences fhe.degrea to thFh
the currfculum is Implemented.

10. The implementation of a currlculum necessitates the establishment of
a temporary system.

11. The nature of the curriculum developed Inluences the nature of %he
col laboratlve system possible for ifs implementatlion.

12. The curriculum manager must be consclous of the need for |lalson
betweeen the persons developing a currlculum and ‘the system
establ1shed for’\fs imp lementation.

13. The nature of the develocpment process determlines the c;mmunlcnblllfy
of the curriculum produced.

14. Researchers who are curriculum developers should‘also be currliculum
Implementsation managers.

Note: All freguencies 1. Lt . (cont.)

|4

flgure 26: Concluslions from major data sources relative

to the relotlionshlps among stages. of
curriculum change.
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20.

21.

22.

25.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

The more specific the objectlves of a currlculu are, the
\&}
. )
readily It Is Implemented. .
Curriculum developers should be Involved In +tralning for
supervislon of the Implementation process.

Organlzational efforts |In Implementation provide organlzatl

growth opportuntties. -

more

and

onal

‘The development of a curriculum document can be a catalytic force for

change In the organization.

The development, disseminatlon and entrenchment of curriculum

documents are inseparable.
Both curricutum dévelopmenf and Implementatlion are limlted by
teadership avallable.

Implementatlon 1s the brldge between lnlfluflon and Incorporaftpn.

A}

Implementation Is Ingluenced by the evaluation process expected.

Factors which Influence development alsc Influence implementation.

the

Development and Implementatlon are related by the support provided by

the developer during Implemantation.

Implementation to be effectlve must be followed by an evaluation of

the total change process. N
Local development processes Influence Implementation.
User involvement in development Increases the probabllity

Implementatlion.

of

The nature of the currlculum selection” committee for non-locally

developed curricula Influences the translatlon of the developer's

Intents during implementation.

i
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Currliculum change Involves two levels of decision making In all
phases, central and locallized.
Note: A!l frequencles 1. (cont.) ’

Flgure 26: Conclusions from major date sources relative
(cont.) to the relationshlps among stages of

currlcuium chan_q.e(



30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

149

THe Involvement of users for planning of Implementation makes It more
successful.

The .involvement of users In adapting curricula makes implementation
more successful.

The Invalvement of potential curriculum users In the davelpment of
;urrlcu1a creates a feeling of "ownership™ which Influqnces
Implementation.

Invovlement of researchers In the development of curricula provides
Increased credibl |ty whlcﬁ n Turn‘ﬁéfreases implementation.

The more flexible the curriculum document, the more llkely 1+ Is to
be implemented.

Currlculum developers should be currlculum monltors.

The number of decislcn-makling leyels between the curriculum developer
and the currlculum users Influences the dagree of Implemantation.

The management of Imptementation of curricula 1s easter when users

are lnvolved In the deavelopment.

‘The general attltude to.the change process Influances the success of

the [mplementation effort.

Curriculum developers should plan for Implementation durlng the
curriculum development process.

The masslveness of the change Imp!ied by the curriculum determlnes
the complexity of Implementation and evaluation plans needed.

The nature of pollcy in the curriculum dovelopment stage affects the

effectiveness of efforts to tranlate I+ Into Instruction.

Note: All frequencies 1.

Figure 26: Concluslions from major data sources relative
(cont.) to the relationshlps asmong stages of

curriculum change.
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Figﬁre 27 presents a summary of the factors external to the
curriculum implementation system considered to influence it.
Frequencies are also indicated. |

In .the firsf part of this chapter, information obtained from t}-le
major data sources relative to the four research questions is presented.
Considerable divergence is reported relative to eacﬂh question which is

*
considered during the classification phase of the research.

The second section of the chapter presents the classification
phase of the study. Information abstracted from major data sources

during the analysis phase is categorized to provide the building blocks

for the development of the theoretical model.

a3

Classification

This phase of the interpretative-theoretical methodology in-volves
the categorizationbof infér?tlation resulting from the analysis of major
data sources. Through categorization, the'extructed data are
organized to foster the understanding of the combonents of the
implementation process necessary for model building. The four
research questions serve as parameters in the categorization process.
Each question is addressed separately in a subsection numbered to
correspond to the research, question number. A fifth subsection

provides a summary of the classification phase.

Mode of Curriculum Implementation
L

In the examination of the major data sources, it becomes apparent

~

'



Flgure 27:

Factor Frequency

R%ademic Interaction

Aggregates of people

Board of education power

Change agents -

Characteristics of school district

Community demands

Discrepancy between the "real world"
and curricutum expectations

Educational *agencles sth,us

private Industry </

Ve
Experience with change

Factors contrlbuting to teacher bellef
Facultles of education

Federal agencles

Federal government policy

Field centres

Funding foundations

Geographlcal groups

Gaographlical locatlon

Gévernmenf pollcles

Individuais with a cause

Inertia

Interests groups

Interschool cooperation

Institutlional setting

{cont.)

External factors ldentifled by major data

sources as I[nfluencing curriculum
Tmplementaticon

1

1
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Flgure 27:
{cont.}

Factor

Leglslation
Macro-lavel Influences

Medl a

Frequency
1

i

Members of schools Inveolved Tn change 1

lcro-level Influences
Ministry of Education po
Organlzbflonal satting

Parants

tnyslcal aspacts ot the classroom

Pelitical contlngencies

Polltlcal pressures for change

Professlional organizatons
Professlional support
Release time avallable
Research

Schocl board membershlip
Slze by school district
Secletal expectatlions
Soclo-cultural factors
Soclo-economic factors
Soclopolltical factors
Téach9r teams

Teacher *ralning

Teachers not Implementing
Teacher organlzations
Technologlcal factors
Unlversity

Workshops

External factors Tdentlfled by major data

maJor data sources as Influencling

curriculum Implementation.
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R
that curriculum implementation is a multi-staged process with several
possible outcomes. Specifically, the decision to adopt a (_:ur.vriculum may
be considered a first stage. At the time the decision to adopt is made, )
implementation is conceived in terms of adherence to the original
intents of the d_eveiopers (fidetity), modification of the systems
components and/or the intents of the cu_rriculum developers (mutual
adaptation), or as fidelity or mutual adaptation. The gosal for
,imglementation can best be achieved through a clearly established 'plz-m

-

/~‘J characterized by rationality, t!}e use of a collaborative tgmporary
system, a view.to facilitating learning resulting in a change of behavior
of students,/ﬁeacljers or in classroom interaction, and ;)rganizational
effort., Through the use of selected strategies, the party responsible
for implementation, who -could be called the curficulum manager, éun
foster movement of the potential users toward the second phase of
implementation, early use, ar;d toward the third' phase, full use or
renewal.

Strategies % available to the curriculum munager . include
intervention, remediation, problem-solving, participative ‘decision
making, discrepancy reduction, workshops, in-service and so_cialization
techniques. Factors which may intervene inl the process incltide
existing communication systems, inceative systemsb, organizational

) climate, e;xisting in-school relationships® and factors external to the

- ‘ipementation system. .
Three outcomes are possible frpm y;e implementation effort. The

implementation occurs, lip-service is paid to the implementation

-
(
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although little or no change actually occurs, or. there is no
implementafion. Figure 28 illustrates the process with its possible

outcomes. "~ This overview provides a focus for the classification of

information relative to the other research questions.

9

Elements of Implembntation

7 items that emerge from the major data

\ptenfte/m?ti\;n suggests that numer-

ous categorical schemata are possible.

An examination of the
sources as elements of curriculum

Utilizing index cuards, the

d which included all

factors were sorfed until a set of categories eme
of the factors. The ‘frequencies were not used in this process but are
indicative of the relative Strength of support for each féctor in each
category. The criteria sufficiency of empirical evidence, generative
powers, significance, power to convey meaning, originality, - logical
consistency and mutugil exclusiveness diescribed in Chapter J’I‘wo were
.applied. The following categories appear most appropriate: the
curriculum, people, strategies, the organization's endogenous
" (internal) intervening variables, and exogenous (external) intervening
variables. Each category is di'scussed.beldw'.

Curriculum. The curriculum &s a doc'ument__houées 15 of the
elements identified from the major data source;. .'I‘wo of these, the
-pbilosophy of the document and the components of the document m‘ay be
called anatomical attributes. The remaining 13 are considered to be
ascribed attributes. These are avaﬂability'i, practi¢ality', clarity,
relative advantage, compatibility, * triglibilit'y, observability,
ﬂg#ibility, complexity, quality, communicability, and cost. The

-
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‘c\ate'gory, curriculum{ then, has ,tvé sub-categories — curriculum
anato‘r‘n"/ical attriblites, and curriculum ascribed attributes. Anatomical

.relate to the specific"parts of the curriculum document.

&

scribed attributes are those variables which may pe perceived in

varymg ways by potentlal users of the curr1cu1um. (See Flgure 29.)

People. Fifteen people or groups of people are 1dent1flab1e
.

-
from the elements of curriculum implementation. ’I'hese are teachers,

\ principals, . external change  agents, administrators, students,

supervisors, parents,. users,' professional staff, superintendents,
2 ) 4

monitors, curriculum- managers, trainers, consultants, and “school

boards. An examination of th‘ris listing indicates that subcategories are
possible; Clues for the djvisibﬁ exist in the ciaoice of terms utilized: by
the researchers in the major data sources. |
Users represent one sub—category. \(iewing the teacher as a user
creates 11tt1e d1fflcu1ty The student is considered a user by .some of
- the major dsta sources, ‘and as the utimate receiver of the currlculum
this is log1ce1. The principal, on the other hand plays-a boiundary
role. As theL‘ person I:esponmble for inetg‘uctionel pradtice in the
school, the principal is’ _c':onsidered,an/ adm;nistrator, but as the person
" responsible for" the impl_e;nentat—ief.l/e.f the document in ‘the sg¢hool, the
prineipal must be considered & user. Some of the major data "sources
present the prmmpal as a necessary supporter of the curr:culum
unplementatlon effort whﬂe m*%ttzérs the prmcxpal is perceived as the

first user of the curriculum in the school.

__:\ Several specific factors regarding teachpers appear in the listing

0y .
of elements of the curriculum implementation process. These include
B v ™

-
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o
~
Curriculum
Anatomical Attributes Ascribed Attributes
Philesophy Availability
Components Practicality
Clarity

Relative Advantage
Compatibility )
Trialability

v Observabllity .
Flexibility
Complexity
Quality )
Communicability
Cost

. F’Iglre 29: The:curriculum category.

& - 1

%
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teacher.t'raits, concerns, philosophy, training, skills, understanding,

ability, receptivenes.; to change, attifudes, comm'\tJment, motivation,

-and the lc;.vel at which they teach. -This group of factors may be

simplified by cansidering them as representative of teacher knowledge,

skills, and attitudes.

Four factors emerge relative t(; principals as being of méjor
importance to curriculum implementation. These afe age, gxperience,
commitment, and sponsorship. These factors may be considered .as
affecting principal knokwledge, skills and attitudes. In a similar

\/manner student readiness, the only element emerging\/gelati‘ve to
students, may also be considered to encompass knowledge, skitls, and
attitudes.

Administrators form a second apparéirt subcategory of people in
the cur;riculum imple}nenfation process. 'Three featu?es of
administrétors emerge €rom the analysis of mejor data sources relative J/
to administrators: supbort, commitment and vr'notivation. [ncluded in
this category are supervisors, professional support staff,
sherimendents and consultants.- These people_are part of the
administrative structure of the organization befo:e‘,\éfter and during
the implementation process.

" A¢ third catefgory 6f people involves those who are assigned the

. ultimate ;:'esponsibility determining that the curriculum is implemented ,—.

-
s

In the majar data sources these individuals include external change

agents, specially appointed monitors,: trariners, and curriculum

™~

i

managers, Curriculum managers are generally appointed from withi

the group of administrators and are concomittantly responsible
- . Y

9 A
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monitoré and” trainers. The people in this category are part of the
temporary systém‘established for the sole purpose of implementing the
curriculum. This category is referred to as the i;nplementation system
staff. External change agents are the exception not the rule in this
category. . 4
Two groups of beople remain to tfe categorized — parenﬁir:i the
school Mrd The support of both of these groups is viewed as ¢rucial
for the effective implementation of a curriculum. The sphool board
plays a boundary role in a manner sim'ilar to the principal. Although
the school board is part of the administrative structure of the school
system and must provide. support for the implementation of the
curriculum, it is an elécted and/or appointed bods; responsible to the
taxpayers including the parents. As guch, it is often caught in a
highly wunstable political arena in which it must function in a manner
which separates it from the internal workings of the school sys‘fem.
Paurents ‘dre cited in the major data sources as individuals
concernéa with the curriculum for individual students and as part of
larger concern groups which exert obvious support or a;;proval for-a
cﬁrriculum. In either role they are external to the curriculum
implementation system, but influence it directly or indirectly. The
parents/public ‘and school board are categorized as exogenous people in

-

relation  to the curriculum implement‘ation process. The chief

characteristic of the exogenous people relative to the implementation

process is the support they provide for it.

People, then, are categorized in four sub-categories; namely,

users, admifiistrators, hqplementatidn system staff, and exogenous
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. people. The attributes‘()f these groups identified from the major date

sources are summarized in Figure) 30.

’9 Organization. 'Ihe"‘third large category of elements of
curriculum implementation is the organization. ﬁis refers to those
parts of the school system which exist when the no»;el curriculum is
\-'//_ being introduced. Included in this category are structure, space,’

b’ climate, formal organization, informal organization, resources, history
of change, freqqency .of change, rewafd/incentive syétems, deliﬁeated e
roles argd behavior, overasll gouals,-decision-making levels}, andkbhysical » |
facilities. It is within. this organizational settirig t.halt adopting units

are found and in which the need fer a curriculum is perceived to exist.

It is by the organization that the-implementation system staff is

appointed and from the organization that reéoﬂrces, support, and ./
x commitn;ent are sought. It is also intp the organization that the
. . curriculum is being introduced. : '
h . mlementatmé'wﬂes. A fourth qategor.y of elements
which emerges from thé d. a may b‘e referred té s implementation :
strat;gies. Thi} ca'tegorly includes the specific means. developed as . A

. -

+ part of the temporary implementation system to facilitate the use of the.
curriculum. Included in the strategies are workshopd, in-service

gessions, released time, appropriate timing of activitibs, feedback

. mechanisms, training sessions for key personnel, peer
- .

pilot_progra'me,/gf;al setting, guaranteeing that th appropi‘iate critical

am building,

e « v . . 1 T, . \ *
mass+ of “individuals is involved in the curricfiium change, and the '{,‘;;, Y
L, B FU N

establishment of formdtive nd summative evaluation systems. oo
- »”
4

v 4
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Endogenous and Exogenous Intervening Variables. The

remaining elements identified from the major data sources may be
described as intervening variables. The t m, inter\}ening, is used to
indicate that the element modifies. Thes ariables operate either from

within the school system, endogenous intervening variables, or from

outside the school system, exogenous intervening variables. The

' school sy(stem as an organization undergoing change is permeable to
forc;es. fr?om outside and somewhat résponsive to them as well aé
responsi\‘re to_ pressures from within the system.' An int;arvening
variable may be considered -to cata;lyze the change effort. The verb
catalyze is used in its scient.ific gerise to-m%an that these factors may
Pasten the intended cﬁange, may slow the change, or may Kkeep ~the
change occurring at a constant ‘rate.

The endogenous v'aria:t-)les identified from the major data scurces
as existing for the curriculum implementa'tion érocess include barriers
relativé_to communication across dzéision—making ,le_vels., those which
limit resources prov_ision, normative;p‘eer preésure,-iﬁteréctions amor;g
.people within 'th'e system, compliance, availability of time, overload,

the perceived importance of the curriculum change, role clarity, and

the ability and predisposition of users to change. All _cher items which. -
4 . e .

emerge fﬁom the majof data sAources may be categorizéd as exogenous
inq;erver?ing variableé »includingj)community s.l‘lpport and macro socio-
p-olitical units. These factors are sub-categqrized later in this chapter
in responsge tc; the fourth research question: How is fhe fmplemeﬁtation

_of éux_‘riculum in schools affected by factors external to the system
. -

T~
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responsible for implementation?
In  summary, six categories of elements of curriculum
implementation” are generated from the major data sources. These are

the curriculum, the people, the strategies, the organization,
. . N .

endogenous intervening variables, - and exogenous intervening

variables. Within the curriculum two sub-categories exist related to
the anatomical attributeé and the ascribed attributes respectively. The
category of 'people' includes four sub-categories — users,
administrators, { implementation s'yétem staff, and exogenous people.

The remaining categories contain no sub-categories to this point.

Relationship to Other Phases of Curriculum Cha_ngt-a.lr

Fronbthe analys\{s ot" hajor data sources in this study, it becomes
apparent that more is\‘known about 'the influ?ﬁce of the degelopl-
ment/des;ign p‘rqcess on curriculum implementatioﬁ than is known about
the relationships which exist between curriculum implementation and
curric;ulum evaluatﬁon. Two distinct categories o; curriculum

\

implementation proces .+ The first category comprises tggse curricula

development/design ‘emerge which directly influence . the curriculum

'developedldesigned external to the adopting system. The second

category of curricula is developed/designed locally in reébonse to an .
. identified loecal curriculum need. Many of the factors identified z;s

']'mportant considerations in adopting a curriculum for use and as
.

o S
linking factors betﬁeep the development/design phase m plan for

.impleméntatiori are those identit?{éd as the ascribed attributes of the

m “‘-
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curriculum in response to the previous research question.

The major data sources suggest there aré two differing linking
procedures betwe'en the developmentldesign and implementation phases
of the cin'riculum change process determined by the site of the develop-
ment/design. \Lq?aily developed curricula appear to be more readily
implemented. Ti’l.i.SI is attributed to a feeling of -"own‘ership", to
increased communication, or to the catalytic force of the develqpers!de—
signers I:y some, and to all of these factors by others.‘\-The rate and
amount of implementation of externally de’veloped,’désign-&i curricula
seem to be directly related to the nature of the selection committee for
the curriculum. The greater invelvement of the implementation 'system
staff and the more direc:tly in'vo.lved potential users ar.e, the more
r-eadily the curriculum is.implemented.

Regardless of the site of origin of the curriculum, rthe
implementation rate and de_gree are shown to increase if the need for
the curriculum change is apparent, if the nization fosters change,

7,

o { ) :
and if the nature of the change involved i underst od and perceived as
: )

]

achievable and valid by the potential users beforel actual use in the

classroom begins. ‘Both curriculum development/design gnd curriculum
implementation are limited by the)éadership available«

The quantity of change demanded of individuals by the develop-

- ment/design product directly influences the need for and’ nature of the

curriculum implementation system. In a similar way, th complexity and

quantity of change Fiemanded by the develope srhed product, and

the complexity and quality of the tempgfary implementation system
7 . .
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f

influence the typeian(i quantity of currlculum evaluation necessary.
‘

The suggestion that those developing a curmculum implementation

system should be developers/designers of thescurriculum is consistent

-

with the suggestion that those involved in planning for implementation

should be involved in the planning for curriculum evaluation. .
(4
In summary, the curriculum implementation process' is influenced
by the nature and site of the eurriculum development/design process.

In,turn, the nature of curriculum implementation affects the nature of

the curriculum evaluation process. The involvement of key people, the

. establishment of communication systems and the complexity of change
e ' ) : :
,are determinant factors in the nature of each part of the curriculum

change process. A t

External® Factors. In assessing how factors external to the

system‘t‘é‘sponsible for implementation affect .the process, tit is

: necesséry. to examine the nature of the factors invplved. From the

analysis of major data scurces, three distinct categories of fuctors
| ) :
‘ ' S

emerge. -

The first category corsists of factors generated from the

: . > . .
community as a whole. Included are specific demands for program

- changes from the community, specific demands from parents, socio-

_economic constraints, political activist gr,oups; den{anding specific-

N ] -
curriculum changes, and macro-level influences such s change in

’, .

ideology regarding the role of the school in society. In addition, the

power exercised by the board of education in curriculum decision
I'e

.

making may be considered as generated from the community; as may

L

/

-3
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o

‘ characteristics of the school‘district sueh as size. Socio-political and
LN ) ‘ ' .
\qio-cultural factors, the presence_of special interest groups,

eggraphical groups, or aggregates of people with special educational
needs also exert preséures on curriculum implementation systems.
Factors genez‘ated- from the school B-;é\t}..i&g constitute a second
category of external factors. These incljde the physical aspects of the
classroom into which the curriculum is being introduced, the
_expérie.ﬁce she school and comnkl{nity have with curriculum cha.nge, the
number of teachers in- the school not -directly involved with the
curriculurﬁ‘change but who perceive themselves as directly or indirectly
influenced by it, the amount of inter-school coopera;ion which existg,
specific factors contributing to teacher beliefs .abAout how children

learn, the type of workshops provided which promote school-community

understanding, the geographical location of the sct'looi, the school's
tendency toward inertia, and the presence of individual }ceachers within
fhe sch%ol with causes that Sgpose tht; currﬁulum being implemented.
Externul fa.ctors geneéated from other agencies and-.indtitutions
c{mstitute' the third category. Thzlasév include teacher training
{hstitutions, field centers, external ch;nge.égé;lts, academic-school
interaction, . available' research, teacher ‘organizations,. faculties of
eduf:ai'on, and ministries of education. [n._ additicn, ‘factors such as

the 'media,_'technological development, funding foundations and federal

and local government policies are cited as influencing the curriculum

L]

implefnpntation process. .
These  three categof‘ies -.of external factors influencing
= ‘. ! ‘ —
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implementation may be considered as’ belonging with the exogggous

intervening variables described in the classification phase of
information from major data sources relative to thé second research
. -

question. The category exogenous intervening variables, ‘therefore; is

X

considered to have three. sub-categories: those generated from the
; ; "
community, those generated from the school setting, and ,those.

generated from other agencies and institutions. (See Figure ‘31.)

In addressing the question of how the three categodies of
exogenous intervening variables influence tl‘;e curriculum
implementation prockss, several modes of operation become apparent.
The intervening variables generated from tﬁ\e community exert both a’
qirect and an indirect pressuz"e. Direct intervention includes strongly
expressed support or oppositioh Mor a iproposed curriculum 'change.
Alternately, the co'rrimunity may demand thé ‘introdl‘lction of curriculum

+

changes not planned by the school system. The curriculum change

system may be activated by direct apprbaches to any or all of the people
ca})egories in the implementaticn procesé, thereby g'enerating a
resisting or activating group. Community generated -forces may also

e

work more indirectly by subtly appiying pressure for change throdgh_

the involvement of people in the school system in the demand for -~

éuryiculum\change- or retenti\Ion.

“Varizlables generatég'__fxﬁ'om the school setting operate in a manner
similar to those génerated from the community. They utilize a vériety
of means of: influencing the curriculum\ implementation system “which

more often than not inhibit rather than foster the change. Included in

v

Ar

«¥
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these methods ,6are direct verballoppositio-n, demand for the funds
earmarked for the implementation activities, and the application of
pressure to not change.’on potential users. Occasionally, however,the
'combetition generated among teachers involved in the implementation
process is enhanced by‘ inter-school c;)operation, ;eacher beliefs, and

school location. - e

The nature of the influence of exogenous intervening variables in

_the third category, those generated from other agencies and

institutions, has received considerably more attention in the studies

constitufing major data sourcés.A The type of influence these factors
w ?

P

have on the curriculum implementation process is positive in some
situations and inhibiting in othersi: On thé one hand, they frequently

.

pro

ready-made curricula for implementation and/or for training

and reso\irces during the implementation process. On the other hand,

-

the chapges p.ro'posed may directly countervene."elxisting curriculum

implementation efforts.

z . L
The primary mode of operation amongethese variables involves
making the public generally awére of the contribution or legislation and

its benefits. Seed money, money made available for the initiation of

specific curriculum changes, is frequently introduced through the

- .

establishment of pilot programs or projects and school systems are
expected to follow the pilot program with the decision to implement -
throughout the system. . '

Frequently the media and other factors in .this group become

.involved in in-system generated curriculum implementation-efforts by
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promoting'or opposing Qttempted curriculum change. As a fa‘ctdr\in//
opinion setting, they can influence both the users of the innovation and
the public at large. .

" It may be considered that- exogenous intervening variables
influence the curriculum implementation f)rocess by generating support
for the change through direct or indirect contact with the user or the
system; by generating opposit.ionvfoi' the  change through direct and
indirect contact with the users or the system; by generating the
development of aiternatives to existing curricuia; or by inhibiting any
chgnge' in the curriculum.

’ To summarize, the classifi'cation phase of this study suggests that
curriculum implementation‘ is .a three _sfage pr;)cess which may be
agprbached with one of three goals in mind. .The stages identified are
the decision to implemént, early use, and full use/renewal. The goal
for irﬁplementation may to be implement the document in the manner
intended by the devleloper ~ f‘ideiity; to implement the document in a
manner in keeping with the situation in 'which it is to be used - mutual
‘adaptatlon or to lmplement the doc¢ument in either a fldellty or mutual
adaptation mode. Implementation efforts may result in n‘on—-
implementation, co-optation, or implementation.

Six categories of elements of implemedtation are identified. These
are: tﬁe curriculum whicr; is described as having anatomical and
ascribed attributes; the people, including users, administrators,

implementatjon system staff, and exogenous people; the organization;

implementation strategies; and endogenous and exogenous intervening

-

Y . /S
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variables. Exogenous intervening variables include those generated
. v

from the community, those generated from the school setting, and those

-
-

generated from other agencies and ingtitutions.

The relationship of the component parts of the curriculum change
process is described. Three distinct stages are identified: curriculum
development/design, curriculum impleﬁentétion, . and curriculum
evaluation. The interrelationships are largely dependent upon the site
of. developr?e'ntldesign, the communjcation poss_ible about the
curriculum, the people involved in the three stages, and the quality of

change demanded by the d_ixrriculum during the implementation process.

Summary

.

Two phases of the interpretative—theoretic':al methodology ar‘e
Vpresented in this chapter. The first section represehts 4 descriptive
analysis oi‘ the major (;ata sources in relation to the four. research
questions posed for the study. The seconld section presents the
clasgification phase of the methodology. Categories and relationships
described in this section provide the c_omponent's fr"om which the
theoretical model‘is constructed in the final phase of the research.

In Chapter Five tile explanatory phase of the interpretative-
theoretical 'methodoloéy is described. This phase represents the
culmination of the research in the development of a theoretical

contextiial model of curriculum implementation.



Chapter Five

Explanation and Model

Ir;lthe explanation phase of the interpretative-theoretical method--
W

ology presented in this chapter, the categories of‘ data that emerge from
the exploration, analysis and classification of information from the
major data sources reiative to the research questions are incorporated
into a theoretical model of curriculum implementation. The model
demonstrates the i_nfluer; contextual factors and of other stage.s of

the curriculum change process on curriculum implementation in schools.

. ‘The model represents action over time throughout the process of -

curriculum change, but concentrates on tﬁe three stages of the
curriculum implementation process identified during classification:
adoption, early use, and full use/renewal. These stages provide the
organizing framework for model construction and become the focus for
the First three sections of this chapter. The final section of the

chapter presents a description of the entire model.

Adoption Stage

_ The deciéion to adopt a curriculum for implementation is preceded
by the development/design of the curriculum document. Figure 32 is a
conceptualization representing the first phase of the implementation
process. A curriculum selected for adoption may be developed/de-
signed by an agency external to the adopting system or may be devel-

oped/designed by people from within the adopting system. The mode of
‘\l\_ ad N
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v

de\r.elopmeht/design influencéé the adoption process.

In the case of the adqption of externally deweloped/designed
curriculé, the ‘decision to adc;int the specific curricul is made by a
person or pversons representativ.e of one or several Categories of people
invelved in t'}:ne cm'riculum-implementation process. The decision to
adopt the curriculum is moderated by exogenous intervening variables
such as socio-political fa'ct'ors, the economy, and the anti.cipated
response of the community as a whole. Consideration is also given to
endogenous factors such as the impact of thé curriculum on the
peréeption of overload and the willingness of the potential users to
change. The context influences the decision to adopt.

.

Locally developed/designed curricula are often considered more

readily implemented becaiise of the participation of potential useré or
people familiar to potential users in the development/design process.
This involvement purportedly provides a - product more readily
integrated into the implementing school system. In essence much of the‘
-influence of the exogenous and endogenous intervening variables has
been c'onsidered.in the development/design of the curriculum document.
Once again, the context ,influences the deeision to adopt. It does this
by modifying the produced curriculum.

The adoption stage of the implementation process includes a
pl_anning’process which is designed to enforce the decision to adopt the
curriculum-. This process involves the identification of the person or
persorf§ ultimately responsible for the implementation of the

curriculum. This action represents the establishment of a temporary
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system within the school' system with. implementation of the curriculum
'as iti’ goal. The implementation system staff may be large or small
depending on the nature of the adoptiné system. )

In planning for curriculum implementation, the implementation
system stqff has as its goal three possible outcomes: fidelity to the
curriculum devezloper/d:asigner intent, mutual adaptation, or either
fidelity or mutual adaptation. In planning to achieve this~ goal, the
staff is obliged to develop specific strategies to bring about the desired
::hange. In generating these strategies .for implementation, consider-
ation must ‘be given‘to the characteristics of the curriculum (anatomical

and ascribed attributes), the nature of the organization, the people

L

(potential users, administrators, and exogenous groups) influenced by
the proposed éhange, and ‘ he probable interaction among these
elements. The implementation jystem staff must also be aware of the
exogenous and endogenous intervening yariables at work in the
adopting system which may enhance or inhibit the effectiveness of the
implementation plan. The strategies generated for implementation are
influenced both by the context within the school and without the
" school, and by the development process u;vhich has produced the .
curriculum document. The existence of strategies for implementation
makes the progression toward the early use stage of the implementation
process possible. Failure to activate thesé strategies results in non-

implementation,




Early Use Stage =

The strategiLg,Qe\xglope'd auring the adoptibn stage are utilized to

initiate use of the' curriculum. These ' strategies are designed

specifically to generate support for .and commitment to the

7

implementation effort on the part of the adnf‘ﬁl?\rators and the

exogenous people influencing the school system. (See Figure 33). In.

At\jdition, implementation strategies include those which will guarantee
the provision of aciequate‘ resources for implementation.

d A specific group of strategies designed to initiate actual use of

the curriculum is foéuse‘d toward potential curriculum users

(principals, teachers, students). These strategies involve the user in

the actual use of curriculum materials through workshops, in-service

sessions, and the classroom trial of materials. They inelude the

provision of training opportunities for requisite knowledge, skills, and
attitudes desired for the effective utilization of the curriculum.
Because of the nature of the interaction of the curriculum, the

organization and the people involved in the curriculum change,

<

strategies must be aimed at overcoming potential resistance to the-

-

change from endogenous intervening variables and at capitalizing on
hl

the support obtainable from other endogenous variables. In a gimilar

1

way, the implementation system staff must generate strategies to utilize

the support available from some of the exogenous intervening variables

and to overcome the resistance to change created by others.
During the early use stage of the implementation process the need

for additional or altered strategies becomes apparent. “This
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necessitates the reassessment of the direction in which th:e curriculum
change is occurring. [t may rduire additional or revised strategies to
reach the point 'zft which administrators and exogenous peoplé are
supportive’ of the curriculum implementation, and to guarantee that
exogenous and endogenous intervening variablés are not inhibiting
efforts of users_to implement the curriculum. If commitment from.
administrators and exogenous people is not achieved and if exogenous
and éndogenoué‘ intervening variables continue to hinder, it appears
t'hat ti’xe curri;:ulum will Peceive little actual use in classrooms and
although users have utilized some aspects of the curriculum‘, co-
optation -gill probably occur rather than full implementation/ren?wal.

Full Use/Renewal Stdge

During trhé final stage of the implementation proces&_\tge
implementation’ system staff must ;'etain the support of administrators
and exogencus people and must also continue to utilize endogenous and
exogenous intervening variables as facilitators rather than hinderers
of the change. The primary target for implementation strategies in this
stage, however, is the user. 'I‘hree-groups. .of users may be considered
in strategy development: principu’l-sy, teachers, and students.,

Throughout' the adop'tion and early use stage of the implementation
process, the users have been included as targets for strategies for
change and have, in fact, undergone some degree of change in the
ciesired direction. Since change is a .graduul process which occurs at

different rates in individuals, wusers will be implementing the

\ . J t,/)
R
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S

curriculum to varying degrees. In order to have the curriculum in full
use/renewal thréughout the. system, the implementation system staff
must concentrate its efforts on developing strategies which facilitate
iﬁdividual users in th.e full inzplementatio'n of the curriculum.

The three user 'groups must be considéred in" strategy
developn{ent. The development of full use/renewal by the priﬁcipals
involves training them as curriculum implementa.t.ion leaders in their
individual pschools and, cor{sequently, should ?parallel but partly
precede the development of knowledge, skills and attitudes of teachers
relative to the implementation of the the curriculum. Knowledge, skills
and attitudes should also be developed in students relative to the
- implementation of the new curriculum. Teachers are leaders in the
development of students relative to the curriculum. Consequently,
strategies aimed at teachers shoufd parallel, but somewhat precede
those developed for students. This suggests a' sliding filament
strategy ‘plan which, ideally, will completely overlap when full
implementation/renewal is achieved. (See Figure 34). )

In addition to maintaining support for the -curriculum
implementation and targeting efforts toward users, the implementation
system staff must anticipate the effects of exogenous and endogenous
intervening variables in their strategy development. The approach is

Co
still a contextual one. Strategies which are ineffective must be revised
und.alternatives used to foster growth in the desired direction. Full
use/renewal occurs when the goal for implementation established at the

time of adoption is achieved.
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The full use/renewal of a curriculum in a school system terminates
.the necessity for the temporary imple;nentat-fon system, but leads
naturally to the curriculm_lm evaluation process. Curriculum evaluation
includes the‘a assegsment of the development,idesign of the curriculum,
the assessment of the implementation of the curriculum, and the

determination of the effectivenesss of the curriculum. The nature of

the curriculum evaluation process is contingent upon the nature of the

.stages of curriculum change which precedes it. Complexity\in the

development/design and implementation stages necessitates complexity

in thc}\cﬁrriculum evaluation system.

-

Composite Model

The composite contextual model of curriculum implementation is

shown in Figure 35. [t is «& linear model demonstrating 0the

relationships among curriculum implementation and the other stages. of

.the curriculum change process and at the same time, depicting' the

relationships among categories of factors influencing the curriculum
implementation process. The model is comprised of the three segments
desctibed earlier in the chapter:‘ adoption, early use and full
use/renewal. These segments are not discrete, but are part of the
conginuous curriculum implementation procesf-The: links between
these interrelated sagments: are the strategies for implementation which
fagcilitate the movement of the implementation weffort toward full
.uselrenewal of the curriculum. The termination of one stage and the

beginning of ‘a new stage is. indicated by the success of the
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implementation strategies and révised stratggies effecting the desired
change in the use of the curr;}%ﬂum.
» G

From the review of change literature it was apparent that several
models and approaches to chat:ge exists. Basically, these house
varying views of man — specifically man is viewed as a rational being,
as socially interactive, as ,controlled by coercive activities, or as
controlled by a combination of these approaches. The composite model
in this study ecan accommodate each of these views of ‘man. The
implementatior; strategies chosen in a given ébntext- feflect the view
held by the cux.'riculum manager or implmentation system staff.

The model represents action over time which results in complete
implementation and leads to curriculum evaluation. It should be noted
that although the model repres@‘s a time period, no significance
should be attributed to the relative space utilized in Hlustrating the
nature of the process in each stage of the implementation. The amount
of time necessary to make an adoption decision varies from situation to
‘situation and ¥ influenced by many factors including the availability of
“alternative curricula, the eriteria established for the selection, the
experience of the people involved in making the decision, political
and/or economic forces. Planning for implementation is also contingent
upon contextual factors including the knowledge, skills, ‘and attitude
of the implementation syé'iem staff, the history of implementation plan-

=
ning in the school system, and the number of decision-making levels

that ‘must approve the Plan for implementation before it is initiated.
) ) .

isimilarly, the time during which the early use stage of
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implement_ation' is in operation aepends on many contextual factors
among which are the amount of support available from administrat;)r's,
users, and exogenous people, and the presence and influence of
-endogenous and exogenous intervening variables. Full use/renewal
also varies in the time it takes to achieve depending on such factors as
the knowledge, skills, and attitudes .of the users, the amount o} change
implied by the curriculum, and tﬁe number of curriculum changes the
users are.experienciné concurrently. f

Strategies developed throughout the model are based on the

understanding of the nature of the actions and interactions among the

curriculum, the organization into which it is being introduced, the

people involved in the change directly or indirectly, and the
endogerious and exogenous intervening variables. The more knowledge
the implementation systen{ staff has relative to these factors, the more
effective it can be in planning for implementation. The exact nature of
the ~organization, the demands of the curriculum, the endogencus and
exogenous .intervening variables, and the .people involved in the
curriculum change vary from implementation effort to implementation
effort. Therefo.re, t!’\e strategies which are, necessary for the
implementation may change from system to system, from school to school
and within the same school from curriculum to curriculum.

The effectiveness of the strategies employed is directly
influenced. at each stage of the implementatiozl‘ ;;rocess by endogenous

~

and exogenous intervening variables existing 4t that point in time.

Some of these variables are predictable. and others are not. It is

A
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unperatlve then, that strategles for implemenation undergo cons.tant
revision (indicated by loops in the model). Changes in the orgamzatlon
or in people involved directly or indirectly in the curriculum change
also necessit.'ate revision of strategies. )

Implementation efforts are not always guccessful and may result in
non-implementation if an implements;tion plan does not exist or if the
strategies'in the plan are not activate'd. The implementétion efforts
may H-ISO be only partly successful resulting in some early use of the
curriculum  without full implementation (co—op}ation‘). These
alternatives are shown by the implementation line at the base of t‘he
model . -

The model presents. the culmination of the interpretative-
theoretical methodology outlined for the study. The purpose for the
study was the development of a-conceptual model of curriculum
implementation in its COr;text. Four research questions emerging from
the theoretical rationale ‘for the study were addressed during the
exploration, analysis, and classification phases of thel study. The
answers to these gquestions are represented in the model. The manner
in which they appear is discussed in what follows.

The first research . question is: "How does curriculum
implementation occur in schools?" The major data sources provide the
answer that curriculum implementation is a continuous process which
occurs in three identifigble stages. The three stages serve as the
organizing fm'amework around which the model is bﬁilt: adoption, early

’

use, and full usefimplemehtation. Further, three distinct outcomes of
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implementation. efforts are possible: non-implementation, co-optation,
and implementation. These are demonstrated at the base of the model.

The second' research gquestion, "What are the elements of
curriculum implementation in. schools?"; leads té a .listing of 97
different factors which could be considered as elements of the
implementation process. These elements are classified m the third
phasé of the study into six categories: the curriculum, tf]e people, the
organization, implementation strategies, endogenous, and exogneous
intervening variables. Each of these factors is found as an integral
part of the model.

In answering the third research qﬁestion, “ﬁow is the implemen-
tation of curricula in schools affected by its being part of the total
curriculum change process?", it is apparent from the major data
sources that fhe type of the curriculum development/design process
determines the complexity of the implementation process by influencing
the characteristics of the curriculum and by affecting the complexity of
the implementation system. Further, the nature of curriculum eval-
uation is influenced by the type" of curriculum development/design
process and the complexity of the-curriculum implementation process
which precede it. Consequently, curriculum development/design,
implementation and evaluation are viewed ss a continu(zus and interact-
ing change process. The continuity and in-tera(‘:tion are represented by
-the arrows which flow through the model.

In addressing the fourth research q'uestion, "How is the implemen-

tation of curriculum in schools affected by factors external to the
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system responsible for the implementation?", it is first ﬁecessary‘to
identify the external factors from the major data sources and to
categorize them to determine if they are different from the exogenous
and endogenous intervening variables which appear in the analysis of
elements of implementation in the second research question. The
classification of these external factors does not produce any additional
category of elements, but does lead to subcétegories of ex-ogenlous
intervening variables. It is clear that the number and nature of these
variables differs from situation to situation and over tim.e. The nature
of their intervention is to hinder or to facilitate change. These factors
are shown in the model as influencing the strategies necessary at’a-llq-
'stages-of the implementation process.

The nature of the interpretative-theoretical methodology demands
that the analysis, classification and explanatory phases of the research
he confined to data extracted from the major data sources. In Chapter
Six contributions of .the model generated from this research are
discussed in relétion to the extension of knowledge of the curriculum
implementation process, implications for educatioﬁal research, and

indications for practice. : /

\



.
Chapter Six

Summary and Conclusions

‘The purpose of this chapter is to review the study, to discuss the
. contributions. of the resultant model to knowledge about the curriculum
implementation process, to suggest fmplications of the model for
educational research,' to deseribe how-the model is useful in practice,
and to state geﬁeral conclusions for the  study. The chapter is
organized in four sections corresponding to the stated purposes.

Review of the Study ' o

The phenomenon, curriculum impl'ementation, although the subject
of considerable attention by educators, is not understood from a
theoretical perspective. A review of the literature related to
curriculum implementation revealed a limited quantity of empirical
investigations and conceptualizations. None of these investigations and
conceptualizations  provides & theoretical view of curriculum
implementation which includes all the factors known to influence

educational change of which curriculum change is on_e\t\).'.pe. Curriculum

implementation, as one stage of the curriculum change process, is

affected both by being part of a.c'hange process and by factors
influencing the overall change itself. The increased demand for
effectiveness and efficiency of educational practice necessitates a clear
and carefully developed understanding of the curriculum implementgtion

process. Therefore, the purpose of this study was to develop a
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In the study & theoretical®model of curriculum implementation -was

.
veloped from the- findings of 43 research studies of curriculum
! * -

implémentation. The interpretative-theoretical methodology employed

is rigorous and deliberative. It consists of four distinet and sequenced

phases. The first phase, exploration, provides a framework and poses
’ v

the research questions to be considered in the investigation. The

questions emerge from change theory. In addition, the exploration

3 mt
'S ~\

phase establishes the criteria for th& inclusion of studies as major data
sources for the investigation and d;éci-ibes the studies. Phase two af
the mefhodology, analysis, involves the systematic comparison of data
sourc(ié)\/.j,Research questions posited in the exploration phase provide
the framework in wh.ichxthe analysis occurs. The analysis, in turn,
furnishes the data base from which categories.are develcped in fhe
subsequent phase. Classification, the third phase, consists of the
development of categories of data which organize and gid in clarification
of thoughf relative to the phanomenon being studied. This phase
includes analysis, abstracting and generalization based on established
critgria.

In the fourth phase of the study, explanation, the conceptual-

ization of the theoretical relationships is finalized with the construction

of a contextual model of curriculum implementation. The model provides

.

\ /
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answers to the four pesearch questions posed in the first phase. of the
study. T_hese_'are::

1. How does curriculum implementation occur in schools?
2. What are the elements of curriculum implementation in
schools?

3. How is the imple“mentation of curriculum in schools affected

P by being part pf the total curriculum change process?
. "4, How is the implementation of curriculum in schools affected
\\ by factors external to the system responsible for the
implementation?

The study concludes that curriculum implementation is a process
comprised of three sequential stages: adoption, early use and full
use/renewal. Not all implementation efforts, however, effectively

-

progress through the three stages. Those efforts that terminate
during or immediately after adoption result in non-implementation.
Early use of the curriculum which reverts to previous practice is co-
optationl. Only .those efforts which result iﬁ full use/renewal of the
curriculum complete the implementation process. The terminal point of
the implementation process is marked by the achievemell-’lt of the goal for
imlementation establlis_hed during the .adoption stage: fidelity to the
intents of the developer, mutual adaptation, or either fidelity or
mutual adaptation.
. . Six categories of elements of curriculum implementation emerge
——

from the study. These are: the curriculum, the people, the organiz- .

ation, exogenous intervening variables, endogenous int%rvening

~

. '\--/

\ o AN
( :
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variables, and implefnentéti%n stratégies. These elements are inter-
active during the implementation process. \,A;s a management Procesé,

~
the development of implementation strategies by an implementation )
system staff based on the interactions of the other curriculum implemén—'
tation elements is viewed as essential tc complete tr\le implementation of
the curriculum.

The study demonstrates that curriculum implementation is
influenced by the nature of the curriculum development/design process
that precedes it. This influence is both in terms bf the nature of the

‘fproduct (curr.iculum)' resulting from the process and in terms of the
potential for involvement of users during the develo'pment/design
process. The necessary strategies for curriculum implementation are
influenced by both factors. The nature of the curriculum develop-
“ment/design process and of the curriculum implementation- process
determines the kind of curriculum evaluation necessa-ry. The degree of
complexity of the development/design and implementation phases of the
. .curriculum change process determines the complexity of curriculum
| 'evalu;ation

External factors are shown by the study to influence the currie-
ulum implementation process in two ways. Direct influence is frequent-
ly generated from outside the curriculum 'implementa;tion system to
foster or inhibit curriculum chqngé. Indirect influence is applied to
the people in the implementation system which facilitates or hinders the
implementation process. ,Tﬁe direct and indirect influences of external
factpr‘s necessitate the continuéu_s evaluation and/or revision of imple-

mentation strategies through the entire process. The continuous
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emphasis on feedback and revision of implementation strategies in light

of the effect of external factors provides the means of increasing the

-effectiveness of the change effort by decreasing ‘the use of ineffective

strategies and by providing more immediate alternative approaches. In

some situations the influence of endogenous intervening wvariables and

exogenous intervening variables results in non-implementation or co-

cptation.

Contributions of the Study

The purpose of model building is generally to enhance under-

standing of a phenomenon or the'relationships among phenomena. The

model in this study extends undérstanding of the theory of curriculum

implementation, in several ways.
p ation, i Sjggé y .
: 1. It ingorpoyates elements of curriculum implementation prev-

iously not included in theoretical models.

[t demonstrates the relationships among the elements of
implementation throughout the entire pfocess rather than in
a single stage.

It illustrates the nature of interaction of exogenous and
endogencus intervening variables on curriculum implemen-
tation.

It demonstrates the inter;elationshibs among the curriculum
implementation process and other stages of curriculum

change.

It shows the importance of constantly revised strategies for
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effective implementation.

It recognizes the necessity of constant revision of
implementation plans throughout the entire process.

It identifies additional people involved in the implementation

process not included in other models.

It demonstrates the need for conscious sequencing of
strategies relative to target groups during the implement-
ation process. .
It includes thfee facets of the context in which curriculum
implementation occurs not included in other models:
a. Curriculum implementation in the con-
text of curriculum change.
b. Curriculum implementation in the con-
text of t:actors exogenous to the school
system in which the implementation is
oceurring.
c.  Curriculum implementation in the con-
text o;‘.' factors endogenous to the
school system in whfch the implement-
ation is occurring but exogenous to the
curriculum implementation system.
It incorporates a broader data base than other theoretical

models of curriculum implementation including a larger group

of empiric?l\f_ig.dings in its generation.

-
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Implications for Educational Research

The contextual model of curriculum implementation developed in
this study is deseriptive and explanatory. It provides a framework
from which the practice _of curriculum implementation may be
conside;ed. The model which presents the general nature of the
curriculum implementation process, provides ‘a structure from which
needs for further research are readily identified. Although it sugges'ts
relatio-nships, it does not have direct predictive significance.

‘Research questions suggested by the model which must be
addressed in furthering the development of a predic\tive theoretical
model include:

1. [s there an optimum time for the activation of implementation?

2. Is there an optimum time for the initiation of implementatian
strategies?

3. Which anatomical and/or ascribed attributes facilitate its
implementation in specific types‘ of organizations?

4, What are the characteristics of exogenous and/or endogenous
intervening variables which ‘make them facilitators and/or
hinderers of é’u’rriculum implementation?

5. What are the characteristics 7of effective implementation
support staffs?

6. What managerial strategies are most important in effective
curriculum implementation?

7. In what types of context are the fidelity, mutual adaptation

and either fidelity or mutual adaptation goals of curriculum
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most successfﬁl?

8. Is there a predictable relationship between the nature of the
elements of implementation and the time needed for full
use/renewal?

9. Is there a predictable relationship between the nature of the
goal and the time needed to ac%mplish it?

10.7 1s there a relationship between the context of the curriculum
implementation and the order ; which strategies must be

activated for successful implementation?

Implications for Practice

The contextual model of curriculum. implementation is not
prescriptive, but beéause it was developed from empirical findings of
investigationé of practice of curriculum implementations, it is useful in
the identification of factors to be considered in planning for
implementation; The model suggests the following questions which
should be considered in developing a plan for in.lplementat'ion:

1. How was the curriculum developed/design.ed?

2. Who were the people involved in the development/design of

the eurriculum?

3. Can and should the curriculum developers/designers be

involved in the implementation of the curriculum?

4. Are there individuals or groups outside the school system

who are affected by the curriculum change? How will they

react to the change?
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11,

12.

13.
14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

196 )

Will the use of th? curriculum affect persons within the
§ . -

school system not considered to pe users?

wpat is the nature of the organization into ' which the
o .

curriculum is being introduced?

Can and will the system support the change?

What -characteristics of the curriculum (anatomical or

ascribed) may affect its implementation?

Will the administrators si‘upport the implementation? To what

degree? . \

- What changes will users have to make to be implementing the

-

curriculum?

How will the knowledge, skills and aftitudes necessary for
full uselré-newal be fbétered in users? - . /
Who lS responsible for planning for implementation? (J'

What strategies have been used to implement otﬁe curricula

)

What new implementation strategies are implied by this

in this sy'stem? What has worked? Why?
3

o
curriculum? {

How will implementation strategies be revised over time?

Is the system ready for the change implied by the
: VA

curriculum? ;
.

How long should the implementation take?#
What will indicate full use/renewal of the curriculum?

Are there exogenous factors other than people which will

"affect the implementation of this curriculum? .

My

e

1

.
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20. What are the endogenguﬁterveniﬁg variables at work in the
system which will influence the implementation?
21. Which sirategies for implementation must be activated figst?
29. How will the implementation process be evaluated?

This study presents the development of a contextual model of

eurriculum implementation which represents one means of viewing what

is known about the implementation process. Curriculum change, of

‘which implementation is one stage, is a type of organizational change.

Organizational change is known to be influenced by factors external to
the process itgelf, and yet previous theoretical models of curriculum
implementation do not incorporate contextual factors. In ‘addition, the
stages of organizational change are known to be interrelatec‘-i.‘ This

interrelatedness has been ignored in previous theoretical implement-

PO
’

ation models.

The methodology employed in the study demands a careful, in
depth evaluation of a set of investigations meeting pre;established
criteria. Its systematic multi-phased treatment of data makes ,it
theoretical. The resultant conceptualization provides an explanation
for what is known about the curriculum implementation process from the
get of invest.igations. It is 6ne step in the series of approximating
steps necessary for a, full understanding and the formulation of a

-

complete theory of curriculum implementation.

Y
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