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INTRODUCTION:  
Larry: Greg Roberts is a major draw for lots of interested parties and this topic is germane to Evaluators & Directors. The topic we are focusing on today is implementing with fidelity research based practices. Greg has been a special ed teacher, an evaluator, a researcher and principal investigator of the Special Education Strand of the Center on Instruction http://www.texasreading.org/utcrla/tech_assist/strand.asp. He brings a huge amount of expertise to the field.
Greg: Thanks for inviting me and showing up. I’m delighted to be here. I will use the PowerPoint to organize and direct my comments. My slides cover a lot of territory and will focus on breadth rather than depth. Most of you come to this topic with awareness of the issues that come into play. I want to underscore the notion of fidelity within a sustainability model or sustaining programs. One of things that comes to mind when considering sustainability is that programs change over time. How do we think of fidelity in dynamic programs? I’ve been an evaluator for 15 years now for the states of Oregon and Hawaii on Reading First projects. A lot of my examples are drawn from Reading First, which is now focused on Intervention.
I’ll like to address theory types and program models, discussing the utility and pitfalls of relying on program models. Why do we care about theory of research? To manage or predict how things we are trying to handle.
[Slide 3]  It’s important to make clear distinctions between Programs, Initiatives, and Funding Mechanisms. Programs are discrete, externally imposed and have been tested and shown to work. They are evidence based and are pilot tested and we have proof that they work in a variety of settings. Initiatives are policy driven, external, flexible, and provide guidelines for what is and what isn’t appropriate. Funding Mechanisms can support programs and initiatives. There are ways of moving money without policies being imposed.
Other terms to define are adoption, implementation, and evaluation. Adoption is the decision to use a program. Implementation is the attempt to begin using the program. And Evaluation is the comparison of actual use to intended use. Fidelity lies within this comparison. It’s exceedingly complex phenomenon to work with and observe.


What is Fidelity? At its most basic level fidelity is what is intended compared to what is actually happening. For many programs it’s not entirely clear why it works. We may have theories of why it may work. We don’t have rigorous ways to measure these outcomes. If one of the programs is not providing full coverage or recommended dosage, you may be leaving out the one thing that makes the program effective. For example, you can do “a, b, and c,” but you must to “d” to have an effect. 

For Scaling up I’ll talk about Reading First. No other area has been researched as much as Reading First. As an evaluator and TA provider, statistically and anecdotally reading first has an effect. Schools and districts that are doing only part of reading first and not all parts of reading first are not seeing the outcomes expected.
On small-scaled studies an investigator can control every aspect of implementation – training, professional development, etc. For these small-scaled studies, the effect I may realize is that I had the opportunity to control things. Once you begin scaling up, it becomes more challenging to control all the aspects of implementation. It becomes watered-down. It comes down to what works and what doesn’t work. People don’t really know what the model is going from 65 1st graders to districts/state/national. You don’t have the opportunity to examine what you are doing with scaling up until you’re doing it.
There is a general body of research that looks at implementation (Fixsen) as a phenomenon separate to scaling up. Early Literacy and Positive Behavior Supports are examples. There’s also a meta-analysis done by Mark Lipsey. He was looking across a number of studies at the effects of the fidelity of implementation. It’s remarkable the difference in effect implemented in a variety of settings. The size of the effect can vary considerably.
[Slide 4] The intended model. Chen (Center for Disease Control) did a lot of work on theory-driven evaluation. Stakeholders have different ideas of what a program is.

[Slide 5] How do you conceptualize or operationalize programs? Two main theories that underlie any program: 1) Normative Theory is what do we do, how to do it, what are the inputs, and what are the outcomes; and 2) Causative Theory is why the activities (hows/whats) have the effect that we anticipate. These are latent and difficult to measure. We don’t spend a lot of time to discussing this because it’s difficult to put on paper. It’s what we care about in implementing programs.
Normative is Necessary. This prompts the causative theory which is what’s responsible for change.

Causative is important – what we REALLY care about. What is the theory of our treatment? What are factors that hinder or support what we are going to do? What are the outcomes that we expect, that are meaningful, and are of value? We can implement these in ways that can give us some answers. We need to infer from normative theory to causes that may or may not be there. A study by Stephen Roddenbush (University of Michigan) recognizes the importance of the group/social/institutional levels. What happens at the group, agency, school level that results in individual change and how do we measure it reliably?
[Slide 6] Is an example of a Normative Program Models is the state-level implementation of Reading First. There are Multi-level outcomes and mediating variables - teacher level, school-level, and student-level. The most effective level is with teachers. We provided intensive coaching to teachers and tutors for the students that were struggling. The greater support we provided teachers than the more effective they became in teaching students and building their knowledge base.

[Slide 7] Program models cannot substitute reality. There needs to be an understanding of what IT is. Some programs aren’t evaluate-able therefore they aren’t programs, they’re just activities.
[Slide 8] The big thing I can offer is: The idea of sustainability and fidelity that intended models should change.
Innovation: There are some radical innovators out there bucking the trend. This is not synonymous with rebels - innovation should be systematic/transparent/evidence-based. The best way to do it is to continue evaluating normative model - how do we disseminate and implement these changes? Evaluating and managing this type of change is critical, but not a lot of research on evolving normative models.
Change is good as long as it is systematic and transparent.  For example, reading first is a very structured program. However, within it lies ample opportunity to modify the program to fit the needs of the school.
We must examine “Models of systems change” (how it works) “v. models of change” (how to work it). We’re seeing more theories on implementation and how to make them work for us as managers, evaluators. Models of Change Inducement - AVICTORY is an acronym for steps in inducing and managing implementation. Dean Fixsen is moving us in this direction. Theories have a stage-like nature. It’s how we think and talk, conceptualize the theory of implementation. Change is not an event, it is a process.  Policies can be mandated, but “Change can not be mandated.” Change can be anticipated and managed, that’s the point of being able to anticipate it. Most critical is Change in behavior. We’re not talking about changing customers, but rather changing attitudes and behaviors of ourselves and our stakeholders. The extent to which we are able to manage what does work and modify these normative models we have a better chance of innovating or impacting the customers.

[Slide 10] Context for evaluating fidelity. Fidelity is managing what we intend as much as what we do in all the settings. With the multilevel nature of many interventions - What we do vs. what we intend. The effect is not often direct. For the Reading First Program the primary effect is on teachers, the secondary effect is the students.
Evaluation and monitoring should be deliberate, explicit, transparent. Capacity for monitoring fidelity you must USE what data you collect, and COLLECT only what you can use.

[Slide 9] Observation protocols/User logs/User self reports - What I know most about is tools for evaluating. Observation protocols, user logs are all helpful, but none alone are adequate. The best recommendation is to use a combination of these tools. These tools should be “unobtrusive measures” using “systemic indicators” data collected as part of doing the program/implementation. [i.e., Reading First – student progress monitoring]. Do not overlook or underestimate measurements embedded into the program. Indicators may not look like they are aligned with what we are doing, but over time they become critical. Extant data could help us answer questions. It’s not going to be a source to get at the effectiveness of the program, but it could provide insights into the causal information.
[Slide 11] Not a lot of opportunity to collect data we would like/need, especially reliable, quality data.
[Slide 12 ] “Measurement models” are only as useful as the quality of the data and the evaluation design of data and how well aligned they are with the program purpose. The higher quality data, the better – good data is data that is collected for your purpose.
Q & A
Larry: One of the concerns raised in our various discussions is the cost of fidelity checks ((RIGOR = COST(). Can you talk a little bit about fidelity when you are conducting a fairly well financed program v. classroom based programs?

Greg: Aligning efforts with needs. If you are doing fidelity internally, then you are going to tolerate more variability or error then an external evaluator doing a review. The extent in which you can build a system to collect data rather than something that is imposed on you.
Larry: Can you talk a little about the balance between self reporting and direct observation? For example, Horner and Sugai have a self reporting measure for PBS. 

Greg: If you are talking about attitude, perception, beliefs, than self report is the way to go. If you’re talking about self behavior, then self reporting is problematic. The way the questions are structured retrospectively and “thinking back” is usually not accurate. Plus we usually know what the ‘right’ answer is. And the second issue is personal bias. People know what is expected and being people pleasers, may opt for that rather than truth.
Because observations are so expensive and not very reliable, (Roland Goode, Reading First) is building a model for a teacher self report -- what I did and how I did. They have some interesting results. If you take multiple measures over time, there is a reasonable relationship between what teachers say they do and how students do. Another thing to keep in mind is that you’ll need a decent size data set for observation data. Then self report mechanism is all we have for large- scale evaluation.

MD: How do we deal with the interpretation of fidelity and implementation versus differentiation when you’re working with a program or you’re thinking you can’t differentiate at all to meet students needs to stick with the fidelity of the program.
Greg: Paraphrasing MD: You have a program that has worked in some other setting, you bring it in, implement and find elements of program that are uniquely affected with the other setting, but not yours and so you tweak it to fit yours. Does that depart from fidelity? This tweaking isn’t necessarily a bad thing. Some of these frameworks once I have an idea how to do it, I can change it to fit a unique situation [Fixsen recognizes this very thing]. At some point, after you’ve learned the normative model and you’re doing it the way it was intended to work, you come to recognize that it could be adapted to work even better. However, if the adapted changes you’re considering are made without being systematic or programmatic then you are in danger of fragmenting the program.
Most school programs do not have that level of intensity for evidence based research and peer reviewed studies that are quasi-experimental. You can find pockets of excellence – find a school, a teacher that’s getting outcomes you want and modify your practice accordingly. RFirst has become much more subtle and are dealing with issues with more finesse. There are areas in a program model where it is to everyone’s advantage to build in/embedded with flexibility in order to make decisions locally to fit circumstances. How harmful to fidelity are things like changing techniques (kinesthetics, consensus in early reading)? There are areas in every program model to build in flexibility for modification to meet the needs of a particular setting.
WI: There are different levels of fidelity – Larry’s level to state SPDG, then state implementing grant award, then inside state training large numbers of personnel - question of fidelity in training? Of fidelity in school building level/what goes on in classroom, where is the real payback for the state? Is it trying to chase the school level when you can’t get there?
Greg: Recommendation to RFirst state and schools you shouldn’t be using time and money monitoring across the board. There are built-in things to RFirst to be able to do that. Focus on things where trends/outcomes are not what they should be, taking limited resources and focusing where you can have the greatest impact. It’s going to depend on your purpose. If there’s something mandated, you have to consider that too.
LW: The purpose of the measure is around implementation by staff that are trained. Ninety percent of money has to be spent on professional development so to me that implies mostly teachers. So my goal with this particular measure is that when the teacher gets trained in some research-based approach that IT will be implemented consistent with what the training required, that’s really the focus and I don’t disagree that there is a whole thing on is the training implemented itself with fidelity, but for my purposes I think I’d like to know when you spend money on providing training to a bunch of teachers in a particular methodology, instructional methodology that when they go back to their classroom that the training is implemented consistent with how it was intended.. On top of that, let’s remember that the measure interfaces with sustained practices and one of the primary sustained practices, and if you look at Fixsen’s research, he’s got a great slide that shows there was a meta-analysis done on effective implementation of training and those say, dissemination leads to like a 5% implementation, the trainer of trainers like 5% percentage, you know and he goes on and on till he gets to coaching and coaching results in a 95% implementation. So fidelity is also tied into follow-up coaching. My bottom line is I’m trying to drive the programs into at least take into account that training is not enough, there needs to be follow-up support and a measure of that support is, is it being implemented with the intent. Is there any research that a school principal would be a good source of observation of changes in instructional practices and implementation of instructional practices?
Greg: There are studies on leadership, but no one really knows what makes a good leader.

LW: Nothing says you can’t sample. It might be adequate for our purposes. If I take 3 teachers trained in RFirst, is the principal a good source of fidelity if he went through the training also?
Greg: In schools where principals are actively engaged, spending time in classroom, etc., yes it’s a good source. In schools where it is deferred, then no. Unless you gave them structured protocols and specific training on what to look for, etc.
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