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determine whether trainees possess the knowledge and skills necessary
to implement a new program for which they are being trained. It also
informs project personnel of the extent to which a program has been
implemented. The elements of the rating scale include columns
containing descriptions of the activities and attributes associated
with the educational program, criterion levels for each attribute,
data sources and mornitoring or documenting activities for measurement
of each attribute, reports of the level of implementation, and an
indication of whether the criterion level has been met. The level of
implementation is stated in terms of precise levels of compliance.
Information cuncerning the implementation of program attributes is
collacted by internal and external prcgram evaluators using multiple
techniques. Programs adapted for use in new situations can be
evaluated using the same attribu* - and criteria used for the
original program. (Author/JM)

AR R I AR R AR R AR AR AR R AR AR AR AR RN R AR R A RN R R AR R R R R AR R AR RARRAR R AR ARRRARRRRRRRRRR
* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made
*

from the original document.

*
*

KRR RRR R R R R AR R AR R AR T AT SRR AR AR R R R R AR R AR AR R AR AR R R AR R RR AR R R RN AR R AR R AR K




US. DEPARTMLAT OF EDUCATION -
. . - . NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION “PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE TH!S

EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY
CENTER (ERIC) U&(}'\A
XThm document has been reproduced as -\4

rscewved from the person or Organization
onginatng i 92“ Aal\ M
Minor changes nave been made 10 improve -
repreduction quakity 6

® Ponts of vew o apinions stated n th docu TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
ment do not necessanly represent official NIE INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC}

posiion or pohicy

ED214306

A Mcethod For Inhancing Training and Monitoring of

Program Adaptions and Adoptions 1n New Srtuations

Gary Stuck and Roberta Rubin

University of North Carolinn

This raper served as the basis of a Round Table
Discussion at the Annual Mceting of the
American Educational Research Association
New Yorh City, March 19, 1982

014 571

EA

o 23
- ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Fxnsrlm ndﬂntxovs and \dqptlons in New Sxtuatlonq

Gary Stuck and Pohert1 Rubin
University of North Carolina

Fhe dissemination and implementation of 1nnovative cducational
programs are of vital intercst in educatien.  Organizations such as the
Nitironal Diffusion Netwerk (NDNY function to dxsseminutc validated
programs to interested and new THAs nat:onende. The assumptiron under-
Iying the validation of projects 1s that such prorects can be transported
ard can be mplemented inomuch the same way as that n which *hey were
originally validatad.  Pxperioncee has demeonstrated, however, that LEAs
often encounter substantial d:ftrculty when they attempt to tmplement the
ponovative, validated project. It s gppavent that the wuccessinl ample-
mentation of an innovative program in a4 aes situation 1s dependent on
the training local personnel receive and the provisaén of formative
evaluation.

Tmplementation may be viewed as an atteapt to put into practice an
1dea, program, or sct of activities which is new to the individual or
organization using it. Various investigators have studied the educational
change and mmplementation process. Their conclusion is that cuccesséul
implementation depends, in part, on circumstances specific to the local

situation and the strategies used to insure installation in tle new

situacion,  Fullan and Pomfret (1977) identify several mechanicms

impertant for implementstien: (1) training; (2) resource support; (3)
fredback mechanisms; and (1) participation in decision-making
Most educational programs which have been transported and implemented

tn adapting or adopting communities have not been cevaluated for the level

LRIC

= .




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

tJ

of mmplementation of their innovation. Lvaluat: . the extent of imple-
mentation of a program permits program developers to define critical
attributes or the program. Once these critical attributes nave hoen

defined, the criteria for judging an adaption of adoption can he established,
Most nrograms have not specified these eriteria and consequently, the

newdvommplemented adapting or adopting programs do not krow the extent

cf implementation that is requared for an ddaption as compired to an

adoption.  \erv often, adaptrons and adoptions arve aadistingurshable from
ene another Inddrtion, the now adaptirg nr'Jdupting sites Jdo not kaow
the relevance of the attribute. being rmplerented. One reacon for this
Lack of dmplementation mformation collected by rrograms for their "new!
adapting or adoptine prowrams 1. the concern ahoutl the imposi1tion placed
upon these new programs once implementatron data collection 1. requ sed.
The Morrginal” programs mav tfear losing potential adaprions or adoptions
once versfication procedures are mmposed unen new' LLAs,

It 15 necessary that staff in "mews' communities be sibiecctea to
nethods o verification that mav be used te insure whether they have
acquired the shiils and knowledge necessars to implement the program.
Theretfore, service and inservice training of the key porconnel 1uo1
procram 15 essential for its succes<ful implementation. Although some
Mnd of tralning for the program participsnts 1% usually presceribed and
practreed, vory often a competency or achreviment test 1o used i1s cvidence
of successful cosplition of the trarnimg, W know from experience that
there as a problem i tramsiating what 1s learned in the claseroom to a
real-1 fe situation fn ~ome cases, program developers have not prepared
for the unexpected and unanticipated vagarics of the lecal wituation.
\iso, when a program 1s imitially implemented, the provision of appro-

priate time and material resources may prove madequate,
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\n appropriate cvaluative and feedback mechanism which stimulates
interaction and problem identification amons the program developers and
i lementers 15 essential for successful implementation.  There 1s a
nced to collect information which may identify difficulties cncountered
during implementation  Once problems arc dentitied, attempts can then
be made to alleviate them.  The program developers and program wmple-
menters should participate in the process uflflndxng solutions to the
taentfied implementation problems.  Tn this way, viable solutions to
U oroblems of amplomentation may be found whicl, it the local situation.

the prosent wthors became particuluarly aware of the problems asso-
cratod owith raplewsnting programs ond pricticces a1 vesult of thesr own
nvobveneat o oaoveral cudh eftferts Phey conciuded, radependent by, that
the srobloms occurred at twe staces, the traming stage and the mple-
meptatiron stage. lurther, thev concluded that full fmplementatiop was
derendent upon the 1nterest and the requisite competencies required Lo
mplement fully. Varie tons among "adoptions' can usually be attributred
to thesce two factors, intent and technical competency.  The procedure
discussed in this paper for enhancing trairing and monitoring of program
adaptions and adoptions relates to the technical competencies required
for the proper installation of a product or practice that has been trans-
ported.

From the techntcal standpoint, proper training for and implementation
of a program depends upon knowing what are the critical attributes of the
program being implemented. The implementer should also know the criterion
level that constitutes mmplementation.  Too often, programs arc described
In general terms and training s based upon these general descriptions.,
Scldom does the person berng trained know exactly which program attributes

arc "absolutely cssential' and which ones arce "desirable." FLven when
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programs ave dmplomonted by well trained ndividuals, program changes

otten occur becavse of turnover tn personnel. A system that cnsures
qualicy control and masntenance usuually does not exist.  the method
described in this paper is one that should be uscful in onguing training
and monitoring activitics to cnsure the maintenance of proper program
implementation.

Any effective training and monitoring system must provide feedbuack
to trainees and project yersonncl. In the case of traiming, the feed-
hack should ailow the traynce and the project personnel to accurately
determine when he/she possceeses the hnowledge and shills necessary to
implement a given program.  Likewise, in the casc of implementation,
the feedbach should ntorm the implementer of the extent to which a
prosram he - peen mmplemental. Obvionsls, this regnres more thun indi-
cating to the aaplementer whether or ot a particnlar facet »f the
program hos been implemented.  Rather, the feedback shotld inform the
splementer of the ceatent to which a eriterion ievel, indicative of
prozer amolementation, has been vedached.  The need for ymplementation
teedback never ends.  Not only should mmplementation data be collected
and feedback provided, the implementation data hould also be related
to achievement outcomes. Thi, is the only way 1t 1s possible to establish
over time in a given situation which program attributes are resvonsible
for program effects.

Before work was hegun on the training and monitoring method described
in the following paragraphs, a search of existing tools wns conducted.
The search revealed that various strategics exist ror assessing the degree
of implcnontation of innovative curriculum program- (Alkin, 1969; Hall §
Loucks, 1977; lLeiphardt, 1976; Leithwood § Montgomery, 1980; Stallings,

P

1975)  Most of them, however, possess serious  ortcomings for determining
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the implementation of programs which are not classroom-oriented (Revicki,
Rubin, & Stuck, 1981). Therefore, work was begun on the training and
monitoring method discussed next in this paper.

The Proposed Method

The proposed method involves the development and use of a rating
scale, Thc elements of the rating scale include columns which contain
descriptions of the activities and attributes associated with the educa-
tional program, criterion level for cach attribute, data sources and
monitoring/documenting activitics for measurement o: -ach atiribute,
reports of the level of implementation, and an indication of whether the
criterion level has heeh met.  Por each attribute, a criterion level is
specified and the monitoring activity associatcd with the attribute is
indicated. There is alse a specification of the level of implementation
of cach program feature. This is not stated in terms of compliance
versus noncompliance but rather, in precise levels of compliance. Finally,
an indication of whether the criterion level was achieved- is recorded on
this rating scale (Rubin, Stuchk, § Revicki, 1982).
The first step in developing the rating scale is to identify the

major attributes of the particular education program (Morris & Fitz-

Gibbons, 1978). 'The set of attributes will vary across different programs.
The range of activitics which constitute these programs should be specified
by the model developer. Only those persons from the model developer's

shop who are incimately familiar with the operation should particinate in
sclecting the essentia’ clements or attributes of the program. If the
program is going to be transported, a minimum set of these attributes for
implementation should be specified at the outset by the model developer.
This minimum set of core components of the program will help to facilitace

the training and implementation processes.




After the major program .ttributes and characteristics have been

agreed upon, the specification of implementation levels is required for
each attribute. For cach attribute, a criterion level should he speci-
fied and the associated data collected and reported as preciscly as
possible. The results should indicate the extent to which an objective
was c¢r was not achicved. The information about the level of achicvement
should be feported as a continuous variable, whenever possible (Rubin,
Stuck, § Revicki, in pross); In this paper, several examples of attri-
butes from two very different types of programs will be described. The
first program involves a learning for mastery strategy which was
dcvoloch by Bloom (1968) and was based upon the work of Carroll (1963).
The sccond program, the Parent Education Follow Through Program (PEFTP),
is a Field-based parent cducation program withir. the national Follow
Through Project.

I'wo examples of attributes from the Lcargxng for Mastery aprroach
arc shown in Table 1. As noted in this table, the following columns are

included in the rating scale: descriptions of the activities and attri-

butes associated with the innovation; criterion levels for each attribute;

data sources and monitoring/documenting activities for measurcment of «ach

attribute; reports of the level of implementation; and an indication of

whether the criterion level has been met,

Attribute number 1 addresses the identification of items on a progress

test that were answered incorrectly »y nonmasters. 1If at least 5, or 50%,

of the nonmasters missed a particu. item, then group corrcctives should

be used. The criterion level for analyzing the items correctly in order

to assign group or individual correctives is 90%, As seen in the example

in Table 1, under the column labelled monitoring/documentation activity

and data source, the external evaluator's results should be compared to
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the teacher's results. In this cxample, 95% of the formative test items
werc analvzed correctly and the criterion level was met. Similarly, the
criterion level for attribute nuwber 2 was met (sce Table 1). In this
case, the appropriate hind of corrective (e.g., group or individual)
should be administered for 80% of the items analyzed. The monitoring
activity nceded to document this attribu*. involves the observation of
irstruction to determine the correspondence between the appropriate type
of corrective previously assigned and the corrective actually administered.

In contrast to the Learaing for Mastery approach in which impleﬁenta'
tion takes place ina school environment, the Parenc Education Follow
Through Program (PEI'TP) is a field-based educational program which is
primarily implemented in the home and the school. The rating scale
referred to in this paper can be easily used as a training and implemen-
tation device in both of these tvpes of programs,

Presented in Table 2 are two examples of activities associated with
the PEFIP.  Attribute number 1 is related to home visitation frequencies

by the paraprofessionals employed in this program. The c¢riterion level

associated with this attribute is specified as having 50% of the para-
professional's employment time spent in making home visits and having at
least 3/4 of the scheduled home visits completd for at least 80% of the

program children. The monitoring/documenting activity associated with

this attribute involves checking the reported percentage of time spent
in home vis;ts which is included on a paraprofessional's wcekly report.
The monitoring/documenting activity also involves observing a random
sample of paraprofessionals in a subsample of their visits for a week.
It should be noted that the other attribute stated in this table follows
the same pattern. For cxampie, attribute number 2, attendance at Policy

Advisory Committee meetings, has a criterion level set at 35% attendance

9




and has two types of monitoring‘activitics (c.g., record review and
observation) (sec Table 1).

These examples scrve to emphasize the point that the attributes of
programs are as diverse as having a very structured classroom situation
to a less structured home environment situation. The proPgsed method

can be used with all types of programs.

Advantages of the Proposed Method

Preservice and inservice training is required for the effective
implementation of any innovative educational program. The goals and
objectives of the training program must be consistent with the attributes
and criterion levels specified in the rating scale. These, of course,
arc derived from the program being implemented. 1If this is thc case, the
rating scale may be used as a measure of the effectiveness of the training
in bringing about observable changes in the behaviors of the program
participants consi-tent withthc design of the innovative program, Dis-
crepancies betweer the expected and observed behaviors are indicative of
less than successful trunsferral of program objectives iﬁto practice in
the local situation. Further in-service training may be required to
alleviate the observed lack of program implementation.

The rating scale may also be used to monitor and provide feecdback
regarding the level of implementation in the local situation. It may also
provide valuable information related to the operation of tihe various
program featurcs. Implementation evaluation data could be collected
periodically to keep program administrators informed and to identify
problems in the implementaiion process, Systematic feedback could bz
provided to the program personnel concerning their behavior and its

approximation to thc implementation objectives of the program. Problems

that are .dentificd may be -olved jointly through the cooperation of




program developers and personnel in the field. This ensures the partici-
pation of all rclevant stakcholders and improves the likelihood of progranm
survival.

Lducational Implications '

Programs implemented in new situations should be evaluated using the
same attributes and criteria that are used for the "original" program from
which it is adapting or adopting. This cvaluation would help to insure the
fidelity of the program in '"new" locations. In addition, program developers
can gain further understanding of the operation of certain attributes of
their program. Clearly, the end result would be a more successful program
adapted to the LLA's neceds. Research could be conducted which would ' ink
the program attributes to desired outcomes whick would contribute to the
identification of the program features most rclated to the outcomes. Once
these program features have keen defined, program developers may then modify

their program resulting in a more cost effective and improved e¢ducational

program which is responsive to the needs of the constituents that it serves.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




10 I
References

- Alhin, M. €. Evaluation theory development. [Lvaluation Comment, 1969,
) 2 (1), 2-7.

Bloom, B. S. Learning for mastery. Lvaluation Comment, 1 (2). Los
Angeles: Center for the Study of Lvaluation of In\trULt10n11
Programs, University of California, 19068.

Carroll, John A model of schoot lnarnlng Teachers College Record,
1963, 64, 723-735. e

s
v

Fullan, M., § Pomfret, A/” Resea~ch on curriculum and instruction
implementation. Review of Educational kesearch, 1977, 47, 335-397.
A
Hall, G., & Louckz{ S. A developmental model for detevmining whether
the treappént is acLually impiemerted. American Educational
Research Journal, 197 » 14 (3), 263-27¢.

Leinhardt, G. Observation as a tool f

or cvaluation of implementation.
Inst—uctional Scicnce, 1976, 5, 343-3

64.

Leithwood, K., & Montgomery, D. Evaluating program implementation.
Evaluation Review, 1980, 4 (2), 193-214.

Morris, L., § Tetz-Gibbons, C. How to measurc program implcmentation.
Beverly Hills, California: Sage Publica.ions, 1978.

Revickr, D.; Rubin, R. § Stuch, G. Models for measuring program imple-
mentation: A review and critique. Journal of Curriculum Studi-~s,
1981, 13 (1), 65-6¢.

Ruhin, R. T., Stuck, . B., § Revicki, D. A. A model for assessing the
dcgzcc of implementation n flcld hased educational programs,
Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, in press.

——

Stallings, J. A. Implementation and child effects of teaching practices
in Follow Through classrooms. Monographs of the Society for
Research in Child Development, 1975, 40, 1-119.




Table 1

Sanple Training and lmplementaticn Rating Scale’

Learning for Mastery Approach .
Activity or Attribute Monitoring/Documenting Level of Criterion Level
Associated with the Program Critericn Level Activity and Data Source Implementation Met or Not Met
1. Tdentifying items on diagnostic 90% ot the f{urmative tust 1tems Analyze formative test results 95% Yes
progress tesc that many (e.g., will be analvieu correctly by to i1dentify students for group
2 501 er & 5) and few the teacher or individual correctives
(e.g., £ 50% or & &) of the
nonmasters answered incorrectiy. Compare external evaluator' results )
with the teacher's results regarding
group or individual correctives
.
2. Providing group correctives “or 80% of the irems, the Observe instruction to determine the
related to items missed by many appropriate kind of corrective correspondence between the appropridte
(? (e.g.,250% or25) of the non- {e.g., group vs. individual) type of corrective determined by the 65% Yes
’ masters and individualized will be administered external evaluation of 1tems wissed

correctives related to items
risaed by few (e.3.,4507 ar
4. 4) of the nonmasters.

by nonmasters and the correctives
adrinistered,
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Adapted from:

Rubin, R.I., Stv -, G., & Revicki, D.A. A model fur assessing the degree of
implementatios in field haged education programs. Education Evaluation and

Policy Analysis, in press.
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Tavble

.

Sample Training and Implementation Rating Scale:

Parent Education Follow Through Program

Activity or Attribute
Aessclated with the Program

Criterion
Level

Moni turing/Document 1ng
Activity and Data Source

Level of Criterion Level
Implementation Met or Not Met

1. szitxng homes of Program
children by paraprofessionals

50% of paraprofessional's
employment time

At least 752 of the scheduled
home visits will be completed

Check for the reported percentage
of time in the paraprofessional's

weekly reports of the randomly selected

paraprofessionals, Observe para-
profescionals in a subsample of

50% Home Visits Yes
50% Ciassroon

for at least 80% of the program their visits for a week. Do this 75% Yes 1
children for e= least 5 randomly selected j
paraprofessionals.
2. Attending Policy Advisory At least 35% of the parents Check for randomly selected sign-in
Committee (PAC) meetings attend one PAC meeting during PAC attendance sheets for those 40% Yes
by parents the school year parents affiliated with the randomly
i . selected paraprofessionals.
4 Obgerve a PAC meeting and verify the
sign~1n sheets at the meeting.
Adapted from: Rubin, ®1., Stuck, G., & Revicki, D.A. A model for assessing the degree of
implonentadyon 1n field based education programs. .Education Evaluation and
Policy Analy 4 1n press.
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