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o»

During the last five years change process researchers have focused in on

o

the implementation phase. There” has been’ a concentrated effort to develop di-

~ mensions and conceptual frameworks that w111 help in understand1ng and describ-

ing change process dynam1cs as they unfold during this 1mportant phase. Impli-
cations of th1s research bear d1rect1y upon 1ssues that confront evaluators,
researchers in other fields and practicing change facilitators.

Until quite recently implementation of an innovation, a new.program or
. o ,{,.‘zﬂ

procedure,. was assumed to have taken place if an administrator, or in some cases A

the supposed user, stated that the innovation was in use. In the 1960's there

were attempts to deve]op “"teacher proof“ ‘innovations, wh1ch would automat1ca11y

be 1mplemented upon de11very without local site modaf1cat1on. Recent1y, in

contrast, there has been a great deal of attention paid to the concept of

"mutual adaptation," where the ‘innovation is adapted by and for each user. The

concept of "fidelity" has been an issue all along. Yet, clear’ reso]ut1on of
implementation related conceptual and methodological problems has not yet been

achieved for researchers, evaluators or practitioners..

o

1The research described herein was conducted under contract with the
National Institute of Education. The opinions expressed are those of the
authors and do not necessarily reflect the position or policy of the National
Institute of Education. No endorsement by the National Institute of Education
should be inferred. - = )

2Paper présented at the annual meeting of the American Educat1ona1
Research Assoc1at1on, April 1981, Los Angeles.
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As a part of research on theﬁchange proeess usﬁng the Concerns-Based Adop-
tion Modelt staff at the Texas R&D Center have been grappling with implementa-
tion issues. The mission ofethe research project-is deve]dpment of concepts
that willrhelp in furthering understanding of the change process‘and contribute
to more effective research, evaluFt1on and change fac111tat1on efforts.

. A very early issue in this research was determ1n1ng if various supposed
innovation users were in fact using the program or process (i.e., the jnnova-

- tion) that was under consideration. Field staff qufekly observed.that the tes-.‘
timony of administrators ahd\eveh supposed users was not'necesserily a velid
indicator of how much of a{bertitu]ar innovation was in fact being used. There
was a pressing need for a framework, procedures and criteria to use ih determin-
ing when the innovation was actually in use. After mych discussion, field
experienee and exploration it became clear thet two basic questions‘needed to be
asked of each subject.»

1. Is it, the innovation, befng used?

= 2. Nhat is “1t“? - ) To-

R . i . ‘
_ . B S E—

A]though these two quest1ons 'seem obvious in h1nds1ght their 1n1t1a1 specifica~ . hi
|
tion and the determination of how to collect 1nformat1on to answer them was not |

as straight-forward as might appear. - ' _ ¥

Is It Being. Used?

o

In Texas Center research, the first question was addressed through the con-

cept of Levels of Use of the Innovat1on (Hal1, Loucks, Rutherford & Newlove,
1975). The,question "Is it being used?" implies.that use is a dichotomous vari-' -

.. |
able, that either a person is or is not using the innovation. However, our re- |

search suggested that the answer was more complex, and from that complexity




* eight different Levels of Use were derjved. This “concept dfstinguishes between
three d1fferent levels of nonuse and five d1fferent user levels. The Levels of .
Use describe in operational terms how users change their behavior with the inno-
vation as they move from no innovation related behavior, to early mechanical use
and to later more sophisticated use. The concept‘also'takes into account the
kinds of adaptions-or changes a user makes“in use of thé innovation or in the
innovation itself.

The Levels of Use concept has several 1mp11cat1ons for eva]uat1on personr
nel, researchers and change fac111tators Contrary to what was frequently -
assumed in the past, the claims of adm1n1strators and, in~many cases, even |

teachers about use of an innovation are often 1naccurate In one study, for
example, it was found that only 80‘percent of the teachers 1n a treatment group
were in fact using the innovation; twenty percent were not. In the so-called
"comparison grodb," 49 percent of the sample were using the innovation (Hall &

| Loucks, 3977f. This leads to the bnenomenon that Charters and Jones (1973) have
referred to as the evaluation_of "non-evefits". A1l too frequently it‘appears

that researchers as well asmeyaluators_haveVsimp]y assumed the eXistence of a

treatment group and a comparison group when in fact-all the users were not in

.

. N .0 L ]
one group and nonusers in the other group At th1s-po1nt it seems clear that |

the quest1on “Is it being used7" does need to be addressed in research and .
evaluation efforts. The concept of Levels of Use is one demonstrated way to

© address this question.

2

What Is It?
. The second_question, "What is it?" is more problematic. This question ' -
again has been addressed in the literature from various orientations. The

answer to “what}ispit?" seems to vary depending upon the orientation that is




defining the innovation.

Perceived Attributes

used to address the question. This compounds “the problem for hegéafchers, |
evaluators, and change facilitators alike who muSt knoﬁjthe innov;tion when they
;ee it. ®Defining whét it i:’is not a‘simp1% tasl. -

-% In the ngxt sec?ion of this paper some of tbe alternate perspectives that
have been used toAdefine "it," the innovation, are explored; In_a~1ater section
our emphasis, describing the innovation in te;ms of its operétiona]vform, ﬁi]]
Qé explored. We héve coined the term,tlnnovation'Configurationé,.to represent

this orientation. The final section of the paper is ued to explore several

conceptial, methodological and practical issues that emerge from this. way of

P

_Which Orientation? . ’

[ v

‘Very different orientations have been used to define_innovation§ in the
literature. The variables that are assessed to determine ime]ementation and
tfeatment ef;ects can vary considerably dependipg on the orienth;ion that is
selected. Further, the use/nonuse question is compounded by the orientation

Y

that is takenifok definfng,the innovation. The following briefly describes some

of the different orientations that have been used to describé innovative pro-

grams, procedures "and practices. Note that each orientation for defining the -
innobatibn requires assessment of different variables and attributes and in, some

cases different subjects would be assessed. .

<

One of the best known orientations for defining the ihnovation js that
developed by Rogers & Shoemaker (1971). ‘They déscribe the innovation in terms
of how it is perceived by prospective adopters. .They propose five attributes of

innovations: (1) relative advantage, (2) compatibility, (3) complexity, (4)

<
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.tr1a1ab1l1ty, and (5) observability. With this orientation it does not matter

n an ahsolute sense, what the innovation actuaﬂ]y A but rather how it is per-." .
ceived by potential users Thus, those innovdtions that appear to have a re]a-

tive advantage, to be compat1b1e with present pract1ces, not too complex, easy.

to try out and y1e1d results that are easily observed, are more Tikely to be

adopted " From a diffusion or communication of 1nnovat1ons point of view this ' °
way of addressing the character1st1cs of an 1nnovatlon makes good sensé. For

those whohire 1nterested in implementation, however, this orientation is not of

much assistance since it does not provide information .about the innovation

jtself and what use actually entails.”, ©
Ph1losophy

Many 1nnovat1ve programs and practices are described in terms of their
philosophical or1entat1on, the values, underlying assumpt1ons and belijefs that
are associated with the 1nnovat1on. From this or1entat1on the 1nnovat1on is
described in terms of the fundamental beliefs of the innovation'developers.

»

This orientation for defining an innovation is particularly useful at the ini-

ne

tial se]ling phase, since the innovation can be assessed,in terms of how closely
it fits or competes with the value positions of potent1a1 adopters _ Again, for
evaluators, researchers and change - fac1l1tators who are concerned about ‘imple-
mentation, hav1ng merely a descr1pt1on of the philosophy of an innovation does
not he]p in assess1ng whether or not 1t is in use. There is apt to be a large
gulf, if not an absolute lack of corre]at1on between espoused ph1losophy and ’ ,;

actua] practice.

Goals and Qutcomes .

N .

More recent]y, innovations have been described in_.terms of the1r,goa1s and

oytcomes. w1th this or1entat1on, the overall goa]s of an innovation are empha-




sized, frequentiy in broad-sweeping"terms. In many cdses more specific ob jec-

‘tives'and promised -effects of the innovation are also highlighted:. Due to the

push fora"ialidation" of programs and strong emphasis upon the identificatibn
and specification of outcomes that can be assoeiated with an innovation this

orientation seems to be of increasing importance From an implementation per-
o

spective, this orientation also does riot make clear exactly how the innovation
" fe .
wasrused to achieve the outcomes that are associated with it. ‘

Implementation Requirements

.' innovat’ion desciiption may include the reguired c]assroom space, the permitted ' .

" to be used when the innovation is in operation. ' e

Functions

0o

Another common. way of describing an innovation‘is in terms of its imbie-
mentation requirements. This is an orientation in which potential adopters are:
natural]y interested . Those concerned about high fidelity imp]ementations also
p]ace speCial emphasis upon the destription of implementation requirements »
Thus, an innovation®is described in terms of‘those steps,.procedures and re-
sources that are needed in order for it to be'adoﬁted With this orientation‘an‘

LY

teacher/student ratio, the name of the textbook and tests and special inserVice

sessions that must- be attended. The concern from an imp]ementation perspective_'

is once again, having taken all of the steps to'address implementation require-

ments does .not indicate.if or how the innovationis being used. Requiring‘the

-presence of five microscopes indicates nothing about how those microscadpes are

.

©
o .

g
]

Another orientation advanced by Treadway (1980), is description of an inno-
vation in terms of its functions. The question becomes, "Are the varijous func-

tions of the innovation being,carried out?* If so, then one can say that the .

~innovation is in place. From a conceptual point of view, this orienfation has a”
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great~dea1 of appea] 0perat1ona11y however, 1t appears to requ1re a great dea]
of skill and effort to 1dent1fy and describe the gar1ous funct1ons. Further, 1t
is conce1vab1e that the unjque properties of a particular innovation cou]d be -
“lost in the description of more gener1c functions. Determ1n1ng those- features
that are exclus1ve1y:part of the spec1f1c 1nnovat1on ‘under conslderat1on could
be quite d1ff1cult. At a mone global level, this is not an issue. However, if

one is concerned about implementation of a specific innovation in a specific
. 2 - « ] -

context, then maintaining the innavation's identity within the'fuqctional‘analy:

, sis may become problematic: . , .
. " | N - R 1
‘Behaviors - Ce . - ]
- .- T T : - ;
) i!g . For change fac111tators,heva1uators and researchers none of these or1enta-

o

- tions focus on 1dent1f1cat1on and descr1pt1on of the actual treatment that each
program user delivers. This is the prob[em that was encountered in the ear]y

'Levels of Use research - Just because teachers orfprofessors have tahen the |
tra1n1ng, have the mater1als in the classroom, are able to espouse the philo-

sophy of the 1nnovat1on and have “adopted“ it from the point of view of per-

ce1ved attributes, does not telq what they are olng In fact what might be "

5

observed in one classroom could be 1ncons1stent with what was observed in -

another c]assroom. The configurat1ons of- the innoyation would vary yet all

1

could’ be “"users" of the innovation in name. o

Knowing what is actually being used in the name of a particu]ar”innovatjon~

is importanrt for a number of reasons. Fullan and Pomfret°(1977) mention

Bl

four: -

(1) to be clear about exactly what has changed as a result of an
- 1nnovat1on effort » e :
- \ '
(2) to understand some of the reasons why so many educational changes
- fail' to become established, , e

bt
o~
Y

o~

-
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. (3) %o avo1d ignoring the important phase of nmplementat1on, and

. ° (4)\ to’ a?10w intérpretation .of ledrning outcomes and relating these ; o
-t . . T to poss1b1e deternnnants. . ‘
» »> »

In order to'understand the comp]ex process of change, 1ts outcomes and its

4 . ~ | "

;,~ determ1nants, it is clearly necessary to monltor the changes 1n pract1ce that
~-é“ - are actually occunr1ng. N ”"f' ) | L o o
e ;\‘ . . 3“"
. MeasuringﬁImplémentation4~ ' B | ,“ . Y \
s :~ | The‘issue ofvhow to"measure‘what ds actually being implemented has‘been ’

given much'thought in Tecent years, especially'in terms of describing behaviors

3

. (Le1nharﬂt§\1980) In the)r evaluation_ stud1es of Follow Through Models,

Stallings and Kaskow1tz (1974) were among the first to' establish a set of proce-

1

.\ +  dures. to.verify that an nn/pvatvon was actual]y in use before colleet1ng evalua-~
B S . . DA\ )

tion -study data. In theyfhstudy, 1nnovat1on developers were surveyed for de-

Q :

. scr1pt1ons of/what the. innovation shou]d look 11ke'ﬂn use. ‘The presence ‘of

~

these characteristics.in study claseroms was then documented. n ,

. E Evans _and Schaffler (1974) aiso"concentrated on‘the,ihnovation and how ith' :
- was being implemented when they}evaTuated.the Individually‘Prescribed Instruc-
tjong(IPI) mathematics prbgran, " In their work they attempted to assess which of '

[ '

" eleven developer-idertifiedrinnovation categories were in use at each study - - .

B | school They dlscovered that not only did the degree of, implementation of the T
SO innovation (1. e., the nunber of categor1es observed) vary among schools, but
that there were even differences 1n the categor1es.~
. ZThe problems oy how to measure the degree of 1mp1ementation of an innova-
tion are just beg@nnfng to be understood Gephart (1976) has-identified several
classes of measurement problems and more recently Owens and ‘Haenn (1977)uhave

developed a clear summary of difficulties. The jatter authors also. prov1de

-

e

~
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- & 111ustrat1ons of how they have handled the problems jn their evaluation of

Exper1enée Based Career Education (EBCE) “ ' o

& Work done at the Texas R&D Center in e1ementary schqols, where the focus

was on studying-implementation of varjous educational innovations, clea-ly docu-

_ mented the need to'bEtter understand'what (sers’ were actually.doing with an

-

1nnovat1on, as wel] as to explore procedures to assess their var1ed use. For

example, in one study Center staff found many teachers who -said they were team-

. \

“ing, bu‘-the1r descr1pt1ons 1ndtcated wide variation. One team might consist of

two teachers 'who met once a month to share lesson plans, and kept their own
classes 1ntact through the schoo] year. Another team would have 4 teachers,

8' LA . g
- with time every Thursday afternoon f teacher planning, and students constantly

revo]v1ng from teacher to teacher for d1fferent subject matter areas. Both sets
e of teachers were "teamers." “Yet, the conf1gurat1oh§”of teamlng that they were ° .

N using were ‘extremely different. Th1s led to the proposal of another or1entat1on ;

2

for defining the‘{nnovation, that of Innovation Configurations, (Hall & Loucks,
1978) . |

% s a p

B

The Conc!Bt of Innovation Configurations

.
[N

The-emphasis of Innovatiomaponfjguratﬁons'is upon describiné the .opera-
tional form of the innovation as it is being used by/each person. Th1§ﬁ1nc1udes S

- the .actual behaviors and roles of the people, teachers and students, how mate- a

r1als are used, how spec1a1 procedures aré performed and' what the 1nteract1ve

strategies, relat1onsh1ps and processes are.

For any 1nnovat1on, major components can be 1dent1f1ed For example, the

components of :an 1nd1v1dua]1zed program in mathemat1cs might include éﬂ) how
materials are used, (2) how the students are grouped, (3) how students are .

tested, and (4)'what js done with test results. Or a procedure such as the

— R [ - . - G o -,

.
0
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o i ‘ , . °
direct instruction modelcwhichuhas been deveioped by classroom researchers could
bg deséqibed’in terms of such components as (1) aéademic content coverage, (2)
student engagemen;, (3) role of the teacher, (4). grouping, and (5) managemeni
proCeduresQ ; '

. For each compbnent, variations in how that compoﬁent can be used are iden- .
tified. ,"For example, for each of the innovations {dengified above grouping of
studentstis a combonent. Variati;ns on the;grouping comp;nent could include (a)
one large heterogeneous group, (b) one large homogeneous group, (c) several
smal]_groups, or (d) individualization. Variétions for other Eomponents can

~also be. identi fied (Seée Figure i). '_ ,

Figure 1

Innovation Components and Variations

~Component 1: Grouping -

Variation 1: One heterogeneous group
Variation 2: One homogeneous group
Variation 3: Several small groups
Variation 4: Individualized

Component 2: Materials Usage

Variation 1: Uses textbook only
Variation 2: Uses program materials only
Variation 3: Uses a combination of materials

Across classrooms within a particular building, across a particular

«©

schgol district, and cleér]x across different sites in different school dis-

tricts, there is likely to be considerable variation in how each component is

©

actually implemenfed by each user. Thus; in terms of the'comppnent, grouping of

stddénts, the innevapion could vary in significant ways. Yet, all teachers.

should be "users" of the innovation. ‘ -

o v

™
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1

The challenge for thé'researcher,_éva{uator,'or change facilitator is first
;tocdeterhine wh{ch'components of the innovation are in fact being used and
second]y, to determine which variations of each component are in use. Compo-- °
nents usually represent desbriptions of the matertals, ro]eéandpstyle of the
users as they are interacting with the procésses‘and'procedures‘of the innova-
tion. Once information about these components is documented then other ques-

| tions might be addressed: ‘Why are certain cdmponent variations observed and |
\-Gthers not? What outcomes are associated with the innovation and which are not?
th and how userg»adapt innovations in particula® circumstances and contexts can

be addressed.:
Assessing Innovation Configurations

The key to'identifjing Innovation Configunations igvto first deternine
the components and the compOnent'variétions thaf’describe the innovation in use.
The degree of specificity and the complexity needed is best determined by con-
sidering the use go be made «of the resultant information. “hn innovation devel-
oper may emphasize ten components while the practitioner may consolidate these

into three or four. Further, the innovation developer may, and often does,

tolerate less variation in each component than does the practitioner.

 For Texas R&D Center research a basic procedure has been developed for

identifying the components and component variations of each innovation to be -

considered (Heck, Stiegelbauer, Hall & Loucks, 1981). The first step entails :

review of the materials that aré available that describe and constitute the

innovation. Then, if it is possible, the developer or another individual who

v

represents expertise in use of the innovation is interviewed. Following this a

-sample of users representing a range in use of the innovation are observed and

s

S interviewed.

RIC o 14,
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Throughout this process the major components of the innovation and how each

-of these components can vary are being identified. These are summarized in an

Inhovation Configuration:Checklist. Information to.complete a checklist may be

collected through procedures such as observation, interview and quest1onna1re.

For a particular subJect the combination of component variations that are Check-

“ed on the checklist represents the conf1gurat1on of the’ 1nnovat1on that that

particq]ar person is presently using. A sample checklist appears in Figure 2.

One important point worth reemphasizing is that the Innovation. Configura-

tion Checklist is distinct and different from the collection of data to complete -

the checklist. The checklist is a Synthesis and record of the findings.

Gathering the information to complete the checklist on each user is a'sgparate 1

<

step. Also, determining why particular component variations and configurations

‘are in use and others are not is a separate question from determining what the

configurations are.
Issues and Implications of Innovation Configurations

The Innovation Configuration perspective for describing what the innova- .
tion js has been high]ighﬁfd briefly. In this approach the emphasis is'placed':
upon fdegtifying and describihg the various operational forms of an innovation
as impléhented by;useré. This orientation is.partiqu]ar]y important foh those
conducting research and evaluation studies and is also important for change
facﬁlitators, who have the role of encouré¢ging implementatjon of various innova-

tions. Without innovation conf1gurat!nn<1nformation it is all too.easy.to make

inaccurate inferences about how the innovation is being used. This can greatly

°

endanger_ potential studies because of inaccurate ihterpketatfon of study re-

sults; it can also lead to change facilitators designing and deljvering staff

¢

15
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Tutoring Program Checklist
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Materials and Equipment

(N

At least 5 different program
materials are used with each
child each session.

. (2)

- At least 3 different program

materials are used with each |

child each session.

A3

Less than 3 different pro-
ram materials are used with

each child each sessione.

2. Diagnosis- :
(n | (2) (3)
Children are diagnosed Children are diagnosed Children are not diagnosed
individually using a | individual ly using teacher individuallye
combination of tests and Judgment only. .
teacher judgment. | i
i .
3. Record-Keeping I
&
(N . | (2) .
Individual Record Shéef is No Individual Record Sheets
used to record diagnosis and J are used,
prescription. -
4, Use of Teaching Technigue

(n

Continually readjusts task
according to child needs;
uses rewards to reinforce -
student success.

(2)

_Does not continually readjust
task aécording to child
needs; does not use rewardse.

5. Grouping
. (1 (2)
> Children are taught in Children are not taught in
pairs. pairse :
6+ Scheduling ’
. o
( 20 (3)
Children are taught for 30 Children taught for 30 mine 3~ Children not taught for 30
minutes 3 times per week, times per week, time for each min. per week 3 times per
Each session is equally child and each task varies week, or time for each child
divided between children, slightly when necessary. " and each task varies mark-
, edly or is not considered,
[ .
CODE : Variations to the righf are unacceptable; variations to the left are acceptable.

——— Va;iafions to the lpf?.are ideal, as prescribed by the developer..

16
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development experiences or other interventions that are not congruent with the

needs and present practices of their clients.

In the remainder of this paper, as wel] as the other papers that are a part
of this symposium (Heck, 1981; Melle & Pratt;l198l;‘Trohoski, 1981) some of the
issues that are raised by looking at innovations from this perspective are e;-

plored. Each of these issues represents an area where there has been ‘interest-

“tions for change facilitators.

ing and‘extended dialogue and debate.. In some instances the Texas R&D. Center
staff have developed some'fairly definite directions and opinions. With other
issues their continue to be "friendly and frank discussions.". Neoinvite others
to join in-this exploration and discussion. A11 who are concerned with the
change process have to face these questions and problems and develop exp]icit or
imp]icit answers. First, some of the conceptual issues that have arisen, are
discussed then some research and evaluation issues and finally some implica-

A . ' .
Conceptual Issues . - : s, -

Although product or material-based innovations are typica]ly used for
illustration purposes, the concept of Innovation Configurations can be app]ied

to all types of innovations. The concept app]ies equally. wel] to process inno-

~

2

vations, non-c lassroom innovations,.non-instructional innovations and group use
and organizational innovations. In all cases, the essential ouestigns are the
same: "What does the innovation look 1like in operation?" and "Nhat are the

major components and companent variations that can be observed or that must be

considered?" Regardless of the situation there are some interesting conceptual

‘questions that-arise out of this orientation.

1. Are all components of equal importance?

17
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Clearly, wjfh any innovation, all'innovation'components are not of equal
importance. One useful way td,consider these has been to identify critical
components and re]ated components.- The eritica] components are those that must
be dn plaee in order for the innovation to be considered jn'operationf The
related components are thcse that represent embe]lishments. They may contribute
to the overall robustness of the 1nndvation or lead to additiona] effects that
are nice to have but are not necessary for basic use of the innavation. -
Interestingly, this relates td Treadway's (1980) work on-the functions of
innovations. Extrapolating from what TreadWay‘has'said, it seems conceivable
that ceréain different Innovation Configuration components or combonent varia;
tions could be “funct1ona11y equ1va1ent“ It is conceivab]e that certain com-

ponent variations may have the same effects as others. Such situations are in

part what lead Treadway to advocate that evaluators need to assess functions

- rather than to require that particular components be -in place.

However, this clearly adds another dimension to the eva]uator s role.
Before a part1cu1ar component or component var1at1on can be judged as equ1va1ent
to another component or component variation someone must answer the equivalence
qdestion. Thus, the evaluator would have to run tests of equivalence across
various component variations, before each.could Be judged'as equivalent.

dBy"usind the concept of Innovation Configurations'ﬁhis question can be
avoided. the results of the initial sqmﬁative evaluations of the inhovation or
some agent's judgemeht can provide the basis for determining'what operationa]
components - are associated with theedesired_outcomes. .Clearly, this too is
.problematic. However, the encourag1ng note is that between work at the Texas
Center and tﬁat of Treadway, the question can be exp]ored both conceptua]ly and
empirically. '

2. “Nhose perspective is used to define'the'components?

B
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One of the basic questions that has to be addressed “in any study is the
p01nt of view used to determine the components and component variations of a
particular innovation. Depending upon the source that -is se]ected,}not only is
it ¥likely that the terminology osed will be different, but also it is daite con-

ceivable that"very different components will be jdentified. For example in one

~ Texas R&D Center study the developer of the innovation placed strong emphasis

upon the components of “use of tests" and “"teaching to theiobjectives,"'while
teachers focused upon the record keeping system and the grouping of children.
The development of Innovation Configuration components, component variations and

the composite checklist must take into account the perspective that is going'to

" be used to make these specifications. The optimal situation would be a consen-

sus 1in termino]ogy across change facilitators, derelopers, users, and evalu-
ators. However, this is not always possible. Consensus, or lack of it in a
particular case, is more a consequence of management of the change process than
it is an inherent dilemma w1thin the concept of Innovation Configurations

- 3. How do you handle adaptation?

Regardless of . the perspective that ‘is taken there will be'a point where the
component variations are so changed that they move outside of the realm of what B
one would classify as innovationfrelated“behaiior;'_This_pointiof drastic
mutation is an important one for;evaiuators, researchers and change facilitators
to identify. It becomes important infspecifying the use/nonuse decision point
which is so crucial to détermining the existence of tieatment and control
groups. It is also important to the design®*of staff development and other
interventions to support use of the‘innovation. If certain COmponent'variations )
can be identified as beyond the point of drastic mutation;'that is outside the
realm of acceptable use of this innovation, then all narties can be aware of

this and appropriate actions can be taken.
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Note on the Tnnovation Configoration‘Checklist in Figure 2 that some com-
ponent variations, those to the left of the solid line, have been identified as
acceptable. . Tose to the left of the dotted line represent ideal variations.‘

This kind of indicatfon is useful if the checklisf is.to help answer quescions
such 355 “is the innovation being used in an acceptable configuration?

One of the interesting espects of ‘the point of drastic mutation is thaf) -
rather than this being a point, as soon'as multiple sources are checked'it fre-
quently becomes_an area of drastic mutation. In many cases, there is not con-
sensus about which componentrvariations are acceptable and unaccepceble<prac-

- ' tice. Clarification of this issue alone could greatly facilitate'change efforts

and studies that are being done of them.

4. When and how does one-determine fidelity. of implementation?

The identification of Innovation Configuration components and ¢omponent
variations might imply to some a fiqelity persoective,'since the emphasis is
upon describing whét”use of the innovation actually enteiTS. _However, it is | ’

| ooSSible to og purely desckiptive by simoly descnibing~each variation and not

distinguishing ideal and acceptable variatione. Again, whether or not this is o ~
done- depends on the,uSe to wnich the data”are.to_be put, and the evaluation or
research questions to be answered. e » .

On the other hand the concept of Innovat1on Conf1gurat1ons can also help :
us operationalize the not1on of f1de11ty Bas1cally, f1del1ty could be def1ned , ’
as rep11cat1on of the essent1al components of the 1nnovat1on However, th1s
does not determine thé range of var1at1ons of each component that will be-

- accepted. It 1s‘conce1vable that in one case fidelity may include a large range

of variations of each component while in another instance, fidelity may by defi-

nition be restricted to one set of configuration variations. How closely fidel-

ity must fit the developer's ideal model is,one that has to be-determined for
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each parttcu]ar setting. Nith some develepers a large number of configurations -
are enceuraged, while with other developers only one or two configurations are
considered acceptable In other instances very sophisticatedICOnfigurations may
in fact represent nonuse of’ the innovation. ]

Fidelity then beccmes a judgement call made by one or more sources.. The
judgement may be made by the developer, it may he:made by the change fac1l1-
tator, or it may be left to the evaluator. In other instances users determine
individually what fidelity means. ' The point that has emerged from work w{th the
Ingovation-Confighration cencept is that this question needs to be answered for

each study. If it is not answered exp]icit]y, it wi]] be ihp]icit]y.

5. Are there gener1c components that cut across innovations?

Log1cally it would seem that for various- ‘types of innovations some of the
same components would be 1dent1f1ed. These "gener1c" comgonents might be appl1s
..\ - « . . . " ) %
cable to most innovations. Having a 1ist of these would aid evaluators, re-

searchers and change facilitators in identifying the components of their parti-

[-4
-

cular innqyations. ‘Fullan and Pomfret (1977)\have$proposedxone set of compo-
nents that might be a start.in this direction. -These are;: materia]s; struc-

- ture, role/behavior, knowledge/and understanding. Leithwood and Montgomery
f(1980) have also given a great deal ‘of thought to this in terms ot possible com-
penents of curricdlum innovations. In-a study which identified components for
45 d1fferent 1nnovat1ons, (The NETWORK, 1981) COmpenents_in the following cate-

.. o gories w e 1dent1f1ed repeated]y.

Materials T - Grouping :
- Content L Sequencing/Pacing

Prescriptive Activities Scheduling .

Teacher/Student Interactions Coordination - -
Affective Strategies : : Testing '
-Instructional-Activities. Ongoing Assessment

Student Activities : Screening

Record Keeping -~ =~~~ Program Evaluation




) | 19

At this time there are not a clear set of generic'components;’especially

across various classes of innovations. However, in theory. it is pleasing to.

C‘ - . . . . N .
think that there probably are basic components that could be identified and used
“to help structure the description of specific innovations. If generic compo-

nents could be identified this would simplify the problem of cross-innovation

* comparisons. . . : ' -y
Q R : -

x . 6. How do configurations evolve?

The assessment of the Innovation Configuration of each user is a time-
dependent phenomenon. Innovation conf}gurations repreSent a snapshot of user
- practice.‘;It appears from the studies done to'date'that there is an evolution

to the configurations that a teacher uses over time. 1In fact it appears fromfa

couple of analyses~that early users are more .apt to use particular.configura-f

- tions of an innovation and persdns with more experience uithoan'innovation can

be associateo with other configurations, while some configurations can be «found r
across the experience range. ) , ’ o ‘ : | " | | ..
. Clearly, contextua] factors and change facilitator 1ntervent1ons are 11ke1y
to affect which configurations are present at a po1nt in t1me. If 1mp1ementa-
t1on is to be under stood through research and eva]uat1on stud1es, long1tud1nal

Y

designs are a must. . : - _ .
. . . . e } [y , ) .
7. What about the size of an innovation?

.o

Another 1nterest1ng dilemma is attempting to develop® means for comparing S

different 1nnovat1ons, How can study findings and 1mp11catxons of change

P

“efforts be' contrasted across several innovations? One promising concept at this
point is. that of size. Innovations come in different siies. The dimensions of

vsize may include variables such .as the number * of components, the amount of

-~ . i

trauma that jmplementation entails, the amouht of resources and energy that is

.

consumed in'impiementation, how large. a part of the user's life space is affect-~

5 ,
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ed, and the amount of change from pastbpractice~that the innovation represents.

The concept of size makes a great deal of sense' to practitioners who must make‘
decisions among various jnnovations and care about their potential influence on. -
the total teaching/learning environment, Although the def'inition of size is not
operationial at this tjme, Texas R&D Center staff mere able to reliab]yorank

order 16 different innovations for which‘Innovation Configuration data had been
collected. That rank ordering was done in terms of their relative size: As the

use of innovations is ‘analyzed more closely, perhaps the number of components

can be used' to 1nd1cate size, or perhaps a system of we1ght1ng components will

v

be deve10ped to help in determining how much change is being attempted %.

8. When is an 1nnovat1on an innovation bundle?

0ne of the other concepts that has been useful Js to d1st1ngu1sh between a
ssingle innovation and abbgngle of innovations. All too frequently evaluators,-
change fac1l1tators, adm1n1strators and pol1cy makers'refer,tb}a particular
program as a discrete innovation when in factﬁit is a bundle of innovations.
Programs such as }ndivioaaliy'Guided Education (IGE) and Competeney}Based Teach-
er‘Education-(CBTE) are innovation bundles, composites of spec???c innovations
,such‘as teaming, multi-age grooping, and individua]fzea instruction in various

- ) e

content areas. ;
One of the dilemmas for change facilitators;‘researchers and evaluators is
d1st1ngu1sh1ng between 1nnovat1ons and 1nnovat1on bundles. The problem is -actu-

ally more tomplex than that s1nce there is actual]y a continuum that ranges from o

s1ngle component variations--to conf1gurat1on components--to a part1cu1ar con-

f1gurat1on to innovation bundles. An interesting question that has to be grap-

B

p]ed with is: when does a component variation beComé a component become an

- T

innovation, "become an innovation bundle? The concept of s1ze ‘may have someth1ng

‘to do with answering this question.

o




n ?

t‘ . | Implicatiohs for Research and Evaluation
Tnnovation Configurations as a concept and technique can be used by ré-
\search and evaluation staff to'describe the present practice of users and non-
users. It-is one way of describing operationally what the treatment js. It can
be used to document the existence of the treatment in the experimental group and
absence of components of the treatment inAthe control group. The concept can be
used as a dependent variable in studies that are looking at the causes of use |
and changes in use of a particular innovation. In other situations Innovation
Configurations can serve as an independent variable when the research questions

have to do with the relationships between use of .the 1nnovation and effects.

k]

. 1. Innovation Configurations should be assesed -in_the treatment and

control Qroups.

Contrary to past practice it is clear’ that use of the innovation in the
treatment group and nonuse of the infiovation in the contro] group cannot Simply

be assumed How the innovation is used 1n each,Situation and whether the inno-

vation is used at ‘all must be assessed. Innovatign Configurations provides a

way to‘deschbe that use in operational terms. It is not sufficient to describe

the implementation requirements, the philosophy or the goals of the innovation.
For experimental and‘evaiuation'studiesz it is cruciai to describe operationallyv'
hownthe treatment has been used by each user and group of users and to document z’
that it is absent operationally in the control settings. Nithout these data it
is impOSSible to have confidence in any findings where use of the innovation or
treatment is a variable. | |

2.. Innovation Configurations, can be associated with particular outcomes.

e “In future studies it seems important to consider_the re]ationship between

N iadh ° .

particular outcomes and particular components of innovations. It is conceivable

- that certain components of an 1nnovation account for major portions of the out-

Cl

aa. S " e . .
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come variance, while other components ma} make little or no difference’ This-
would probably vary quend1ng upon the .outcomes .variables be1ng assessed. There
a]so may be . interactions between certa1n components and the outcomes that are
observed. Thus,?’multivariate analyses may be appropr1ate It a]so may be; as
gener1c components are 1dent1f1ed that part1cu]ar components may be assoc1ated
with significant effects across d1fferent innovations. These may be the most
- powerful determ1nants of outcomes regardless of wh1ch part1cu1ar 1nnovat1on
they are associated w1thh_ Or they may be frequently assoc1ated w1th ease of |
1mp1ementat1on or low implementation of various 1nnovat1ons. Identification of
these cr1t1ca1 components could make a major contr1but1on o future deve]opment

efforts.

3. “What are the influences that lead to changes'in Innovation

Configurations?

¢ During the course of implementation, a multitude of variables may?fnfluence

the user to adapt the innovatign. Adaptation has emerged as not only a useful

»

~n»descpqpterwo£ what~occurs~dur1ng‘the'change process, “but "a¥so as major contribu-
tion to successful'1mp1ementat1on. Different conceptual perspect1ves and termi-
nologies have been proposed to describe an innovation as it pndengoes chanée
< during implementaiton. One, of course, is that .of Innovation Configurations. .

Rice and Rogers (1980) propose the term "re-invention." Miles and Huberman

(1981) speak of “tr&nsformations."

]

Probably the most widely known study that has focused on adoption is that

published in several volumes by the Rand Corporation'(Berman & McLaughlin,

1975). The authors report on their extensive analysis of policy and practice

o~

R e

relative to the implementation of selectéd Fedéral programs. A key concept for = =

the studies is that ,of mutual‘adaptation, which is defined as "an organizational

_process in which an innovation—plan-is-developed and modified in Tight of the —

-~
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11975, p. 31)." " The Rand studies found such mutual adaptation to’be related to -

successful implementation.. . :

What causes_adaptation? And what effects.does adaptation of an innovation-

“have on ‘individual users; the .context within which they work, and the clients

whom they serve? These are questions for further research. ItvappearS'ffom

several stud1es that change fac111tat0rs, such as ‘the pr1nc1pal, can. have direct -

%

1nf1uence upon the conf1gurat1ons of the 1nnovat1on observed in edch c]assroom.

These effects 1nc1ude cons1stency and 1ncons1stency of conf1gurat1ons across

rs and client readiness may 1nf1uence the

a

classrooms w1th1n ‘a particular bu11;;:§’or a part1cu1ar school d1str1ct In

addition, user needs, conteutual fa

. particular configurations of an innovation that are used.

7
Innovatton Conf1gurat1ons prov1des one way to examine the causes of adapta-

tion“as it occurs across s1tes. 0nce these adaptat1ons are described and their °

causes ascerta1ned the emp1r1ca1 quest1on becomes whether the outcomes that are:

assoc1ated with the adapted components are changed, enhanced or reduced as a

" result. Pce11m1nary studies 1qd1cate that outcomes are indeed affected by

change in configuration (Reidy & Hord, .1979).
N . - ‘.
4. .What are the relationships between Levels of Use and Innovation

I &

Configurations? ) ) e N

IS »

The concepf’of.Levels of Use (Hal1, Loucks, Rutherford & Newlove, 1975)

i

examines whether or not the person 1s using the 1nnovat1on . The Levels of Use

| dec1s1on points emphas1ze the k1nds of adaptat1ons m@de and the motivations for ﬂ.t"“‘

O e S ] -
-

e v - e

mak1ng them. " However, without configuration 1nformat1on, one doesn't know what

R TG ICA ATT Y e e ey e e

is being used Thus for a complete pictune'of use, it is usefu] to assess both : %

, . z
Levels of Use and Innovat1on Conf1gurat1ons in most stud1es. They are orthogo- i §
, v ;
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nal concepts. An individual might be at a certain Level of Use, for example
Routine Use, for an} configuration of .an innovation.

For fu]] documentation of use and nonuse of an 1nnovat1on in a part1cuﬁar
study it is 1mportant to know f1rst of all whether or not they were users (Is it

~— .

being used?) and then what conf1gurat1on of the innovation is being used (What
| % N 3
is 1t?) ExpToratory work'indicates that certain configurations of an innova-

t1on may be associated with part1cu1ar Levels of Use, wh11e other configurations
are found at ald levels.‘ These‘two d1mens1ons together provide an accurate and

concrete;descr1pt1on of the use or nonuse of the innovation for each-subJect.

‘ Nith these data it is‘possible’toxlook at the effects of a particular interven-
‘tion”or contextual conditionvon innoNation use, and of a particular configura-

tion on innevation outcomes It helps to more clear]y understand how treatments

are actua]ly de11vered and what effects are assod?ated with these d1fferent

.,

'conf1gurat1ons of de11very. o -

e

Implications for Change Facilitators ~ = = .

Change facilitators are_individuals who have a responsibility for faci]it
tating: the change_process.ﬁ These include build;ng administratdrs, district
administrators;’curriculum specialists, staff developers, evaluators, and others
'who york w1 h teachers or other ‘front-line users. ‘The eoncept of Innovation
Conf1gurat1o s has several 1mp11cat1ons for 1nd1v1duals in this role.

.'Vl. A tool for déscribin the 1nnovat1on during d1ssem1nat1on.

L
In add1t1on to-having the descr1pt1on of implementation requ1rements,

ph1losophy, and ‘goals of 1nnovat1ons, it is. 1mportant in disseminating 1nforma-
“tion about innovations to include descriptive information about what the innova-
tion looks 1ike in actual practice, that is, an Innovation Configuration de-

scription. By identifying'the essential components of an innovation and accep-
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‘table component variations; several objectives can be accomp1is€é¢ffh a diSsemi-
nation effort. First; potential adopters are able to compare.descriptions of
-the innovation in operation with their present'practice" Thus, they can identi-
fy areas where the components. of the 1nnovat1on most represent major changes and
"~ other areas where the adopt;on of the 1nnovat1on will simp]y reinforce or com-
plement present pract1ce, This would result in mor e rea11st1c,expectat1ons on
i the part of potential adopters, and in more truthful packaging of the -innovation
by innovation agents.’

S & 7 A framework for developing consensus about what "use" means.

~In the 1mp1ementat1on of a rev1sed science program, d1str1ct staff in
Jefferson County, Colorado (Melle & Pratt, 1981) developed a twelve component
checklist to represent the essent1a1 components that they felt had to be in .
oplace for use of that part1cu]ar 1nnovat1on. Deve]op1ng this check11st and then
shar1ng it with administrators, teachers, other change fac111tators, evaluators
and researchers resulted in district-wide understanding of_what use of the inno-
vation entailed, auoiding_much of the usual ambiguity, uncertainty and confu-
sion. Unfortunately, this praetice doeS'noﬁ occur frequently enough.

Typicai1y, policy makers do not proride configuration information tovadop—‘
~ters even when_the use of the innovationfis mandated. Thus,,there are decrees
for.bilfnguafieducation, mafnstreaming, busing,;ete; without it being clear c
exactly how the innovation is to be operationaljzed. In some instances this |
backfires on early addpters They may ° 1mplement a particular configuration of
the innovation and three xears later, as policy makers-refine their th1nk1ng
about acceptable use, the ear]y adopters find themse]ves'"out of comp]xance
‘with the1r early conf1gufatwons of the-1nnovat1on. In addition to pun1sh1ng
early adopters this océurrence reinforces and rehards late adopters for delaying

a

- . - B .. N » .
their decision to implement new practices. -~ -

A
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Again, early development of a consensus about what use of the innovation’
entails can lead to consistency in communication,vc]arification of terminology

. _ , ‘
and a much easier implementation effort since all would know where they are

fvheaded and have some clarity in how to approach getting there.

[

3. A framework for focusing the de]ivery_of assistance to innovation

/

©

-

Assessment of Innovation Configurations could lead to particular-workshops .
that are targeted toward particular Innovation Configuration components (Hall & -
Loucks, 1981). For'example, if it is desirable that a'particular grouping vari-

ation be used, a workshop could be developed and delivered that would provide

‘users skill in this particular component variation. On the other hand, if all

teachers were using the same component variation and more variety was desired,

then set- breaking workshops could be conducted to help expand the number of

"'configuration variations that were being used. If change facilitators were to

focus on particular components, they could more effective]y organize and target

their interventions. For example, principals’ could focus classroom observations:

on particular components rather than attempting to look at the whole complex

array of an innovation (Melie & Pratt 1981).

.

‘ 4. Phasing the implementation of components may be desirable.

A11 too frequently, innovation implementation occurs with a "big plunge."

As of some particular date all users are expected to use the entire innovation

or innovation bundle. 1What often happens in this case, particular]y with large
innovations, is that the plunge literally puts everyone in over their heads.

As & result they gradually build a distaste for their experiences with the inno-‘

~vation and withdraw from use of its major components.

With more complex and larger innovations, or ones which require’ a great

- deal of change from previous practice, a phased imp]ementation'might be. more

<
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effective. One or two innovation components might be identified for implementa-
tion during the first year, and then in subsequent years additional major compo-

nents of the innovation could be implemegted. This would allow limited staff

deve1opment resources and user energy to be focused upon making the first compo-

~ nents operational befo?e they are overwhelmed with the addition of other equally

comp lex compdnehts. This approach would acknowledge that change.is"a'prdces§.

By phasing use of components more successful implementation efforts can be

N ’ .
developed. This also means that :the evaluators will-need to acknowledge limited

use during the first year, and postpone summative evaluation until implementa-

‘tion of all coﬁpohents has occurred. This idea of phasing the implementation of

components- also suggests that‘“competence" would have a different definition for

.first year users than it would for third yedr users.

The concept of Innovation Configurations has proven very useful to staff at

‘the Texas R&D Center and bractitioner‘colleagues‘in grappling with defining dif-

ferent innovations and determining whether ortnot’they are actdal]y being used -

in classrooms. Clearly much definitional work is necessary to determine Innova-

tion Configdfétion components énd to develop component checklists. However, it
results in increased clarity and specificity about whét the innovation is. This
can be of great utility in change process research and, és illustrated fn.thg
other papérs}in the symposium, can be of use to evaluators and chénge facilita-
iors as- they attempt to be more effective in thegr work.

Present research at the Texas R&D Center isilooking particularly at the
effects of change facilitators upon the configurations of users. Others are
invited to consider the concept, to help clarify the thinking thaf has occurred

and to make further contributfons.
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