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Researchers and evaluators have increasingly come to realire that many
Findings that innovative courses developed during, the sixties are o better .
and o worse than traditional ones may coeflect failure to insune imple-
mentation of the innovative comrses bhetore achievement is measured.  One
consequence has beeh attention by reseavchiors to-the mroblems assocrated {
with the tplenentption ot innovations . Among evaluators at least three )
different approaches to tne problem have emeraqed. ’
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The earliest of the three stens from the systems-oriented evaluators
Such as tnose at ULLA whan Alkin was the directar~of the Center for the v
Study of tvaluation.  Tnis aroup emphasized the ngedsto collect informa-
t1an on tiu\nhwhqu‘(x)vdnginnu inovative coursge Jds implemented for the
purpose of taking corrective action to achieve full dinstallation before
portormance data is codlected. Althouagh it T1s acknowledged “that modifi-
cation of the original plan ray be required, this approach makes the -
unlikely assumpiion that yltimately it will be possible to_achieve umiform -
implementation regardless of the number and types of teadlars fnvolved,

©oand it orequires vepetition &f the innovation until satisfactory implementa-

Lion nas been achieved. ® <o :

" A second approach is prarhaps most closely associated with Research for

- Better Schools, and particularly with the work of Stallings, who required
curriculun developdre to specify key clomvntr of an innovation, then
Pimited the evaluation to classrooms in which the key elements actually
had been imnlemnented by classroom teachers. " Thes, the possibility that
the achievement measured was not g consequence of the innovation was mini-
mized.  But, the method requires training and supplving a large number of

. teachens with the expectation of using data from only a small number, and
ttorgquires ves-no decisions concerning ‘the presence or gbsence of an
novation.  The mothod would becomg. extremely .etpensive and cumbersonmp -
as the number of key elements in an inmovative course increases. .

A thivd appreach is emeraing from thie work of Hall and Loucks at the
Texas Rescarch and Development Center, where the notion of neasuring the -
relationship between student achievement and erght® "levels'of use” of an’~ -
tiplementation is being develoged. = Thys approach seems tLhe most‘proﬂ?sing .
of the three. but the suggested scales are gemeral and abstract, and thus
unlikely to adant casily and usefully to particular programs. Further,
. the apfoach does not orgvitde information for the three major purposes for
. . which 1t % useful ‘to collect isplementation inforuwation. . *

'
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-vative and that distinguish it from other programs will be r

" here.
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The first of these purposes, of greatest interest to school administrators,
and the ong which the UCLA group had in mind, is to provide information
that will enable administrators to take whatever correctdye action is
necessary to'mare fully implement the innovative couvse. The second of
thlese purposes, prabably of greatest interest to parents and taxpayers,
is to provide accurate measurements of what an innovative program can
help students to dchieve. .The third purpose, of greatest interest ;to
curriculum developers, is to develop a fund of generalizable knowledge
useful g the development of fu}uré innovative courses.

The assumptions, strengths and ‘wedknesses of the three .approaches dis-
Gussed above suggest an approach to implementation evdluation designed to
meet all three purposes and thus to maximize theinformation from experi-

mental implementation, of innovative courses. Thissapproach requires com-

pletion of the steps discussed below,

I.o Identify K key eleoments of the innovation. While any educationgl
program includes o Targe number of cléments, the number that make it inno-
E%atively
small. The initial step in the approach being suggested is to require

_ident¥fication of these key elements.

2. Deterwine a scale and method for measuring cach key element. The

choice between nominal, ordinal, interval and ratio scales, and between
such methods for determining tha extent to which the key element is present
as observatign, interviews or questionnaires should be made based on
chardacteristics of each key element. -

3. Identify L levels of iwpiémehtation of cach of the K elements.¢ One

might consider the cight Levels proposed by Hall and Loucks, or some other

‘number, but it probably is necessary only to determine the scores on each

scale required t istinguish high, moderate and low implementation of the
evaluaiion,_or similakﬁfairly gross categories.

3. péAermine the number of teachers to be involved in-the trial. Assume
that each teacher will choose to implement each of the K elements at one
of the L levels independently of one another. Identify the element with
the largest number .of levels of implementation and multiply this by the
minimum numbex of teachers (probably 5) that you assume as necessary for
statistical purpoees,in each cell. s

5. Select a égitlgg“jﬂ which to implement the innovative course. The main

requirement 1s a single.educational, administrative unit with a sufficient
number ‘of teachers of the required type. Other requirements including
willingness to participate vill also have to be met but need not concern us

6. Train teachers to implement- the evatuation: The importance of involving
teachers 1o the planning and implementation of any innovative.course has
emerged from research in this area. Thus, one should €&xpect each individual
teacher to make unpredictable decisions as to how the innovation will be
adapted in each classroom. Hawever, and this is the key point, this approach
permits, expects and even ehcourages each teacher to make-a fully independent
decision on the level at which each element of the innovation, #nd particularly
the key elements, will be implgmented. Teachers should, however, be Yequired

\. ' . -
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to record their intention with relspect to implementation of the K clements,
in terms of the scale for each (step 2) or the more qgross catehories '
(step 3). o : -

7. Implement the innovative course. *Selpct appropriate points at which
the implementation of cach of the K clemonts will be measured, using the
scales designed in step 2. Where teacher's have been unable to reach the
target levels they'set for thedr own classrooms, administratOﬁs should be
' . ready to provide additional resourcesdo reach theser levels as quickly as
.bossible. For this purpose, a cantingency fund nuét have been budgeted | *
from the beginning. " ' : g

w3

!

8. Measure the achievement of cach child. Use a criteriofi-referenced

measurement technique appropriale to the innovative course, collecting data |
from all classes in which-each participating teacher installed the Lﬁnova— -
tion to apy degree. : o ‘ : ‘

.

ggi_glgggjj;-?BETHEEBWBH'aéﬁféE"B?mﬁﬁbﬁEﬁEﬁTEETBﬁVBT’EEEﬂ key element of
the innovative course .can be analyzed through such iethods as mMultiple
correlations and multiple regression using &chievement dcores as Lhe i
dependent variable to obtain estimates ,of theseffect of each key afement on
student achievement. ' ’

C - : .
9. ~Analyze data to determine the contribution to. achievement made by each \ }.

10. ~Conduct secondary anglyéeémuAdditionq] analyses .of the data may be

conducted to explore possible differences in the importance of each key
element®for students differing on such groundw as socioeconomic status,
. ethnicigy or academic track. The intent to conduct these analyses must be
~determined ig ddvance, -as they must-be taken into account when selecting
the setting tmwwhich the innovation will be implemented or during measure-_
ment of student\achievement. - ” .

11. Interpret vesult gjwphg?pfpgfjg@fggl_img]émggﬁation_Qf the innovative
course. Writelthe iip Emenfation evaluation report interpreting the
r

probable relative contripution of each key element to achievement of .each

type of student. \ . g ,
R N
The approach advocated aﬁove involves at least two important asstimptions: .
. . /. .
1. That teachers wilt choose different levels at which %hex/WQIl implemeht
the variousrelements.of an innovative course. na
2. That teachers will choose implementation levels indépendently of one ‘
another.- , : A .
. , v 2
’ The approach advocated has At least two importang disadvantages: .
1. It requirgs E fairly substantial pilot foﬁrt—-probably a-minimun of . ..
N ﬂE teachers and, tiaerefore, in the U.;;/about 500 elementary schoo% '
' or a larger number of secondary students. '
2. Its compleh‘ technical and stj}"little more than an idea and
therefobe results almost inevit ly will be difficult to interpréf and .
L ambiquois. | N
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More. often ‘than not At Tum number of teachers suggested ahove

will also be the maximum-pumber required.

»
. ¢ .
The expectation of dififorent levels of imp#vmentation climinates the

need for a control group, and thus for many difficulties associated , -

with this type of reseéfCh‘ including randomization, the assumption f//
at treatment and contrQl groups have Ane same educdtional objec- - - &v

tives and controlling ‘contamination of treatment and control groups SR

while maintaining cquivalency along such. dimensions as socio-'" \

economil, status. - . . 4 . ’ : (WEN )
/ ) , ' . N e g

It is wmore realistic to take advantage of natural variation among

teachers than to yse a model that reqiires all teachers to implement * 4

complex programs in the same way. , , .

Useful data is obtained rogardless of the degree to which the inno-
vative £surse is implemented by each teacher.

N

N

N . .
Estimates can be made mathematicatly of the effects.of different
degrées)of. implementation of the innovative course. This can be done
for- specific types of students if proper care is taken in designing
the pilot implepentation. Ly Q '
There is no need to continually repeat ‘the pilot implementation to
obtain needed information. ’ . .

Information can 58 obtained thaﬁ1neetsftha needs pf a variety of
Sgg}§:ces who migﬂ% be interested in vaxious aspacts of the inno-

N
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