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DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

Brian F. Sica

Doctorof Education

Department of Educati@hMethodology, Policy, and Leadership
March 2016

Title: A Case Study Evaluating the Fidelity of Implementation of Constructing Meaning
Training at a Local Middle School

The purpose of this study wasunderstandhe implementation of practices
derived fromConstructingMeaning(CM) training by teacherg = 30)at a local middle
school.The study took place in two phasPfase one was primarily quantitative.
Implementation fidelity was measured for each critical compone@ibfraining, and
component and aggregate indices were constructed and andlgeesecad phase,
primarily qualitative, investigated teachers
hindered implementation. Results indicated that certain components were implemented to
a greater degree than others and that the overall implemeritdetity was
approximately 50%Key conditions for implementation were identified as collaboration
(both with peers and CM trainers), sufficient time, and clear connections to other

programs.
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

Federal and local pressure to produce measurable increases in student
achievement remains a constant focus for schools across the dRatikgfT,

McEachin, Wrabel, & Duque, 2013 theRace to the Topompetitive grant program,
states and local educational agencies (LEAs) competed for $4.35 billion in federal grants
to be used to improve their sch®Race to the Top Act of 2012014) Virtually every
aspect of the detailed application criteria was in some way tied to measureable student
achievementSimilarly, beginning in 2011, states were able to apply for flexibility
waivers to the Elementaand Secondary Education Act, specifically in regard to the
student achievement requirements of the 2001 reauthorization known as No Child Left
Behind (NCLB; No Child Left Behind, 2001)As of January of 201,643 states have
approvedequests fowaivers.Each of theseequests were required itecludeadetailed
planfor improving instruction and closing the achievement gap, as measured by
standardized test scor@s.S. Department of Education, 2012)

In effortsdesigned to meet accountability requirements, many districts have
focused on improving curriculum, instruction, and assessment through high quality
professional developme(Blank & de las Alas, 2009; Darlingammond & Wei, 2009)
Professional development is usually targeted at an initiative or intervention aimed at a
particular curricular area such as literacy or math, or a spgeifig of students, such as
English Language LearneflSLLs). Common professional development initiatives
include Professional Learning Communities (PLCs), Positive Behavior Interventions and

Supports (PBIS), and programs aimed at increasing the acadegtighHanguage



development of studenf&chevarria, Richard$utor, Chinn, & Ratleff, 2011)

Professional development (PD) can be delivered in various for@Gaterally, the

formats can be classified as worksksiple, visits to other sites, coaching, research, and
peerto-peer observation®arling-Hammond & Wei, 2009)Typical professional
development includes sonsembination of the formats, suchiagial training, release

time for teachers to create and modityriculg and instruction on the use mfogram
materialsOdden, Archibald, Fermanich, & Gallagher, 2Q12has been estimated that
approximately 90% of teachers experience some sort of PD wea gthool year, and

that 90% of the PD teachers participate in is primarily organized on a workshop model
where they attend a on®® threeday conference with little to no systematic folloyy
(Darling-Hammond & Wei, 2009)However, the workshop model has not been shown to
be the most effective form of P@ulumhussein, 2013)n a comprehensive meta

analysis oimore tharl,300 studies, Garet et al. (2009) determined the highest effect
sizes were from PD formats t halheregsesarclersisust ai
went on to suggest that models with less than 14 hours of direct instruction had no effect
on student achieveme(®aret, Porter, Desimone, Birman, & Yoon, 2009)

The difficulty in designing PD to effect chamghay come less from the specific
method used to teach the teachers and more from the level of implementation planning
provided(Gulumhussein, 2013t has been suggested that the challenges of changing
practice do not come with practitioners learning the new practice, but rather in their
attempts tantegratet into their regular routine@Guskey, 2002)it may take a teacher
more tha 20 attempts aimplemening a practice to master ({@oyce & Showers, 2002)

The challenge of implementation is compounded by the desire of school leaders, who



likely feel pressure to maximize their resource allocations and see immediate results
(Gulumhussein, 2013)

Calculating the exact cost BD s difficult due to the variety of resources used
for implementationFor example, in addition to the cost of training, many initiatives
require the development of materials and additional planningftintee teaching staff
Someresearcherbave estimated that a school district spends between 2% and 5% of its
operatingoudget orPD (Miller, Lord, & Dorney, 1994; Odden et al., 201Zhis
estimae ofthefinancial impact may be lowhowever, becauseis difficult to assess
accuratelythe amount of tim& both compensated and uncompengsattit teachers
allocateto implementatiorof PD skills(Odden et al., 2012 hese costs amming at a
time when school andstrict leaders are forced to balance developmental costs with
shrinking budgetdn the 201832014 school year, approximately 35 states had lower per
pupil spending than preecession leveld_eachman & Mai, 2014)

The combination of budgetarpstraints angolitical pressures tmcrease
achievemenbutcomesneans thaschool leaders are requireddonstantlyevaluatetheir
programsn order to show &apidreturn on investmerfROI). The program evaluations
can serve as evidenceROI if they reveal an improvement in instruction, an increase in
student achievement, or both.order to make inferential claims of improvemechaol
leaders mustiesign program evaluations using experimental or tightly controlled-quasi
experimental designs thaclude both control and prograraceiving (experimental)
groups(Weiss Bloom, & Brock, 2013)However,evaluations areftencompleted by
measuring change in schewide or district levels of student achievement, typically from

standardized testgithout the benefit of a solid research deqi§hymansky, Wang,



Annetta, Yore, & Everett, 2010Even if an intervention has been previously shown to be
effedive, evaluating a program by only looking at student achievemenisdiéaaved
becausét assumes the program has been implementadvay that would lead toertain
expecedchangs. As a resultjn addition to a strong inferential research design,
evaluations shouldlsoinclude a measurement of implementation fidgl@gntury,
Cassata, Rudnick, & Freeman, 2012; Weiss et al., 2013; Zvoch,.2012)

The concept of implementatidaor treatmenjtfidelity, which considers the degree
to which a program is delivered as inten@daton & Sechrest, 19813erved as the
basis for this case studihe inclusion of treatment fidelity strengthens a program
evaluaton by giving providers formative data as wellnasre accuratsummative claims
(Gulumhussein, 2013; Weiss et al., 2018)formative evaluations, providers can
allocate additional resources or make adjustments to their implementation plans. In
summativeevaluations, evidence of higmplementatiorfidelity can strengthen
inferential claims by demonstrating that the treatment group received the intervention as
intendedand was thus distinct from the control gréuim other words, the change
measured wase result of the interventigfweiss et al., 2013Evaluators making
inferential claims withoua measurement of fidelity risk attributing a change in outcomes
to a change in practice that was not verified to have actually oc¢iusénhury,
Brannigan, Falco, & Hansen, 2003)

The study presented harevestigatedhe manner in whictschool leaders and
teachers evaluaieand understod the degree to which a prograndimeeen implemented
as intendedThe following chapter§l) review and synthesize the relevant literature

regarding the concept &iflelity of implementation(2) describe methods for evaluating



implementatiorusingboth quantitative and qualitative methp(® present findings
from anevaluationof Constructing Meaning practices at a local middle scl{dpbffer
conclusions drawn from the data, and (5) discuss recommendati@ppfmation and

futureresearch



CHAPTER I
LITERATURE REVIEW
The literature relevant to this study is revieveed synthesizenh this chapter
The primarythemeof the literature review aras follows:a conceptual framework of the
construct ofidelity of implementationa synthesis of the approaches in measuring
implementatiorfidelity in prior researchand tle review of the specifi®D model being

used as an intervention.

Defining Fidelity of Implementation

The concept of fidelity of implementation can be defined asi¢igeee to which a
treatment is delivered as intended by its develofdancher & Prinz, 1991; Orwin,
2000; Yeaton & Sechrest, 1981 a research context, evaluating fidelity can provide
confirmation that the manipulation of the independent variadxderrred as planned
(Moncher & Prinz, 1991)in a program monitoring contextdelity evaluationcan
provide information to policymakers that services are being implemented as preszribed
reach the intended targ€t3rwin, 2000) Although thesalescriptios seensimple, in
practice fidelity of implementation is challenging to define and meg&wch, 2009,
2012)

In their frequentlycited study, Dane and Schneid&®98)suggestdthat fidelity
investigations should address five aspects of implement#tdirerences the extent to
which the intervention ideliveredby a provideias designed by its developpgssibly
measured by observations and/or ¢fists (Drake et al., 2001)n educational settings,
the provider is likely a teacher, counselor, or other speciBhkgtosurgalsoreferred to

asdosg is a multifaceted corruct. Doseis, generallythe completeness of the delivery



of the progranm{Dusenbury et al., 2003Jhe completeness deliverycanmeanthe
amountof interventionactually received by intendedcipients andis influenced by the
methods of delivery and the engagement of recipi€uality of deliveryiooks at aspects
of the intervention beyond basic implementatiQuality of deliveryevaluation points
can include provider (teacher) enthusiasiepth ofprovider®understanding of the
program modeland appropri&ness of specific applicatiorRarticipant responsiveness
is the level to which the participants (in the case of educational interventions, students)
respond to or interact with theterventionFor example, investigators can observe
whethera student actually uses the vocabulary list a teacher has posted on the wall.
Program differentiatiordocuments the degree to which the treatnrertventiondiffers
from current practicer a catrol condition

Dane and Schneider (1998) suggest that all fidelity stistiesldmeasure each
of these aspectthoughfew studies have been ablettoroughly addresall five in their
evaluationgDusenbury et al., 2003Challenges are present in obtaining and utilizing
reliable and valid measures of adherence and qyBlitgenbury et al., 2003fror
example, dose requires recording every irtast program use, which is only practical
through the selfeporting of providers and recipiergadintroduces the potential for bias
and ovefreporting(Kruger & Dunning, 1999) Moreover, participant responsiveness can
measure a range of recipient actidBadly, it may also be measured as simply the
number of recipients being presented with the interveniiioa.school setting, the
number of students in a clagmt is observed following protocol may all count toward
participant responsivenegs more complete measurement, however, would be a

calculation of the number of students actually engaging Wwéhdols of the intervention.



In addition, measuring engagement on a continuum can be very challenging, as it requires
observers to interpret varying levels of engagement in different students who are
displaying similar actionéTan, Sun, & Khoo, 2014)or example, a student who appears
to be writing may be authentically engaged in a prescribed exercise (high participant
responsiveness), while another student who is also writing may be simply writing a
message to a friend (low participant responsivenBgse can be estimated through the
selfreporting of providers and recipients, although the level of bias and-epeting
maybe difficult toassessMeasuring program differentiation can be challenging, in that
it is common to find similar elements in varying interventidansen, Graham,
Wolkenstein, & Rohrbach, 1991)lthough the aspestiescribed above can be
challenging to accurately measure, they cannot be ignGesih one represents a
importart component of the analysis of fidelity of implementation of an intervention.

The terms described by Dane and Schneidefoared throughout the literature to
introduce and descrildalelity measuremeniCarroll et al., 2007; Century, Rudnick, &
Freeman, 2010; Dusenbury et al., 2003; Zvoch, 2H@yever, they have not been
accepted as the standard by(#eiss et al., 2013Although frequently referenced in the
literatureDane and Schnei deeendwwnttebe tno bnoad tmugeyas & a s
framework of stualy for implementation fidelityAs described above, the difficulties in
measurement haywgeventedhe terminologyfrom beingused as a universal framework
for fidelity studies.
Why Study Fidelity of Implementation?

The use of interventions tmprove outcomes is not unique to the field of

education; virtually all service providers implement interventions to change outcomes



(Durlak & DuPre, 2008; Dusenbyet al., 2003)However, earlyesearch of
implementation fidelitysuggested that without studying fidelity of implementation,
intervention research does not yield meaningful cldiviesaton & Sechrest, 1981n
other words, iimplementatiorfidelity is not clearly measutk it is impassible to
distinguish between flawed pogram and poor implementatidavaluatos mustidentify
whetherthe intended aspects of the intervention are being fully implemented and
delivered to their recipient3.00 often, interventions are evaluated based only on the
intended outcomesvith little to no measurement of the actual impletagon(Dobson
& Cook, 1980; Durlak & DuPre, 2008; Harn, Parisi, & Stoolmiller, 20¥8hout
proper attention to fidelity of implementatiodaims made from such evaluations may
notaccurately reflecthe interventiob s act ual efficacy

Fidelity as a summative evaluationGenerally, most practitioners assume that
demonstrating high fidelity to evident@sed best practices will result in hegtgains in
student achievement than those with low fideg(ityarn et al., 2013However, causal
claims regarding effects of an intervention should not be made witi@utling a
confirmation ofthe level of implementation fidelityp complement a wellesigned
experimental stud¢gDusenbury et al., 2003; Weiss et al., 2013; Yeaton & Sechrest,
1981) Weiss et al. (2013) proposed a framework for program evaluations that includes
the investigation of implementation fidelity with a strong research de&giiustrated
in figure 1, Weiss and colleagues describe phase one of their framework as an
investigation of fidelity within an experimental design, in order to limit possible errors in
interpreting their final outcomeBor exampleif fidelity is not measured anstudent

achievenent goalsare not observed, evaluators may concluagnaturelythat the



interventionitself was noteffective in producinghe desired outcomeA&lternatively,
when fidelity is measuredgsearchers can strengthen arguments that the treatment had
causal relationshiwith reaching desiredutcomesy ensuring that the treatment group
received the intervention as intend&tthevarria et al., 2011; Wolery, 2011)

Weiss and colleagues describe a comprehensive approach to program evaluation
that goes beywl the implementation phasgheir framework includesvestigations of
the characteristics of the providing organization, characteristics of the recipients, and
description of an appropriate experimental or qegaperimental desigi-he
experimental degh phasencludesa measurement of treatment contrasts that define and
describe the differences between treatments received with and without access to the
interventionThe model also includes fimedi atorso as
treatment being receed and the outcomes being measulediators are part of the
complex process that ultimately produces the program effemt®&xample, ineacher
PDintended to ultimately raise student achievement, a mediator may be the changes to
classroom instructim An inclusive study of program effects would include all of the
el ements of Wdowewrdthe study desoeibed by this manuscript focuses
on the initial phase of the model, treatment fidelity.

Fidelity as a formative evaluation Investigatirg fidelity can also provide insight
into thecharacteristicef implementation of an intervention arganizational settings
(Weiss et al., 2013When implementation is closely monitored, evaluatars gain
insight intowhya particular intervention succeeds or fails to becartg implemented

(Harachi, Abbott, Catalano, Haggerty, & Fleming, 19%®r example, school leaders
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Figure 1. A framework for studying program effects that includes measurement of
implementation fidelityTaken from Weisgt al.(2013). A conceptual framework for

studying the sources of variation in program effects. MDRC Working Papers on Research
Methodology

may find that the time required for daily teacher collaboration withis¢heol days
impossible to providddowever the evaluation may suggest that teachers provided with
extended paid time are more likely to implement a program with fidelity than teachers
who are not compensated for additional time commitméstderscanusethis

information to make decisions regarg resource allocatiorsimilarly, throughearly and
regular measurements iaiplementatiorfidelity, leaders can provide rapid feedback to
practitioners who are learning new technig(i¢arn et al., 2013; Webst&tratton,

Reinke, Herman, & Newcomer, 201Eprmative feedback developed from

investigations of fidelity may increase the likelihood that the intervention will be

11



delivered as intendgodding, Feinberg, Dunn, & Pace, 2005; Mortneson & Witt,
1998)

In addition to formative information, studying implementation also reveals how
likely a program is to be implemented with high fidelity beyond initial or pilot trifks.
program is extremely difficult to implement as intended, it may not be praotical
sustainableregardless of whether the desired outcomes have been adidesetbury
et al., 2003)There are often subtle components of the implementation that were
influential to the success of the program that may or may not be possible to replicate
(Wolery, 2011)For exampl e, an evaluation may reveal
intervention predicted higher fidelitiiowever, increasing the enthusiasm of teachers
with lower fidelity may prove to be a challenge.

Practitioners can also see how the implementation changes a wide range of
organizationakystemsand behaviors, perhaps some of which were not originally
targetedDusenbury et al., 2003)nformation regarding unanticipategstem changes
not only valuable to the actual implementers, but to those charged with allocating
resourcegCentury et al., 2012Jor example, school leaders looking to increase
collaboration regarding student behavior may implemsygscurricularteaming
structures among stath analyzing the intended practi@jaluatorsnay find hat
curriculumbased collaboration has also increagextordingly, school leaders may look
to support such unpredicted changes in practice thrimegbasedesource allocation.
How Is Fidelity of Implementation M easuredby Evaluators?

Historically, schools have not been given consistent direction on measuring

program implementatio(Dusenbury et al., 2003; Harn et al., 20E@cently, however,

12



an increased focus on including implementation measurement in evaluation studies has
forced researchers tbandon the concept of blatlox approaches forogram evaluation
(Harachi et al., 1999; Mowbray, Holter, Teague, & Bybee, 2003; Zvoch, 2012)
Numerougguidelines for approaching fidelity investigations through
measurement afritical componentfiave been develodéBond et al., 2000; Mowbray,
Bybee Holter, & Lewandowski, 2006; Mowbray et al., 2003gll and Hord {987)
describe critical components as thhe Abuil din
building blocks are the components of the intervention that are deaostctruciato
program succes$he identification of critical components underlies the process of
measuring fidelity of implementation in that they allow evaluators to specify active
program ingredients and uncover deviations from the intended rfMdelbray et al.,
2003) Additionally, by defining and basing evaluations on critical components,
evaluators can investigatehetherthetreatment gropis actually receiving a different
experience than control group participaotsif a program differs significantly across
multiple site® such as different high schools in a given dis{iitbwbray et al., 2003)
Although other researchers use slightly different nomenclature, there is consistency in the
notion of programs having specific features that must be considered when studying
fidelity of implementatior{Century et al., 2012)
The steps to using critical components to frame a fidelity study were summarized
by Teague, Bond, and Drake (1998): (1) identify the indicators or critical canjsoof
the intervention, describing both the operational definition of the components and the
methods used for measuremég) collect the data to measure each indicator or

componerntand(3) examine the data in terms of reliability and validity
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Identifying the critical components of the intervention Mowbrayet al.(2003)
describe three approaches to developing fidelity critétjeconsultthe program model
of the intervention(2) obtain expert opinigrand(3) consultthe participants involved.

Using the program model is the most straightforward approach, especially if the program
includes key components in its manuals or other training de{Boesl et al., 2000;
Christie & Alkin, 2003; Mowbray et al., 2008)etermining the critical components from
the program model, however, may limit the ability to assess the intervactanatelyif

it has been adapted from its original deqigarn et al., 2013}or example, if a
component is modified to meet the needs of a particular school cultpregrzam, a
fidelity evaluation based solely on the program model would likely indicate a lower
fidelity score(WebsterStratton et al., 2011Flexibility within implementation, as
described by ohen (2008)suggests that adapting the original dedigs in approaches
(2) or (3) noted abové can have positive impacts on the interventeand that evaluators
finding lower fidelity results due to adaptations should further investigate the changes
before allocating resources to increase fiddlitsrn et al., 2013; Webst&tratton et al.,
2011)

Organizing the componentsThe critical components of the interventican be
further described asitherstructural or procedurgknoche, Sheridan, Edwards, &
Osborn, 2010; Mowbr ay eThe srictural compodedts areO 6 Do n n e |
those that provide the framework of the intervention, and the prodbssdsfine the
way the framework is deliverg®lowbray et al., 2003}or example, structural
components may include the use of required materials or the amount of time spent on a

particular topi¢ or the contextual conditions such as studetteacher ratios or length of
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class period¢Durlak & DuPre, 2008; Harn et aR013) Process components tend to
focus more on behaviors and interactions of teachers and students (in educational
settings) or possibly doctors and nurses (in health care sett{@gs)tury et al., 2012;
O 6 D o n 208@8) The organization of components by structure or process requires the
researcher to document the interactions with the intervention (process) as well as the core
activities themselves (structur@he distinction of components into structure anocess
also aids in the application of evaluations by allowing leatbeapply resources
(increased training, guidance and feedback, or modifications to contextual conditions) to
the components (structure or process) that are in greatestthadak & DuPre, 2008;
Dusenbury et al., 20Q0&Kaderavek & Justice, 2010)

Measuring the critical components of the interventionTools to assess fidelity
to the critical components typically come in the form of checktistmeasures that have
been scaledhlong with associated rubri¢Bond et al., 2000; Century et al., 2010;
Mowbray et al., 2003)deally, these checklists rubricshave been developed as a part
of the program desigfiield-tested and improved by previous usekdonitoring the
application of the componentanbeachieved through direct observation, self
assessments by the practitioners, or a combination of Batkenna, Flower, & Ciullo,
2014) For example, Positive Behavior Intervention and Supports (FRI§ai & Horner,
2002)is a common schoalide intervention program used to improve the overall déma
and culture of school@radshaw, Koth, Thornton, & Leaf, 200®esearchers at PBIS
Maryland have designed a tool called the enpéntation Phases Inventory (IPI
Bradshaw, Barrett, & Bloom, 2004 BIS coaches use this tdolobserve school

practices to characterize the school as beingpattecular level of implementation
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(Bradshaw, Debnam, Koth, & Leaf, 2008paches using the IPI assign a PBIS Level
Rating for the school that can be used to track progress and plan further professional
developmentThe IPlI measures the critical components of each PBIS level with respect
to adherence, quality, and dosagBIS coaches use a checklist aligned to the design as
they observe teacher practices (adherefi¢e.coaches have been trained, through PBIS,
to make judgments on the quality delivery, and indicate their findings arnduklist as
well. Finally, school records are used to measure how many students receive the
particular components of the intervention (dose).

Challenges irmeasuringmplementation fidelity were described by researchers at
the Oregon Social Learning Centezho measured the implementatiofelity of the
Oregon Model of Parent Management Trainisgng thecritical components described
in the program manugForgatch, Patterson, & DeGarmo, 200%¢searchers found that
the components could be organized into adherence and quality excluShelyidelity
of Implementation Checklist (FIMRnutson, Forgatch, & &ns, 2003was used to
measure the componentdie need for flexibility by practitioners and the varying degree
of client engagement became a challenge when applying the binary checklist. The FIMP
consisted of direct observations and video recordingsssiengForgatch et al., 2005)
The primary goals of the evaluation were to identify the psychometric properties of the
FIMP and to measure the effigaof the trainingA Cr o n dphacrdlidgbidity analysis
of the raters revealed a range of 0@B5, depending on the componeértie correlation
between the items ranged from 0t8D.90.The evaluation revealed that fidely
implementatiorcould beshown to account for 30% of the change in the parental

behavior.In addition,the researcheffsund that practitioners used their professional
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experience to adapt the components to meet the needs of the individual redipients.
doing so, the level of felity was lowered, although the change may have been
warrantedThese researchemscommended that observeesord andeview videotapes
of sessions in order to code all activit{ésrgatch et al., 2005T he studies presented
above give insight to thepportunities and challenges of measuring the fidelity of
implementation within a program evaluatidine studieslsopresentmethods to limit
the impat of challenges when designing a program evaluakonexamplethe use of
simplechecklists causes judgmemtsbe made too narrowlfPreferablycomprehensive
descriptions of components with progressive rubrics should be used when available.

The specifics o€onductingobservations present additional challengres.
instance, lte timing of the observatiomsayaffect the resultéBond et al., 2000; Yeaton
& Sechrest, 1981 Ftudies have shown that fidelity to program adherence can vary over
time (Dusenbury et al., 2003; Zvoch, 2008herefore, repeated measures of fidelity over
time arepreferable t@ singlepoint data collectioriZzvoch, 2009) Multiple measures
yield a better understanding of the average adherence when implementation is likely to
vary over timeAdditionally, the rate of change of implemetda may be determined.
With multiple measurements over time, it is possiblexaminewhethermplementation
increases, decreases, or remains unchanged over the course of a school year.

The general feasibility didelity measurement may also impact gwaluation of
program implementatioMowbray et al., 2003)At times, fidelitymeasuresre aligned
to components that can be practically meadurowever, they do natccuratelyreflect
the scope of the interventigMcGrew, Bond, Dietzen, & Salyers, 199Fhus, results of

these studiethat do not address every component in the interveat®fimited to the
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components thatremeasurd. For example, a component of an intervention may be
focused on student academitkiaA practical measure of student tadkto record the
ratio of te@her talk to student talk, or even more simply, the number of minutes per class
that a student is talking\ithough measuring thguantityof student talk is
straightforward, the measurement would not desaevibetherthe talkwasacademic or
not. By not measuring the academic nature of the talk, the scope of the component would
not be fullyassessed

In order tomeasurestudent talkmore completegl, observersvould need to
measure the quantity of tadls well aghe substance of the tallObserversieed b be in
much closer pximity to students to do thisshich may cause students to change their
behaviors, qgrat least, increase the difficulty observing a wide range of students
Alternatively, audio recordings could be obtained, transcribed, and oddedarying
degrees of academic talk. classrooms where the student talk is directed to the instructor
and from single students at a time, the use of recordings may be pr&ttiwaler, in
classrooms where student talk is directed to each otlagaasor small groups, a
practice that is considerdeneficial(Bickmore & Parler, 2014) numerous recording
stations would need to be set up at multiple points in the classtdenequipment
demands of setup and the personnel demands of transcribing and coding over multiple
classrooms may render the approach impractical.

Determining the reliability and validity of the measures Data collected must
first be analyzed for reliability and validity prior to making meaningfuiclusions
(Mowbray et al., 2003Reliability generally refers to the ability oftest or other

technique to yield consistent resylBabbie, 2007)There are two forms of reliability
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particularly relevant to this case studReliability between observers, or intater
reliability/consistency, is important if more than one person will be making observati
Secondly the reliability between the scores obtained from the different items in the
instrument should agree with one anotl@r. example, it is relevant to verify that scores
on items that represent a particular construct positively correlat@mnatlanother.

Reliability indicesshouldfirst account for the level of agreement on the
judgments of the same eveihe simplest measurement is in the form of a percent
agreementPercent agreement, however, is not considered to be adequate, as it does not
take into account the agreement that would be expected due to ¢Harbéer, 2000)
C o h ekappasis a simple extension of théeraf agreement that corrects for the
agreement expected by chanthekappa statistic is designed for use with nominal or
ordinal data, preferably when only binary judgments are r(fddegan, Leech,
Gloeckner, & Barrett, 2013Although thekappa statistic was designed for binary scales
it is often applied to graded measurements due to its relative ease in calculation and
interpretationNMorgan et al., 2013)

A secondapproach is to account for the internal consistaicheitem responses
by using Cr (Band et al.h20@0)nterhapcbresistency refers to the
agreemerst amongtems on a particular measure that evaluate a specific constract.
evaluation of teacher practices, observations may be made using a particular rubric that
evaluates a staadd or domainThe rubric for a particular standard may include multiple
indicators.The groups of indicators for a particular standard should yield a similar, result
regardless of the observ@ihe measurement ofternalc onsi st ency wusing

alpha usually utilizes three stepihe first is the determination of tiapha itself,

19

Cro



providing evaluators an indication of the agreement of scores on the Merisan

analysis of the inteitem correlations is made, allowing evaluators to determine which
scores agrewith or contradict each othédfinally, thealpha is repeatedly measured by
removing single items one at a tinfdhe apha with an item removed can be compared to
thealpha with all items includedAlphas that are increased when particulamis are
deleted suggest a particular item is lowering the internal consistency and should be
considered for removal from analy¢iorgan et al., 2013)

Determining validity of measures Validity refers to the degree to which the
data support the adequacy and appropriateness of the interpretations and actions that they
derive(Messick, 1994)In quantitative studies, three forms of validity should be
considered: content validity, predictive (concurrent) validity, and construct validity
(Creswell, 2014)

Content validity is the ability of a test to measure the content it was intended to
measureContent validity ensures that the measagequatelgaptureghe breadth of the
target. Content validity can be measured using field experts to review items, review
descriptions of the content, and make judgments as to the completeness of the measure
(Polit & Beck, 2006)

Predictive, or oncurrentvalidity is the degree to which scores predict or
correlate with other measures of the same content or con&restvell, 2014)For
example, both the College Boarddés ACT and
Progress (NAEPinclude sectios designed to measure studéiiteadingability .0 High
concurrent validity between the ACT and NAEP would indicate that students scoring

high in the reading section of the ACT would also score high in the reading section of the
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NAEP. Predictive validity hdicates whether or not a measure adequately predicts a
criterionnAn exampl e would be iIf the Coll ege Board
future college succeg¢Babbie, 2007)Predictive validity can be measured using
regression analysis or similar inferential statistMsrisky, Green, & Levine, 1986)

Related to content validity is the concept of construct validlitg termconstruct
refers to abstractraifficult-to-observe properties, such as motivation or personabty
opposed to easlp-define observables like pH and gd&orndike & ThrondikeChrist,
2011) Construct validity refers to theeegreeo which a study accurately measures the
intended construct (Tindal & Marsden 199@essick (1994) describes two general
threats to construct validitficonstructu n d e r r e p r cecurewihén @ tneéasure @s
too narrow tdully describethe congtuct, whereaéi ¢ o n sitrrrueclte v a rarisesv ar i anc e
whenthe measure is too broad and includes indicators aligned to other constructs.

The threats to validity should be addressed when designing a program evaluation.
In order to limit the threats tmeaswvementvalidity, evaluatordirst need tahoroughly
understandhe components of the interventiodnderstanding can be derived from
gualitative datan thespecific pieces of the implementation procssugh the
involvement of the people closely invely with the interventio(Brunette et al., 2008;
Singh & Fletcher, 2014A complete understanding of the components should be
developedhroughareview of the program modddut also through the involvement of
key stakeholders and expefBrandon, 1998; Mowbray et al., 2008yrandon (1994)
synthesized the findgs of four studies to develop guidelines for including stakeholder
and expert inpytin addition to a review of the program mottal the purposes of

limiting threats taneasurementalidity. He concluded that researchers should ensure
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that the groups inabdedhave theappropriateexperienceind able to participat&hey
should also take care in developing thorough methods for gathering stakeholder feedback.
Finally, stakeholder groups should have equitable participation in the feedback processes
meanings mpl y that fAno stakeholder group06s exper
deci si ons m@kndonglo998p.8)c e s s O
The use of an instrument, ideally a graded rubric, is the ceteraént offidelity
evaluationsTherefore, the ability for the instrumentgenerateeliable and valid data is
paramount to the confidendeat underliesnalysis.The difficulties in obtaining reliable
and validobservational datare highlighted throughadthe current study.
The Investigation of a Specific Intervention
Constructing Meaning (CMyaining is a produadby E. L. Achieve, an
educational consulting comparihe basic premise of the program is that English
Language Development needs to be integidnroughout all curricula, not just in an
Englishclass(Dutro, 2009) Requiring all teachers to use strategiekaimguage and
literacy development is a shift in pedagogy, especially at the secondarySlesehdary
schools are typically segmented into distinct subjedtere the science teacher is
responsible for the science content and the language arts tesamtresidered solely
responsible foliteracy development O6 Br i en, St e w.dhetstudendsasMo | e , 19
well as the teachermay realize this segmentataie asor (1984) found t ha
actions and behaviors varied significantly throughbe day, depending on their
perceptions ofhe current coursg-or example, students were more likely to make
language convention errors in a science class than a language arts class, where they

perceived the practices to be more relevianbrder to skt the perception that language
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convention is irrelevant in ndlanguagerts classesCM training provides strategies for
teachers to utilizavithin their contentarea to improve theoverallacademic language
proficiency of their students.

CM trainingis designed to enabteachers to leastudents to develop their
Englishlanguage proficiency whilstill meeting the rigorous demands of content area
coursesThe foundational basis of CMcludes procedures for the following

1 Ensuring both @ontentandlanguageobjective for every lesson.

1 Using afunctionallanguage approach to instructidrypical language functions
includecomparing two ideas, persuading an audience, or defending a claim.

1 Dividing introductory lessons into discrete chunks to scafaldents toward
longer, more complex activities.

1 Explicitly teaching languageith opportunities for written and oral practice in
every course of study.

CM teachetraining is provided in ereeday seminar where teachers learn
background research, tdang strategies, and methods for adapting existing lessons.
Following the training, teachers are provided with institutional handbooks as well as
access to instructional coaches for suppdre training begins with a background of
relevant concepts ilmnguagedevelopmentTeachers then transition to learning specific
strategies to be implemented in their classro@trsitegies include the uselahguage
targets, the use of sentence frames, and tool
lessongDutro & Moran, 2003)For the purposes @M, bricksrefer to the vocabulary
that is specific to the course of study an example hie termsstoichiometry

amphoteri¢ andmonoproticwould all be considerd A br i ¢ ksshwol chémisay hi g h
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courseT h e fi mo ecademi®woras theat are consistently used regardless of content
such agherefore analyze orhowever
The strategies taught to the teachers extend through each of the foundational
principles described aboviollowing the strategies portion of the training, teachers are
given time to adapt thegurricula( casual | 'y r ef e Teachals atetaugats A CMi n
to adapt theicurriculaby applying the strategies they learned to nieetoverall goals
described by the critical componerfsally, teachers present mock lessons seitl
evaluate their work based on a rubric developed in alignmigmthe critical
components.
Critical components of constructing meaningE. L. Achieve,the developer of
the CM training, has designated five areas as critical components
(1) Understanding Backward Designhisincludes designing instruction that
addresses the cognitive and linguistic demands required to meet stated student
learning goals
(2) Language as a Part @@ontentTeaching This componentequires creating
opportunities to |l earn both content #dAbric
instruction
(3) Oral Language PracticeThisrefers to instructional designs that allow for
strucured peer interaction for students to use the target language (English) of the
learning goal, including students who may have limited En¢gistuage

proficiency.
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(4) Interactive Reading and Noefaking This describes the use of
comprehensive strategiaad notetaking tools to facilitate the navigation of
complex text and increase student independence

(5) Academic Writing SupparThis final componenprompts teachers to provide

tools and facilitate processes that support students in producing complex

academic writing.
Each of the critical components align to one or more of the fundamental concepts and are
operationalized by teacheusingspecific strategies presented in the training in their
classroom practices.

As described above, one fundamentalaept within CM practices is thexplicit
teachingof academic language through the strategies deliverth@ language as a Part
of Content Teachingritical componentExplicitly teaching language involves direct and
unambiguous strategies to teachdssaic language acquisitigRRosenshine, 198.

Criteria for qualifying a specific strateggexplicitwere summarized by Archer and
Hughes (2011) and are in line with the strategies presented in CM traimmangeta
analysis of 49 experimental and quasperimental studies, researchers itigesed the
effect size of various approaches to seelamgjuage instruction on student achievement
(Norris & Ortega, 2000)The approaches were classified into four categongdicit

and explicit instruction sing the Focus on Form (ForM) approaahd implicit and
explicit using the Focus on Forms (ForMS) approdéte ForM approach teaches the
forms of language as they comeinpidentallyi n a sacademézorversationin
contrast, the ForMS approatdachedinguistic elements in discrete lessons (Sheen,

2002).The assessments used varied through the experiments in thamabfsis, but
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were grouped into four categoriesetalinguistic judgments, selected response,
constrained constructed response, and free constructed respoesal, the researchers
found thaton various student performance outconeeglicit language instruction had a
mean effect sizewer one half d a standard deviation greater than that associated with
implicit instruction These results suggest that utilizing explicit strategies, such as those
presented in CM trainingmaylead torelativelystrongerEnglish Language ArtéELA)
achievement.

As described above, an additional premise for consideration is the explicit
teaching of academic English language throughout the curriculum, not just in literacy
coursegE. L. Achieve, 2014)Teaching langage within other content courses has been
shown to increase the contextualization experienced by students and, in turn, increase
levels of achievemerfT ompkins, Carmbell, Green, & Smith, 2014Additionally,
providing professional development in academic language development to all teachers
serves as a more pragmatic approach in light of the current starddvdth the
Common Core State Standards for MathersgfCSS; National Governors Association,
2010) and the Next Generation of ScieBtandard¢§NGSS; Lead States, 2013),
standards include requirements for communication, collaboration, and text complexity.
The added requiremengrengthen the case flanguage acquisitioto be taught in all
classes, resulting in a need for professional development opportumitiésng all
teachergArcher & Hughes, 20113uch as CM.

The design of lessons through the use of strategies delivetethponent (1),
Understanding Backwards Desigruilds on the concept that language instruction should

occur in all content classeBeachers are instructed to begin the design of the leggon
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both content and language objectives, giving students language goals in addition to
content objective@~erretti, MacArthur, & Dowdy, 2000)The use of clear olgaves

allows teachers and students to navigate the different standards that are directing the
class.For example, a typical high school biology course can be aligned to Common Core
Literacy Standard$yGSS and locally adopted standards Erglish Languge Learners
(ELL) curriculum(Valdés, Kibler, & Walqui, 2014Clear $iort-term objectives allow
students to understand the outcomes they are expected to achieve by completing their
daily assignmentsg-or example, in the current study, the district has aligned every course
t olearfningtargetso Learningtargets erve as the classroelavel guide for the
implementation of broad standay@sdallow teachers to appropriately design their
instruction to ensuralignment Specifically, teachers are able to explicitly express their
high expectations for students, ELibsparticular, who may have experienced lower
expectations in other school settirigshevarria, Frey, & Fisher, 2015tandards, and
associated learning targets, set the benchmarks for students as they progress through the
school system.

Additionally, including language objectives supports the concept of language
instruction across thcurriculum,asdescribed abov@/acca & Vacca, 1989)ncluding a
language objective in a content class is a method to teach language explttiy.&
Ortega(2000)completed @omprehensive mei@nalysis comparing instruction to
student outcomes inwritind.he dependent variable was descr
demonstration of languagéhe nature of the metnalysis did not allow for a single
commonmeasure to be usgldowever the measures across the study were coded into

four groups metalinguistic judgments, selected response, constrained constructed
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responseandfree constructed respondéne parameters of the medaalysis defined the
independent variables literacy instruabn being implicit in natureThe experimental
group contained only classes where explicit language instruction wasxgddit
instruction was defined by DeKeyser (1995) as instruction that requires students to attend
to specific linguistic rules or fas.For example, two science teachers may be using the
same article related to the mechanisms of photosynthesis and resp®atoeacher
may ask students to identify the literary moves that the author makes in comparing
photosynthesis to cellular rasgtion. The othet e acher may restrict the
simply contentspecific comprehension, such as understanding the different roles of
energy in the two processes.

Researcherund an average effect size of 0.75 throughout the studies, with a
pretest and postest measuring the impact of direct language instruetsotiescribed
above These outcomes suggest teaplicit language instruction may lead to higher
outcomes across subject ardashould be noted that there are multiple stratetpe
instruct language directly, and that developing and displaying a language target cannot be
considered complete language instruction. However, the backward design of lessons and
units from a defined language objective is critical to the CM appr@uatno, 2009) The
actual design of the lesson witlleally includestrategies from all of the remaining
components odinteractive Readingrad NoteTaking Academic Writing Suppqgrand
Oral Language Practice

Interactive Reading and Nefeakingsummarizes strategies intended for the
production of work using academic language derived from content area texts, lectures,

and other learning oppnities. Teachers can provide discrete scaffolding to more
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complex objectives through interactive reading and-tekang. Providing such

scaffolding allows students to participate in more conceptually abstract activities than
they would otherwise be ableucero, 2013)Specific strategies for the interaction with
notes, as opposed to allowing students to take notes pgssrasishown to have a

modest effectsize @ 2 2 o n s t-testdperforimance frpno ssmesdalysis of 57
studiescomparing notéaking to nonAnotetaking strategiegKobayashi, 2005)

Additionally, a key piece dhteractive Reading and Nofeakingis the summarization of
key learningAccording to a metanalysis presented to the Carnegie Foundation, there is
an effectsizeof 0.8@ n assessment wlienSiuganta dreé exply wr i t i ngo
taught to summarize tex&raham & Perin, 2007The CM participant manual offers

more tharl5 distinct strategies for teachers to use in order to increase the inteo&ction
students and their reading or ndé&ing assignments.

Academic Writing Suppoprovides strategies to shelter the challenges of
language acquisition away from content knowleddes approach stems from the theory
that knowledge is transferable betwdanguages (that is, if you understand something in
one language, you understand it in the otfBangertDrowns, Hurley, & Wilkinson,

2004) Often, students struggle with representing their knowlétgeecond language (a
language challenge), and this is misrepresented as antoh&dlengeBy using

strategies such as sentence frames and instruction specifically targeted to vocabulary
instruction, teachers can help students communicate their learning eleambs

language development is still occurri(@angertDrowns et al., 2004; Graham & Perin,
2007) In a metaanalysis of 123 studies, researchers were able to identify specific areas

of writing instruction and summarize their effect sizes on-pestperformanceOf the
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areas identified, utilizing explicit instruction to teach students the comEoaewriting,
such as prevriting, drafting, and revising, yielded an average effect size ofr@l@8five
t o Awr i t aomogsthg studies tiatyvere analyg@rhham & Perin2007)

Opportunity to increase student achievementThe middle schodhat is thesite
of this studyhas consistently underperformed on standardized tests, particul&tlAin
In the most recent state report card, the school earned a Level 3, placing it in between the
15th and 44tlpercentile of all middle schoois the stateStudentachievementiata that
is disaggregated by subgroup indicates a predictable achievemeApgamximately
20% fewer Hispanic and ELL studemisthe schoomeet state benchmarksHhbA.

Recently, shool and district leaders have committed to supporting teachers in improving
s t u d euttameHthrough the use of highality PD. The focus of the pfessional
development has been primarily around academic language instruction.

Recently Sheltered Instructional Observation Protocol (SI®Mhich is used for
observing teachers who are using specific instructional strategies that target the
developmenbf academic English languayevas used to increase teaclders
understanding of best practices in language developmieatprotocol is arranged
around eight areas, each of which can be observed during classroom instiearers
observed using a high deg of fidelityto these eight areasceive a high SIOP score.

Use of the SIOP as a tool to measure implementation fidelity was studied in a large urban
school distric{Echevarria et al., 2011Qverall, researchers found that the greater the

SIOP score, the greater the student achievement, with the SIOP score explaining
approximately 21% of the variance in student achieveni@espite the claims that SIOP

practices can raise student achievement, the middle school of this case study has shifted
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its focus.According to the school principal, the teachers were supportiSea, but
theywere looking for more specifistrategies thn those provideds a replacement,
Constructing Meaning trainingas chosen because district leaders felt the approach of
CM, including the fundamental basis and critical components desaiima, would
serve as a follovup to SIOPandprovide continud support to teachers as they explicitly
teach language acquisition in their classrooms.
Using aQualitative Approach to Fidelity Studies

Although much of the fidelity research has been quantitative, studies that are
designed to understand processes and events, such as program implementation, may
benefit fromincludinga qualitative approadtMaxwell, 2013) For example, researchers
at Dartmouth Medical School conducted a folapr qualitative study téurther examine
guantitative implementation dafbbased on observational checkligigyived fromthe
provideros use of a me (Btuaelte ehak,2008The i nt er vent i
researchers used field observations and-s¢mctured interviews to understate
Afacilitame®sobdndhbi adeaiTharasultsyirlddde ment ati on.
meaningful claims around boghprioriand unpredicted characteristics of
implementationThe evaluators were able to organize the hindrances that they uncovered
into specific themes deadershipsupervision staff turnover,consulting withexperts,
andfinancesThe evaluators were also able to provide recommendations to hospital
managemerntased on each difie themesk-or example, oerecommendation regarding
the theme of leadership was to enghiagthe staff understood the level of prioritization
the intervention had compared to othespitalobjectives Sites that demonstrated high

levds of fidelity were able to clearly prioritize the intervention through policy, financial,
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and human resource decisioRaurticipants in sites with low fidelity felt that their leader

or leaders had failed to clearly establish the interventions as aypritwaluators

presented leadership with a recommendation to take steps to clearly show the intervention
as a priority.The leader@actions on the recommendations included changes in personnel,
the development of policy, and increases in communicatitretstaff from the

management.

Similarly, researchers at the United King
Research investigated changes to the behaviors of both practitioners and recipients using
an implementation fidelity framewotkat included quatative method¢Dyas, Togher,

& Siriwardena, 2014)The reseatters designed interview questions to investigate both
adherence to the model and participant responsivehlessnterview responses allowed
researcher® gain a betteunderstanihg of the pilot dataandto betterexplain the
guantitative dataSpecificdly, researchers were able to ask participants questions directly
related to the quantitative data and report on their respoffsesombination of

guantitative and qualitativeata allowed the evaluators to make more specific
recommendations tieadership in particular, in areas in need of improvement.

The combination of quantitative and qualitative data in an evaluation of fidelity
may be particularly useful when the purpose for the study is of a formative nature.
Quantitative studies, with stng experimental designs, are well suited to describe cause
and effect relationshipghey are not as wedluited to questionsf a A howo or dAwhy
nature (Collins, Onwuegbuzie, & Sutton, 2008yalitative methods, such as interviews,
surveys, and focus gups gather information aboilte human experiences of the

program being evaluate@he descriptions of the experiences can yield information on
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the contextspecific beliefs and biases that contribute to the level of implementation of
the program being eltsated(Sankar, Golin, Simoni, Luborsky, & Pearson, 2006)
addition, he benefits include the opportunitteshear the perspectives of the providers as
to what components of the intervention are presenting challenges for implementation.
Understanding the perspectives of gineviderswould not be apparent in the quantitative
data alone
Mixed-method researclattempts tcombinethe strengthsf quantitative and

gualitative methods into a single des{@abbie, 2007; Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004)
Mixed-method research allows researchers to obtain a more complete understanding of
the phenomena they are studymther tharusing a single metha@HesseBiber &
Johnson, 2013; Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 20Q4pntitative analysis tends to be very
objective and maintain a vahmeutral stance in the discussi@uonversely, studies that
are solely qualitative utilize subjective analysl can include a valtgpecific approach
in the discussion (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998kluding both quantitative and
qualitativeanalysiscan be used to explain or interpret initial findings, explore an
observed phenomenon, or address a questionrfroltiple levels.
A Mixed-Methods Approach to the Fidelity of Implementation of Constructing
Meaning Training

In line with other program evaluaticstudies of implementation fidelitg, formative
evaluation of CM implementationas conductedt a middle seool ina Northwest

Oregon School Distriét The concept of treatment fidelitwas usedo design a study that

'iNort hwest Oregon School Districto is bei

confidentiality.
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measuredhe implementation of the critical componentLohstructingMeaning
training. The measurement of the implementation of the componesutted primarily
from classroom observations that utilized Refining Our Practices Rubrid@he
observational data was analyzed using primarily descriptive statiBtiesesults of the
guantitative datanalysis wer@resented to teachedsring thequalitativephase of the
study, along with survey and interview questiangyrder to understand their
perspectives on thguantitativefindings. In line with applied research, this study
addressed a specific school and distrexd by conducting compehensive evaluation
of the implementation of CM practicdseither the middle school, nor the larger district,
had a systematic evaluation plan in plaldee case study described here was used to
determine the level of fidelity of CM training, understahe perceptions of the providers
(teachers), and make recommendations regarding implementation of CM pradyices.
conclusions and recommendatioasultfrom investigationof the following research
guestions:
1 RQ1L1.How successfully has the faculty of aabaniddle school implemented the
critical components of Constructing Meaningining?

o To what degree have the critical components been implemented?

o Is the variation in implementation predictable?

o0 How does the degree of implementation compagedetermied

threshol®
1 RQ2.What are the conditions that favor or hinder a high degree of

implementation fidelityn Constructing Meaning practices?
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CHAPTER 1l
METHODS
A mixed-methodsdesign was used to investigate the reseaunelstepns presented
in Chapter I. The following chapter describes the research setting, participants,

measures, and analygisocedures

Setting and Participants

The Northwest Orego8choolDistrict, where the middle school of this case study
is locatedhas adopted Constructihdeaning(CM) as a major source of professional
development, specifically at the secondary leViEedistrict has communicated a
commitment of having every middle school teacher train€gM within the next three
years.The majority of the middle schoadchers have yet to be trainadd the district
must make a significant resourakocationin order to meet the goalith school
budgets still below preecession levels, allocation of resourcesl@selyscrutinizedand
school leaders must continuaityonitor the return on investmefiROIl) in programs and
practicesAs a result,lie district agreed tparticipate in this study asformative
implementatiorevaluationin a pilot school that has been involved with CM training for
the past three years.

This study took place exclusively within one middle schodh@Northwest
Oregon School DistriciThe district isone of thdargest in the state, serving
approximately 40,000 student®thes c hool 6 s demographic composit
42%white, 36%Hispanic, 9% Asian, 5%lack, 1% Pacific Islander, 1% Native
American and 6% multiracial studentdpproximately 37% of the students are English

Language Learners (ELLs), 16% receive special education services, and 64% participate

35



in the Federal Free aiReduced Meals programhe middle school includes grades six
through eight and is considered a comprehensive middle school without a specialty
progamg¢ uch as the I nternational )Baccal aureatebo

The study participants includeniddle school teacheend studentsThe school
employs52 certified teachers, 3¢f whom have been tragdin CM practicesFour of the
trained teachers opted out of the stullye participating teachers € 30) includel0
Math,8 Science 4 Humanities(combined Language Arts and Social StugidSpecial
Education2 Art, 2 ESL, andl PhysicalEducation teacheilhe teachers varied in
teachingexperiencdrom 1 to 25 years with a mean experience of 9.85 ye¢B® =
5.02. Forty-five students, 15 aach grade levghad a direct role in the study by
participating in focus group3he students were selected at random from grade level lists
and were gien the option to participat@ll of the students agreed to participate and their
guardians graed permissionHowever, for each grougpmestudents were absent on
the day of their assigned focus gpo presumably due to illnesBheresultinggroups
consisted of 13 sixth graders, 14 seventh graders, and 11 eighth gradsTs. were
male and eighteewere femaleForty-one percentwere designated as English Language
Learners (either active or monitoret@he students were organized into eight focus
groups of four to five students eadlihe groups were set in order to minimize the
disruptiontothe sttlnt s6 school day. Students were pul
assistant periods, when possifliee grade level remained constant with each group and
the male/female ratio was as even as possible.

The district does not have a uniform model for ELUus@n throughout its

schoolsSome school s opt ,where spexificlapgudgé inswugtiorois mo d e |
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delivered in a class that is distinct and not connected to the grade level language arts
class.In contrastptherschools, including the studite, opt for a more inclusive model
where all ELLs continue with gradevel Language Arts and Social Studies clasdea
result,individual classes are a heterogeneous mix of stugdelosely reflecting the
overalldemographiof the schoalAll of theteachersn the study hadlassroonELL
populationsetween 29% and 45% of the total student makeup.
Constructing Meaningraining has been a significant source of professional
development at this middle school during the past three years (Bersional
communication, September 15, 2014%.described itChapter I, the training was
selected as a followp or continuation of previous work to implement Sheltered
Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP) techniques from trainings that occurred from
approximately 20062009.The schooemployst wo fii nstructi onal gui de:
certified byE. L. Achieve as CM trainers available for additional training and support.
The instructional gui des earned ptodesss cer t i fi
facilitated byE. L. Achieve The process to become a certified E. L. Achigaaer
requires participation in two additional workshops beyond the initial traifimg first
additional workshop is called a +2, referring to the two days speeivieyg videotaped
examples of implemented CM practices, training on observations, and discussions of
quality feedbackT he second additional workaadop is cal
includes shadowing other trainers, review of local achievement datang in E. L.
Achievebds approach and practices, and i mpl en
The guides wexeal ¢édsetot obslkeyvi@oneachers ar

help develogurricula or assist in the delivery of lessofi$ie use of instructional guides
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by the teachers was voluntary, and the frequency of use was not redéosexi/er,
casual conversation with the guides revealed that they felt they were frequently utilized

by some teachers and rarely accessed by others.

Research Design

The purposef this mixedmethodsstudy was tanonitor and describine
implementation of CMpracticesat the study siteTherefore, this studywestigated the
experiences of teachers and studenitisin theschoolthat has piloted the training in
order togaininsightinto the nuances of implementation ttia¢ district could uséor
future planningThe insight provided would be framed around the success of
implementation and the conditions that favored or hindered implementation.

Phases of researchlhere are a varietyfa@esign approaches within the field of
mixed-methods researchzankara(2006 identified more tham0 different mixed
methods researdesigngefererced in the literaturddowever,Cresswell et al(2003)
describe the six most commigrused designdVithin the six designghree are
concurrend where the quantitative data collections and analysis occurs simultaneous to
the qualitativé and three take place sequentially in two distinct ph&&esearchers use
concurrent designs when the goals of their stdhclude comparingr consolidating the
guantitativeand qualitative findingsAlternatively, researchers use sequential designs
when the goal ofhe second phasgto explain or elaborate on the findinggtuod first
phaseln the explanatorysequential desigitiustratedin figure 2, researchers apply
guantitativemethods firstfollowed by qualitative methods in order to understand more
fully the initial quantitative findingsCreswell, 2014)The current study utilizethis

design to investigate the two research ques{B&L and RQ2presented ilChapter Il
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The use of explanatory sequentiasign was appropriate in the current study because the
components of the quantitative data had beereptablishegeliminating theneed to

explore the components through qualitative measures first, as would be the case in other
mixed-method designsRQ1 waswritten to beinvestigated using primarily quantitative
techniques while RQ®@aswritten to beinvestigated usingrimarily qualitative
techniquesBeginning with quantitative data was advantageous as it provided a

foundation for thequalitative measres, particularly the serstructured interviews.

Qualitative
Quantitative . Data Combined
Initial
Data , Collection Analysis and RQ
Collection > Analysis 3 and Initial Implications
Analysis

Figure 2. Explanatory sequential design

Success oimplementation. Following the explanatory sequential maggeiase
one ofthis study included quantitative methods focusedddressindgRQ1.RQ1
investigated theucces®f the faculty at the local middle school in implementing the
critical components of & training. Prior to this study, neither the school, nor its parent
district, had set clear expectations for the level of implementation exp&uniedo the
lack ofapredetermined standard, this study utilized personal communication with district
leadersand CM trainers, a review of the CM program manual, and a review of relevant
literature to develop a standard of succése resulting standard includdétermining
the degree amplementation of the components of CM training, the level of
implementatio variability between teachers, and the comparisacifal
implementation to a predetermined stand@iee standard is described later in this

chapter
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Critical components of CM training. As discussed earlieresearcherhave
suggested framing implementation studies around the components of the interventions
that are most critical for an acceptable implementation. The investigatiois study
was accomplished through the identification, measurement, and interprefdte
implementation of the criticaloenponents of CM trainindy utilizing a critical
componentgpproach, the operational definition of implementation fidelity for this study
wasthe degree to which the critical components of CM practi@eimplemened by
teachers ahemiddle schoolThe critical componentsf CM training as defined by E
.L. Achieve, are(1) Understanding Backward Desigf2) Language as a Part of
Content Teaching3) Oral Language Practicg4) Interactive Reading and Nefeaking,
and(5) Academic Writing Suppo(see the discussion of each of these camepts in
Chapter 1) These components were identified by the developers of CM through the
review of relevant literature, the opinions of experts in the fieldfalfwv-up diabg
with participating schools across the courfiEy L. Achieve, 2014)As described in
Chapter I, the critical components are simply an organization of the instructional
practices thamost closely alignvith the key researchased principles of CM.

According to personal communication with representatives from Echieve, past and
future revisions to the critical components focus on the descriptive terminology and the
specific groupigs of strategied-or example, iran upcoming version of the rubijas of
October 2015)components (4) and (Bave beemeworded td_anguage for Reading
ComprehensioandLanguage for WritingComprehensionThe goal of rewriting the

rubrics is to furthedefine the specific parameters of the critical components.
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E. L. Achieve also publishes tiefining Our Practices Rubri@a tool that
describes the adherence, quality, and to some ekiedbse of each componeniitlined
above.The application of theubric, by trained observers, to this case study provided the
basis for collection of quantitative data on implementationifidelherubricis further
discussed in thinstruments section of this chapter.

Variation in implementation by predictor varia ble. Years of teaching
experience, teachépgrimary subject area, and time sinmeeeiving CMtraining were
used as predictor variables in data analysis. Although other factdileely related to
CM implementatio, such as teacherd i buyirt andpreviousquality of teaching,
they are difficult to measure aedtendbeyond thescopeof the current study.

Level of implementation compared to the literature The schoolthedistrict,
ard the EL. Achieve organizatioexpect that the use of CM prases will have a
positive impacbn student achievemeint both classroonribased and state and national
standardized exam&enerally, high fidelity of implementation has been shown to
increase intended outcom@enner, Nelson, Stage, & Ralston, 20H9wever, the
current study focused exclusively on the level of implementation by teachers arad did
analyze student achievement d&eacause of the omission of student achievement data,
success was not measured byeaamachievemenstandardputrather by an
implementation standarés previously described, neither the school nor district had
estdlished expectations for the leveliofplementationA review of the CM program
manual provided little insight de thelevel of implementation that could be expected

(E. L. Achieve,2014).The references texpected timeline to achieve full implementation
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are vague, i ndicating that teachers need t
Ause the Refining Our Practice8p rubric as
The literaturealsodoes not provide aniversalstandard level of implementation
needed to achieve anticipated resultse tolerance of limited implementation varies by
intervention(Kaderavek & Justice, 2010)he useof typical standard setting models,
such as the Angoff or Ebel, require substantial training and time resources not available
in this study(Cizek & Bunch,2007) Therefore this study relied on face validity to
develop a succeslreshold School leader<CM instructional coaches, and the primary
investigator met to discuss the intended levels of implementation as part of thidrstudy.
addition, a review of the terminology of th&bric was used to formulate a success
standardLevel 2 scores faubric temsincluded terms that had a negative connotation
such agirarely,0 floccasionallyo fito individual studentea n dot dddressedIn
contrast, the level 3 descriptions included more positive terminology, such as
fifrequentlyo Aused by most studenigincluding both bricks and mortar vocabulary
wordso Thedeterminatiorwasmadethat allrubric itemsevaluating critical components
should be scored &vel 3or higher when observingfsuccessfuCM Teacheid The
e Xx pect atliewelhds allfthetiiarhd 6 wa s ,inthe opigono&tbetgioupa |
Accept i n[lgvelf3e cfoalseantbhataimplementatiorateof 75% would
e g u sutcessful implementatianAdditionally, asthis evaluation was intended to be
formative in natureschoolleaders cautioned theincipal investigatoto frame the 75%
thresholdsolelyas a marker for this studnd notan administrative directive.
Phasetwo, the investigation of RQ2Phase two utilized qualitative methods to

investigate the conditions thi@vored or hindered the implementation of CM practices.
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Qualitative researcmethodgprovidetoolsfor achieving goals related to interpretation
and understandingf social phenomen@lerriam, 2008; Maxwell, 2013; Creswell,
2014) Qualitative research has certain characterig¢Gicsswell, 2014)The characteristic
of natural settig occurs when the research is conducted where participants experience
the topic being investigateth the current study, all data was conducted exclusively
within the middle school where CM practices were being implementexcharacteristic
of inductivedata analysiss found within the concept of explanatory sequential design,
where emerging data patterns and themes are directly investigated by specific questions
or other qualitative methodm the current study, both the initial analysis of quantiéati
data and the emerging themes from initial qualitative analysis were explicitly discussed in
openended interviewsAnother characteristic present in the current study is referred to
asparticipant®meaningsParticipans teanings direct researcherskeep the focus of
analysis on perceptions that the participants hold in regard to the issue, not what the
researcher expects or desifesthe current study, techniques such as the display of
negative information and member checking wesedto ensurghatparticipant meaning
wasincluded

The qualitative methods included surveys (both closed andenmad
guestions), senstructured interviews with teachers, and student focus gr8upgeys
are used in qualitative studies to describe, compare,xguaire individual and
organizational knowledg@-ink, 2013) The surveys in this study asked questions to
solicit the t efthedveral sainingas wel a&s phée indovidusl
componentsinterviews, particularly less structured interviews, allow the researcher to do

more active inquiry by asking questions specific to the emerging themes of study
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(Babbie, 2007; Warren, 200)he interviewsn thecurrent study included the
presentation of initial data from classroom observationsefisas the themes that
emerged from the structured surve$anilarly, focus groups allow participants to
provideadditionaldetailsrelevantto each othés comment¢Sankar et al., 2006lFocus
group participantsparticularly minors, maglsobe more comfortablm a group setting
opposed to individuahterviews(Ouimet, Bunnage, Carini, Kuh, & Kennedy, 2004)

Time element This case studwas completeduring the 20142015 school year
by conductingeacher observations, teacher reflections, teacher surveys, teacher
interviews, and student focus groupsacher observations, reflections, and surveys
occurred during a siweek period Februay to midMarch2015 atthe beginning of the
second semester of the school y&€amducting the research aetbeginning of the
second semester was advantageous for two reaBesmshers who had been trained in the
beginning of the school year neededisignt time to apply what they hdearnedn the
training.Also, by completing the observations in the beginning of the semester, teachers
woul d have yet to figradually releaseodo the st
the use of CM strategiesowld be more apparent to the obseribesthey may be later
in the year.

The results of the teacher observations were summarized and descriptive statistics
generated prior to the teacher interviefwsllowing the model of explanatory sequential
designthe teacher interviews included peer examination of the quantitative data.
Teachers were provided with summary data describing the implementation by component
andin aggregate, the implementation organized by predictor variable, and a comparison

of the oberved scores with the seléported scores from the teacher reflections.
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Data Collection Instruments

Observations andreflections The Refining Our Practices Rubrigeproduced in
theappendi® developed by E. L. Achiewsas usedo facilitate thecollection of
observationatlataon the use o€M critical componentsThe rubric has four indicators
for each of the five critical componenEach indicator is evaluated on a fquoint scale,
with point descriptors for each indicatéwccording to the ™ program manual (2008),
the rubric has been designed and modifie@Ebl. Achieveandusedin multiple sites
acrosghe countryThe feedback from users, including teachers and cogtagdeen
collected to make modifications to the rubric over tiff@.example, a past version of
the rubric included descriptors for individual items that did not explicitly build on eac
other it was possible to receive a ratingdovithout first meeting the requirements of
level 3 As a resultthecurrent version offte rubric includedescriptors for level items
that include the phr as eo(pfusaddedldvalifouricriteria).t o | e v e
Therubricitems havelsobeen reorganized tmmplementhe rewording of the
componentskor example, iran upcomingrersion of theubric, the items that reference
writing in component4), Interactive Reading and NeiEaking, are moved to the
Language for Writing Comprehensisaction

According to representatives from [E.Achieve, #&hough fieldtestinghas
occurred the results have not been presented for publication irrpeemwed journals
outlined in the program manual, or pished in any sort of technicedanual As
described abovéehe publishers opted to refine the rubric over time based obdelkd
from users rather than reporting on thkability andvalidity of the tool.The lack of

reliability and validity data for the rubric is a conceas virtually all of the quantitative
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data for the evaluation of CMas derivedrom therubric. Without psychometric data
available, the data collected is simply assumed to be reliable and valid, which can lead to
misinterpretationsTherefore a reliability analysis was conducted using the observational
data collected in this study. Limitations associat&tl the use of an untested instrument
will be thoroughly considered in the discussion

Teacher surveysA surveywas developetb be completed by all teachers in this
study.The intent of the survey was to gain insigtb the use of CM instructional
practicesand the reasons behind varying levels of implementéitiefity. The survey
items were developdahased orthe work of the Learning Forward organization (formerly
the National Council of Staff Developmentearning Fowarddeveloped their current
standards for professional developmenutlinethe characteristics of professional
learning that lead to effective teaching practices, supportive leadership, and improved
student resultdLearningForward, 2014)The Standards Assessment Invent8yl) was
developed to assess the quality of professional development inSdras®Ed on
standards defined by Learning Forw@vhdenKiernan, Jones, & McCann, 2009he
SAl has been used in case studies that documented theliessamhg Forwardgtandards
in professional development planning and evalugi#abine, 2011)For example,
between 200&nd2010,285 schools in Arkansas used the SAI to evaluate their
implementation of thé&rkansas Comprehensive School Improvement PIEmasr results
indicated that by al dagdardspsghod leadetsevare abletog For wa
understand Awhat areas were havingoan i mpact

From the case study, the Arkansas Department of Education identifiedatioation of
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professional development as an official point of emphasis for local school leaders
(Slabine, 2011)

The SAlitsdf is too broad and cogirohibitive to utilize directly in this study.
Instead, individuasurvey questionfor this study were alignedith the Learning
Forwardstandards ofeadershipresources, aneplementatior{Learning Forward,

2014) The survey contained two sets of questidiee first set was targeted at the

overall implementation processith four questions primarily addressirgpdership and

five questionprimarily addressingesourcesThe second set was fobasicquestions,

all primarily targeted atmplementation, repeated for each of the five critical components
(a total of 20 implementation questions in the second part of the survey)

Additionally, thesurveyincluded operended questions that allowed teachers to
provide as much detail as desired in their respofi$esquestions asked teachers to
explain howwell aligned the trainings were to their past instructional practices, the extent
to whichthe training requireteachergo modify their curricular materialsyhich
elements of the training and folleup made implementation easyndwhich elements of
the training and followup weredifficult.

Interviews. Semistructured interviewssere condatedwith teachergn = 9)in
order to gain a more idepth understanding of their perspectives regarding CM
implementatior(Merriam,2014).Interviews provided rich and meaningful data used to
understand the different levels of fidelitaxwell (2013)swggess that interviews
should be used to gain a description of the contextual details that are difficult to uncover
by observation alon&Veiss (1994pandMaxwell agree indirecting researchers to ask

guestions specific to the observationke guidance o#Veiss and Maxwelvas followed
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in this studyby providing teachers preliminary results based on observatiander to
hear their insiglstas to whycertaintrendsemerged

The quantitativedata was used to drive certain aspects of the interveawhas
askingteachers to explain trendSpecific pieces of data were selected that aligned to
sub-questionga) through (cpf RQ1 regarding the degree of implementationwahath
variables seemed togalict implementatiosuccessinterviewees were preseat with
three relevant outcomes of the quantitative measkines, the intervieweewere asked
to comment orthe distribution of the fidelity index by component and overall
implementationNext, the fidelity index, disaggregated by primary subject, avaa
shownfor commentFinally, intervieweesliscusse sideby-side comparison of the
indicesshowingthe observations with the scores that wererggbrted during the
reflections.The indices, as described in the methods of analysis sections belaw, we
displayed as percentage of points earned for eatlthecomponent®nthe rubric(e.g.,
all level 3 scoeswould be displayed a&5%)

Focus groups Eight focus group sessiomgere conducted, withpproximately
five students eacandlasting betwee 45and60 minutesThe questions were structured
aroundthes t u d epportumities and use of the classroom techniques op@htices.
The studentsverepresentedvith an ageappropriate definition of the goal, along with a
few sample tasks for eachtbie five critical component&or example,he goal
statement focomponent (5)Academic Writing Suppgiva s pr esent ed as fiTea
trying to help you write like professionals in each of your subg@¢tse sampletask was
the use of sentence framtesprovide evidencéor an argumentStudents were asked

gquestiondkei How have you used sent enc 8tudentsames i n
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werealsogiven the opportunity to follow upntheseanswersvith more operended
questionss u ¢ h a s findl Bentenceyframes helpful completing your
a s s i g n Bimilarty,svieh investigatingomponent (3)Qral Language Practice,
students were asked about their opportunities to talk to each other duringratass.
example, they were asked if they webdeato choose their own groups, if they had used
t he fappoi, amdmethathegwere takight different techniques in (active)
listening.Similar prompts and examgavere provided for each tfe fivecritical
componerg.
Procedures
Theprocedures described below took place during avei@k interval beginning
in early February 2013 he observations, reflections, and surveys were completed in the
initial weeks, followed by the teacher interviews and student focus groups.
Observations Each teacher was observed by onéheftwo district instructional
coachedor one 20minuteinterval of alessonAs described above, E. Achieve
certified the observers through additional training to support implementahen.
observersverealsoclassfied as certified teacheendnot asadministrators, ensuring
thattheir presencevould not beused for job performance evaluatioibe observers
mai ntained confidentiality by using codes in
documentationThe observationsere preannounced but not necessarily scheduled.
Teachers were able to choose from certain blocks of dates and times, but did not know
the exact time of the observatidrhe goal of this scheduling system was to eliminate
activities that would prevent obis/ation of instructional practicesuch as tests or guest

speakersvnhi | e al so att empt i.imhpobsteoverslsm atterfiptedtQu | ar 0 p
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ensure that an approximately equal number of observations occurred during the
beginning, middle, and eraf the class perioddowever, due to logistical limitations
approximately 20%f all observationgccurred during the beginning third of the class,
40% in the middle, and 20% during the closing third.

Teacher reflections(self-evaluations) The teachersiere asked to selissess
their typical practiceby usingthe Refining Our Practices Rubrievhich was distributed
to every teacher via Google Fornisach teacher was assigned a code nunaliewing
their evaluationdata to be linked with theglassroom observation without requiring
individual names to be usedll informationwas keptonfidential in order to increase
confidence in the formative rather thaotentiallyevaluative nature of this study.
Teacheraremore likelyto participateauhenticallyif they have confidence that their
results will not be connected to their names without prior permi¢Biok, 2013) The
instructional coaches were the only people with a master list of names and nuanters
did not disseminate any identifiable information as r equi red by the Uni\
Review Board

Surveys Theteachesurveys were distributed with tiselfevaludion form
discussed abov@he principal of the school allocated an hour of staff development time
to complete théeacher reflection and survdypwever participation waskept optional.
By allotting time for survey completion, participants may have Ineere likely to
complete the survey than if they were asked to completethieir own timeThe intent
wasthat through careful communication, teacherm@ud recognize this survey as an
opportunity to have their voice drive PD planning émely wouldtake the time to

respond thoughtfullyinitial participation was 30%, so a reminder emals sentaisking
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teachers to complete the survey within a week of the allotted completiarFbiteaving
themonth that the survey was openfinal operended surveguestionwas sento all
teachersasking them if they would explain why they did not complete the suifvey
applicable The purpose of the opeanded question was to gain an understanding of why
individuals chose to not participateorder tobetter unérstand a possible source of
sampling biagFink, 2013) Only two teachers replied, atloeysimply stated that they
lacked time to completthe surveyThe process described above resultedtota 43%
completion rate for the survey.

Interviews. The instructional coaches provided a list of nine teachers, three from
each third of the implementation distribution thatsaerived from the akervationsThe
seltevaluations and surveygere not used to generate the interview list because of the
low response rat@.he distribution was constructed by ranking individual teachers in
order by their overall implementation indexdthendividing the list into three groups.
The resulting list included three groups of 10 teachers éacdmdom number generator
was then used to select three teacfrera each group for interview3he intentwas to
obtainarange of responsgBowever the identitief the teachers remained confidential
One hour was allocated for each interviénwterviews were conducted in person at the
school.

The interviews began with a simple introduction of the purpose and overall design
of the studyTeachers were remindedatithe survey information would remain
confidential and not be used for any job performance evaluafibesnterviews
followed a semstructured script, including opeanded questions arddiscussion athe

guantitativedata resultasdescribed abova@heaudio of the interviewsas recorded
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using Audacity software artdanscribed byhe Casting Words Transcription Service.
The transcriptsvere then loadenhto ATLAS.ti software for analysis.

Student focus groupsFifteen students from each grade legi@ 8) were selected
at random to be invited to participate in focus grodjp® graddevel groups were then
organized into three groups each, consisting of approximately 5 stusierttents were
first notified in their homeroom class given a writterdescription of the stugys well
asa consentorm for their parents to sigPhone and email communication was
encouraged between thet u d amiltessadd therincipal investigatarAll parents of
the 45selectedstudents agreed to the participatiand focus groups were scheduled
during homeroom to limit the disruption to instructidimne students were called to the
office by the schookecretaryust before their scheduled focus greupachgroup met in
a central conference room and sat arounuicallar table The researcher facilitated the
focus groups in aasualand welcoming tone, first asking each question to the gradp
thenensuring that each student had the explicit opportunity to respond to each question.
The audio of the focus groupss digitally recorded, transcribed, and coded in the same
manner as the teacher interviews.

Methods of Analysis

Research Questiorl. How successfully has the faculty of a local middle school
implemented the critical components of Constructing Meamaiging? The analysis of
RQ1lwas basedn data gathered from tiefining Our Practices Rubridhe rubric
provided data from two data collection techniques, the observéityorsachesnd the
reflections by teacher¥hese tools providetivo sets of scosgfor each of the critical

components of CM trainindgzach of the five critical components was evaluated using
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four indicators and ach indicator was measured using a fpaint Likert scale(1i 4).

For each critical componerthen,there werel6 possiblepoints (four for each of the four
indicators).The sum of the component scores yielded the overall index of fidEtigy.
scores from the observations and the scores for the reflections were calculated using
identical techniques, and kept separatectomparisonin Chapter IV the results are
reportedor both the component scores and the overall indices using descriptive and
inferential statisticsThe purpose of th quantitative analysiwas toidentify the degre¢o
which the components had been lempented, the variation in implementation across the
site, and to compare the implementation to the predetermined standard. &h 75%
addition, the data gathered were udadng interviewdo prompt teachers tescribethe
nuances of the implementatigagge the overall implementatigRQ1), and reflect on

the conditions that support or hinder implementaR@?2)

Descriptive statisticerere usedo compare the scores assigned by the
instructional coaches with the scores given by the teadbensparing the scores on
identical sections of the rubnnade it possibléo determinavhetherthe perception®of
teachers differed from the practices observed by coaches

Research Questior2. What are the conditions that favor or hinder a high degree
of implemetation fidelity of Constructing Meaning practiceS@rveys and teacher
interviewdata were collectetb answetthis questionAs suggested by Creswell (2014)
gualitative datavereanalyzedas follows.Operended survey question responses,
interview transcripts, and student focus group transcripts were orgamiaedl LAS..ti,

a qualitative coding prograrithe survey and interview data were organized by teacher

characteristics of subject araught, yees of experience, and overall level of fidelity as

53



indicated by the observatioriehe data were coded, using both preset and emerging
codes.The preset codes were based on the professional develogtaraidrdsdentified
by Learning Forward and includéeiadership, resources, content knowledge, student
ability, and quality of trainingin order to account for bias in selecting these codes,
themes were addetat emerged from the data analy3ise codes were further
organized into a small number of then(@is4). Themeswere then interpreteand
verified usingthemember checking technique described below.
Threats to Reliability and Validity

The methods described above introdseeerakhreats to the reliability and
validity of the data obtainedhe lackof psychometric data availalier the Refining
Our Practices Rubriand the absence of inteater agreemergndtraining prior to this
study presentasignificant threat to the quantitative dat&e qualitative instruments
were developed solely for tlease study presented here and introduce threats to validity
and reliability.In the following sections, the threats are further described and attempts to
limit their impacts aredentified

Reliability . There are two significant areas of concexgarding reliability in this
study.The first reliabilityconcern stemBom two different observers completing the
observationsThe concern is that the raters may haveconsistentlyappliedthe rubric
to their observationdn an attempt to increaseter-raterreliability, theobservers
practiced using the rubric with prerecordedeoexamples of lessons employing CM
strategie®btainedirom E. L. Achieve Theobservershenperformed fivdive pilot
observations together, with each classroom lasting approximately 20 minuteBhe

teachers being observed knew that the coaches would be visiting their classes during a
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specific week, but did not know the exact period of the @iag.coaches met prior to the
observations to review the rubric, waekample video clips provided Iy L. Achieve,
and discussfpossaibbe @bdobkindicator.

The observers followed a routine for completing and rating the teadineng the
pilot observationsThey would both observe the teacher, take any nagesstes, and
determineatings independelyt Following the observatioand independent analysiee
coachesvould discuss what they observed and compare their sddresoachesvould
then agree on a final rating for the teacher to be used nelthbility analysis Results
were analyzed for intenater reliability usingpercent agreement ao h ekappa
(Morgan et al., 2013)

The second significameliability threatfollows from the instrumentThe rubric is
designed so that el of the four items per component are weighted equally to provide an
overall component scor&he reliability threat stemfsom the possibility that the items
do notmeasure the same construks previously stated, the developers of iheric do
not publish psychometric data for the todlherefore theeliability of the instrument was
analyzedu s i n g Crapha(Cranbdciy $951; Tavakol & Dennick, 201The
results of the reliability malysis are presented @hapter IV.

Construct validity . Mowbray (2003), Bond (2000), and Century (2010) each
present methodologies for designemgd validatindidelity studies. Both Mowbray and
Bond suggest using experts to determine the componergsedsuredce. L. Achieve
developed theomponentaindevaluation rubriaised in this studyl'he question then
becomes, does the rubric provideadid assessment @ach implementatiocomponent?

As stated earlietherubric usel in this study has not been formally evaluatBde only
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indication of validity is the face validity claimed by the developers and supported by the
instructional coaches involved in this stuBface validityrefers to whether or not a
measure seems or ajpe to be valids determinety the individuals using {Babbie,

2007) However,as the name implieface validity isonly a superficial indicator of

validity and is not robust enough to provide #igant confidence in the measures
(Thorndike & ThrondikeChrist, 2011)The lack of confidence in the validity dfe

rubricis a study limitation that will be addressed in the discussion.

Qualitative validity . Qualitative validity is related to the accuracy, integrity, and
credibility of the study (CressweR013 Maxwell, 2005) The accuracy of theurrent
study ha been strengthened through triangulation of data, the integrity through negative
information, and the credibility through member checking.

Triangulation . Data for the qualitative portion of the studgs obtainedrom the
following sources: opeended survey questionaferviews with teacheysindstudent
focus groupsEach of the data sources was targeteeixplorethe results of the
guantitative pdion of this studyThe variety ofdatasources strengthens the validity of
the study by reducing chance associations and biases of a single niigasuvell,

2013) For exampleppenendedsurvey responsesan indicate emerging themes theg
relevant to the studyrhe themes can be confirmed (or refuted) through interviews and
focus groups.

Discrepant information and negative caseQualitative staiesoftenuncover
both positive and negative informatidnvestigating and specifically reporting findings
that may not align with researchédesired outcomegliscrepant information and

negative cases a key strategin strengthemg qualitative véidity (Maxwell, 2013)
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The inclusion of such data indicatéstthe researcher has presented a comprehensive
analysis of the dat&enerally speakindased on personal communication with teachers,
coaches, and school and district administrators, there was atdespeea high level of
implementation across all components of CM trainkhgwever,as presentednd

discussed ilfChapters IVandV, datathat suggestedreas for improvements weaso
included in this study

Member checking A substantial amount of evidenderived from the qualitative
surveys and interviewsith teachers needed to be interpreted for analyhisstrategy
of member checkinggasused n an attempt to prevent misint.
statementdJsingmember checking allows participants to comment on the findings and
reportwhethertheyagree with the theorigdbat havadevelopedCreswell & Plano Clark,
2011) Preliminary summaries of each interviealong with developing theoriegere
shared withteachersTeachers were askéal clarify and comment on the findings.
Maxwell (2013) onsiders member checking to be the most important method for
eliminating misconceptions and uncovering bias in qualitative analysis.

The research design, data collection methods, and analytic procedures described
above were designed to investigate ths=aech questions presentedimapter 1. The
guantitative measures utilized in phase previdedthe data to determine the degree of
implementation and the variation in implementation across thdrsiedition the initial
analysis of the quantitativdata was used during the qualitative intervieimsally,
gualitative data wre used taescribe the conditions that favored or hindered

implementationThe results of the study are presentechiaipter V.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
ChapterV is organized byhe two research questions addressed in this study.
RQlinvestigated the succestimplementation, through trevaluationof the
implementation of critical components, the variability of implementationjrand
comparisorwith a developed standar@Qlwasaddressed using primarily quantitative
data.RQ2investigated the conditions that favored or hindered successful implementation

and was addressed using primarily qualitative data.

RQ1: Succes®f Implementation of CM Practices

RQ1linvestigated the succesf implementation bgonstructindgidelity indices
from the observation and reflectiaiataconducted with th&®efining Our Practices
Rubric The investigation includedreliability analysis of the rubric and the computation
of fidelity indices for thecomponents and the aggregate.

Results of the calibration observationsinformal phone interviews with the
observers eveal ed that they felt they wtee fAgener
ratings.They stated that they felt discrepancies likelgurced dudo observing different
parts of the classuch as oneaterwatching the teacher and the other focusing on student
actionsrather than a different interpretatiohthe same observatiof-or examplepne
rater mentioned that in the firsbservationshe found herself focusing on a particular
group of students and missed the teacher providing direct instruction relatéstactive
note-taking.During the debriehg, the second rater brought the missing evidence to her
attention, and shagreed a higher rating would have been more appropAateher

example was described by rater two, who began each observation by scanning the room
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for evidence of anchor charts displaying sentence frames, word walls, or other student
aides As a resultshe did not record any of the verbal instructions or student responses
that occurred during those first few minut&€ke routine washereforemodified tohave
observerscan the room at a tinvehenthere was ower chance of missingerbal

evidence, sutas during silent reading.

Quantitative analysis of the calibration data Interrater reliabilitywas
estimatedu s i ng KappaEBachirater had made 100 judgments during the
calibration process that resulted ikappa of .607, indicating a moder&tgel of
agreemenfCohen, 1960; Mchugh, 2012).

Internal Consistency

Internal consistency was estimated i ng Cradpha@y ¢ hittrm t e r
correlations, and rdphawaith eachlitent renmveBolblovingCr on b ac h 6
the complete analysis of the reliability dadage itemwas excluded from all analyses.

Cr o n b alphla forseach componentThe Refining Our Practices Rubric
includes sets of items for each component separ#elgality, therubric is actudl a
collection of five rubrics, one for eachitical componentThereforethe rubricwas
treatedas five unique tests, one for each component, with four items each) (vhen
calculatingCr o n b apbah 6 s

Alpha values ranged from .290 to .83vVgeneal rule of thumkGliem & Gliem,
2003)suggests that an alpha value>d.9 is excellent, ©.8is good, > 0.7s acceptable,
> 0.6is questionable, ®.5is poor, and < 0.%s unacceptableAs can be seen iable 1,
scores ortomponent (1)Understanding Backward DesigBD), andcomponent (2),

Language as a Part of Content Teach{(b§CT), had alpha values corresponding to
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igoodabiélity (U = . 803, whilaadmponemt (3)0@I3 7, respect
Language Practic€OLP), andcomponent (4)Interactive Readingnd Note Taking
(IRNT),wer e on the borderd owi tihg ulk s=t i.06n0a6b | aerv dp olb r=
respectivelyComponent (5)Academic Writing Suppo(AWS), demonstrated the lowest
reliabilityatU = . 209.
Inter -item correlation analysis An inter-item correlation analysis for each item
within each componentas also conductett wasexpected that all items farparticular
component would show an acceptable agreement with all other ifemighest
possible intesitem correlation may not be the most desirable situaGonrelations that
are too high may indicate repetition between items and a narrow iliostcdtthe desired
constructTavakol & Dennick, 2011V ar i ous but simil ar Arul es o
literature.Generally, inteitem correlations are acceptable above 0.25 and below 0.70
(Briggs & Cheek, 1986; Clark & Watson, 199B8f can be seen table 1 all items for
component (1)Understanding Backward Desigandcomponent (2)l.anguage as a
Part of Content Teachinghowed positive and acceptable correlations between items.
The items measuringpmponent (3)Qral Language Practiceall displayed positive
correlations, although items three and four corrdlati¢h each other at w level
(.123).Likewise,Oral Language Preticeitems three and foworrelatedoelowthe .250
threshold, at .215 and .222spectivelyComponent (4)interactive Reading and Note
Taking items one and four sh@sla negative correlatiomnteractive Reading and Note
Takingi t em f our 6s mean c o rfelédowthe tbreshold attliee en i t en
The indicators otomponent (5)Academic Writing Suppqrshowed théowest

correlations between itemSachAcademic Writing Suppomdicator showed at least one

60



negativerelationshipwith theother itemsAcademic Writing Suppoitem three
performed particularly poorly, having a negative mean overall correlation between items
(-.021).

Cronbachos al ph a.Followindtheicdrrelatien amhlgsise t e d
Cr o n b aphdwasrecaldulatddr each component while removing each item and
including only the three remaining iteni$he purpose of recalculating was to determine
whetherthe overall alpha for the component was increased as a result of removing one of
the four tems.An increase in alpha values suggékat removing the item would be
beneficial for component reliability:able2 displays all alphas with items deleted
compared to the original alpha that included all items.

Removing a particular itehed toa decrease in the alphas in 13 of the 16 possible
cases withirromponents (1) through (4)LP,UBD, LPCT, and IRNT, suggesting that
those 13 items remain in the analy3ike three alphas that dideas a result of the
removal did so minimally; removing LCHEem four caused an increase of 0.Z4.P
itemthree anincrease of 0.0%nd IRNTitemfour, an increase of 0.28hereforethe
three items remained theanalysisIn component (5)AWS, removing either item two
or three would raise the alpha for the componerd|phas of 0.3 and .&, respectively

Rewisions due to reliability analysis Because AW$tem threesubstantially

loweredthelevel of reliability, AWS item threavas removedrom all further analysis.

As can be seen in table 2, the change resul't

.619, compared to the original value of .290.
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Table 1
Summary ointer-item correlations within each criticaomponent

Minimum Maximum Mean
UBD Item One 331 .505 442
UBD Item Two 402 .685 .526
UBD Item Three 505 .685 .605
UBD Item Four 331 .625 452
LPCT Item One 458 .864 .633
LPCT Item Two 375 .864 .600
LPCT ltem Three 520 578 .553
LPCT Item Four 375 458 451
OLP Item One 212 512 .320
OLP Item Two .286 512 377
OLP Item Three 123 .286 215
OLP Item Four 123 .333 222
IRNT Item One -.019 .615 273
IRNT Item Two .223 431 .305
IRNT Item Three 12 .615 .329
IRNT Item Four -.019 431 175
AWS [tem One -.058 .831 .340
AWS Item Two -.025 247 .068
AWS Item Three -.058 .012 -.021
AWS Item Four -.025 .831 .270
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Table 2
Revi sed Glphavales with pecifitems deleted

Understanding Backward DesignOr i gi nal apfBar=0803) ac h 6 s

Alpha with item deleted

UBD Item One .799
UBD Item Two .736
UBD Item Three 672
UBD Item Four .787

Language as a Part of Condha=t837Meachi
LPCT Item One 721

LPCT Item Two 47
LPCT Item Three .804
LPCT Item Four .860

Or al Language Pr actdpmae.6@eOri gi nal Cro
OLP Item One 499

OLP Item Two .399
OLP Item Three 614
OLP Item Four .599

Interactive Readingnd NoteTa ki ng ( Or i gidpha$+.59C)r onbac
IRNT Item One 524

IRNT Item Two 504
IRNT Item Three 420
IRNT Item Four .625
Academic Writing Suppoit Or i gi nal apfa=0280) ac h 6 s
AWS Item One -.100
AWS Item Two 318
AWS Item Three .619
AWS ltem Four .019

Fidelity of Implementation Index by Component

As described ifChapter 1, determining the degraewhich implementation
varied across the components wobéusedo evaluategheimplementation of CM
practicesThe hdex of fidelitywas constructetbr each component by calculating the

percentage of points earned from the four iteivisof the components, excepicademic
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Writing Suppor{AWS), have 16 points possible (four points from each of the four
items).AWS had12 total points possible, since item three was removed from analysis
following the reliability analysis.

Table3 displaysthe percentage of implementatilisted by component
Percentages were usiedtead ofaw scoreslue to the varying totgdossiblescoreacross
componentsOverall,Understanding Bekward Desigrwasimplementedvith the
highest level of fidelity66.67%). In contrastOral Language Practicevasimplemented
atthe lowest level40.83%).

The level of implementation also varied within the components. As can be seen in
table 3 Oral Language Practicavas implemented with the least variance (SD = 13.10)
between teacherk contrastLanguage as a Part @ontentTeaching(SD = 21.17) was
implemented with the most variance between teachers.

Overall index of fidelity. The overall index ofidelity is simply the percentage of
all points awarded on the rubric excluding AWS item thid®w minimum fidelityindex,
as a percentyas 34.21%with the maximum being 78.55%he mean and median
scores were 51.40% and 48.69%spectively (SD = 115.

Index of Fidelity by Predictor Variable

Fidelity rateswere examined as a functiontbk predictor variables described in
Chapterlll: years of teaching experience, primary subject area, and time latency since
training.

Years of teaching experiencelhe participants included teachers randgnogn 1

to 25 years of experience, with a mean experience of 9.85 yHagsndicesvere



Table 3

Index offidelity bycritical componentn = 30)

Minimum Maximum Mean sSD
(%) (%) (%)

Understanding 37.50 100.00 66.67 17.70
Backward
Design
Language as a 31.25 100.00 55.00 21.17
Part of Content
Teaching
Oral Language 25.00 68.75 40.83 13.10
Practice
Interactive 25.00 75.00 50.00 13.23
Reading and
Note-Taking
Academic 25.00 83.33 42.22 18.17

Writing Support

analyzedor a relationship to years of experiengable 4 displaypositive correlations
betweenyears of teaching experience &hd overall index as well as four of the
components, although only omasstatisticallysignificant at the .05 level (IRNT,=
455,p=.012).The only component to show a negative correlation@ras$ Language
Practice(r = -.068) These results suggest that for all of the components eXcapt
Language Practiceas yeas of teaching experience increased, the level of
implementation also increased.

Subject area taught Fidelity indices were compared betwetere a c her s 6
subject arealable 5 displays the number of teachers in each subject area. The small
group sizes are further addressed in Chaptéys\tan be seen iigure 3 humanities

teachers implemented AWSB2.5%)and IRNT(54.7%)more than the other subject
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Table 4

P e a r sarraldien between year of teaching experience and fidelity of
implementation

UBD AWS IRNT LCPT OLP Overall
r .320 318 455 161 -.068 .339
Sig.
(2- .084 .087 .012 .396 .719 .067
tailed)

Note: * = significant at the .05 level.

areasSpecialeducation teachers demonstrated the highest implementation in OLP
(52.1%) and LPCT (68.8)n UBD, physicaleducation (PEwas the higheg81.25%)
although there was only one teacher in the gr@amverselyart teachers showed the
lowest bvel of impementdion in all components, except IRNih which the PE teacher
showed thdowestlevel of implementation.

Table5 displays the overall index of fidelity by primasybject areaAs can be
seen, thdwumanities andpecialeducation teachers showed the highest degree of
implementation at close to 60% each, wisdence andrt showed the lowest at 44.57%
and 39.47%respectivelyThe statistical significance of théférences was tested using
a oneway analysis of variance.

Analysis of variance by subject area taughtThe descriptive statisticgvealed
variability in implementation by teachers in different subject akameway ANOVA
was conductetb compareg e ac her s 6 p r iwithahe ynpleamerdgtion dex ar e a
meandor each of the critical components well as the overall index order to
determinewhethertherewerestatisticaly significart group differences. Due to tisenall
sample size, teactewere combinedhto three groups for the ANOVAyroup one was

humanities teachers € 6), group two was science or math=18), and group three was
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Figure 3. Implementatiorof each critical componeily subject area

Table 5
Il ndex of fidelity of the overall [
n Index (%) SD
Math 10 52.76 11.33
Humanities 4 60.20 13.13
Science 8 44.57 3.62
Physical Education 1 57.90 o
Special Education 3 59.21 19.74
Art 2 39.47 7.44
ESL 2 51.32 5.58

electives K = 6). Only one statistically significant result was obtain€dere was a
significantrelationship between subject area #melimplementation oAcademic

Writing Suppor{F(2, 27) = 3.523MSR = 28873 p = 0.044].
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Table 6shows thathe st hoc comparisons using the Tulké$D test indicated
that the mean score for ELIAmanitiesteachers was significantly different than for
sciencemathteachersThere was no statistically significant difference between

ELA/humanities an@lectiveteachers obetweensciencémathandelectiveteachers.

Table 6
TukeyHSD posthoc test
Mean Difference  Std. Error  Significance
ELA/humanities  Math/science 20.83333 7.90509 .036
Electives 18.05556 9.68172 .168
Electives Math/science 2.77778 7.90509 .934

Note: * = significantatthe 0.05 level

Latency since training The participants each completed the training within a
two-year window In order to investigate differences in implementation due to the
amount oftime elapsed since the trainirtge teachersiere organizeéhto three cohorts.
Cohortone completed the training during the 2023814 f = 9) school yearcohorttwo
completed it duringhefollowing summer § = 8), andcohortthree (= 13) during the
2014 2015 school year.

Fidelity indiceswere examinetby critical component and overall implementation
As can be seen ifable 7,each cohort showed a greater level of fiddlityderstanding
Backward Designin theoverallindex however, there was minmal (< 4%)difference
in theimplementation indeamongcohorts. Additionally, a oneway analysis of variance
did not showa statisticallysignificantrelationship between the different training cohorts

andtheimplementabn of any specific component overall.
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Table7

Index of fidelity organized by training cohort

n UBD AWS IRNT LPCT oLP Overall
(%) SD (%) SD (%) SD (%) SD (%) SD (%)  SD

Cohort1l 9 7431 1752  38.89 22.05 47.22 15.02 53.47 24.03 40.28 11.31 51.46 13.23

Cohort2 8 67.19 22,60 47.92 16.52 43.75 12.05 65.63 16.02 41.41 17.01 53.45 10.93

Cohort3 13 61.06 13.30 41.03 16.83 55.77 10.96 49.52 20.96 40.87 12.66 50.10 11.35

Teacher Reflection and Survey

Theelectronic document that contained bothtéecher reflection anthe survey
was distributed to all participanfBhirteen teacher@3%) responded during the month
that thetool was openFive of the respondents had been teaching 16 or more years, four
between 1-nd15 years, and four betweera6d10 yearsFive primarily teachmath,
five languagerts, and threscience Eight teachers participated in CM training during
the current school year, four the prior year, and one took the training two year©pgor.
teacher maintains a state teaching licensengiigh for Speakers of Another Language
(ESOL).

T e a ¢ h e rs®iing an ¢heRefining Our Practices Rubricby component
The fidelity indices displayed previously in this chapter were calculatedtfrem
observationgonducted byhe instructional coaclseThe observers could only score the
rubric based on what they directly saw or heardicouldhave missed evidence of
implementation that may have occurred prior to or following theirsvisit e t eacher s 0
selfreflection of the rubrievas analyzedni order to include evidence of implementation

that may not have be@therwiseobservableAn index of fidelitywas calculated from
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only reflection scoreasing the same technique as for the observational data, including
dropping AWS item three

Table 8displays the indicesybcomponent as well as overalls outlined in the
tablg teachers scored themselves the highest in UBD and LPCT, 63.94% and ,65.86%
respectivelyAlthough thenumerical values for th@dices are different, those were also
the compoents scored highest during the observatidnsomparison of the observed
andselfreportedscores, along with a test of statistical significame@resented below.

Although the sample size € 13) wastoo small to achievsufficientstatistical
power,the observations anghrticipant reflectionsvere analyzed to determine whether
any trends emerged that could be recommended for a future, more comprehensive study.
A paired samplé-testwas used to compare the means for each critical component and
the owerall index.Asillustrated in figure 4 and detailed table 9, the means between
observed scores and reflection scores were statistically differen0g) for AWS (MD

=-14.74,p= .04), IRNT (MD =-14.01,p = .03), and OLP (MD =13.08,p = .01).

RQ2: Conditions That Favor or Hinder Successfullmplementation

The goal olRQ2was to determine the conditions that supported or hindered the
implementation of CM practice$he investigation of RQ2 includexkploringthe
t eac her s éof theeovecab tpainingamd their perceptiafimplementing the
practices at the classroom levirough both operand closeeended survey questions.
The surveys yielded traditional qualitative data as well as numerical summaries of
responsedAdditonal | y, teachersé perceptions of the

and CM concepts in general were discussed duringseeaatured interviewdinally,
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focus groups with studemigere conductetb understand their experiences with CM

practices.

Table8
Index offidelity based on teacheeflections

Minimum Maximum Mean Median SD
Understanding
Backward 50.00 75.00 63.94 62.50 9.59
Design
Language as a
Part of Content 5 /¢ 81.25 65.86 62.50 15.43
Teaching
Oral Language
Practice 43.75 81.25 58.65 56.25 18.31
Interactive
Reading and 56.25 93.75 10.92 62.50 9.70
Note-Taking
Academic
Writing 33.33 91.66 53.20 50.00 15.79
Support
Overall 47.36 88.15 62.45 61.84 11.49

Implementation

Teacher®Perceptions of CM Training

Nine of the surveyguestions were closezhded, asking teachersewaluatetheir
overall experience with CM trainingghirteen (42%) of the teachers participating in the
study chose to complete the survey and refleciesnshown intable 10,100% of
respondents felt that the use of CM practwesld havea positive impact on student

outcomesSeventyseven percerfelt that the leadership at the school was able to
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Figure 4. Comparison of scores from observations and reflections

Table 9

Paired sample-test of the observation and reflection indices
Paired Differences

Mean 95% Confidence Corre Sig.
Differ- SD Interval of the lati df (2-
i ation :
ence difference tailed)
Lower Upper

UBDobs- UBDyes 769  18.07 -3.22 18.61 0.12 153 12 0.5
AWSbs - AWSret -14.74* 2311 -28.71 -0.78 0.06 -230 12 0.04
IRNTobs- IRNT er -14.04* 1560 -23.85 -5.00 0.18 333 12 0.01
LPCTobs- LPCTres -4.08 3116 -23.63 14.02 -0.28 -056 12 0.59
OLPobs- OLPret -13.08* 19.41  25.19 -1.73 026 -250 12 0.03
Overalbps- Overalles -8.14 16.91 18.36 2.07 -0.03 -1.74 12 0.11

Note: * = gignificant at the 0.0%evel.

demonstrate that CM was a prioriccordingly, 92%of respondentdisagreed that the
school should be setting different priorities fwofessional developmeritinety-two
percentof respondents aldelt that they were able to make connections between the
col |l abor at i v enodBlane ther practiceg assoaatechwith Gidwever,
only 76% agreed that they were able to collabonaiie the learning team on CM

practicesNinety-two percenbof respondents disagreed that CM practices are toe time
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consuming to implemenhowever, only 39% felt that there was time during the school
day to work on implementation.

Teacher so6 peachcregigaltcomponesnt obCM practicesEach
respondent was asked sikert scalequestions for each of the five critical components.

The six questions were identical for each comparierall components, the majority of
respondents (¥5%) felt thathe practices associated with the critical component were
aligned with the subject area they teach, relevant to the stddertss, and able to be
fully implemented within the next two yeai®here was disagreemengigardingwhether
full implementation wald cause a significant change to teaching pract®iasy-two
percent of respondents felt thatnguage as a Part @ontentTeachingwould require
significant changéo current teachingnd only 31% responded similarly ltcteractive
Reading and Not&aking.

Open-ended survey questionsThesurveyincludedfour openended questions
regarding the teachépgercetions of thampact of CM trainingTeachers were asked to
provide evidence of connections to past practice, changes that were requireduiscd
the training, elements that made the practices relatively easy to implement, and elements
that made the practices relatively difficult to implem&itthe thirteen teachers
completing the survey, twelve answered the questions (although anssversequired
for submissions, one teacher simply put an
on). Example responses are showiTable 11. Specific quotations are also provided and

interpreted in Chapter V.
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Table 10

Summary of closeended surveguestions

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly

Agree (%) Disagree (%)
| was able to make direct connectiol
between CM training and nigarning 46 46 1 0
team.
| was able to coIIaborfate with other 46 30 23 0
members of my learning team
regarding CM practices.
My school leaders demonstrate that 15 62 23 0
CM practices are a priority.
My school leaders we able to 15 46 30 8
adequately allocate resources need
for CM implementation.
In my school, there is time available 0 39 46 15

to me, during the school dayp, plan
for CM implementation.

My input was solicited on the

allocation of resources (time, 0 31 62 8
consultation, learning materials) for

CM implementation.

| anticipatethatmy use of CM

) : . 31 69 0 0
practices will have a positive impact
on studenbutcomes.
| feel CM practices are too time 0 8 77 15
consuming for me to implement.
| feel the school should have differe 0 15 77 8

priorities for professional
development than CM.
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Teacher Interviews

Nine operended interviewsvere conductedith teachers participating in the
study.To select the interviewedsachersvere listedoy their level of implementation,
andthree teachers from each third of the distributa@me selected at randoqf the
original nine selected, fouf theteachers declined to participated alternates were
selected at randam

A protocol ofopenendedquestionsvas followed for the interviews. The protocol
was developed to uncovperceptions that would be usefultire analysis of the two
overarcling research question¥he interviews were scheduled to take place over an
hour, taking pl ace Theprototoebegareby @sking tedcksersc | as sr o0
abouttheir perceptions of the training itself, the systems and structures in place at their
school relevant to implementatipand how the training has affected their pracfides
second portion of the interview asked teachers to comment on the initial analysis of the
guantitative data, both from the observations and reflections.

The teacher imrview data resulted in themes related to four general categories of
comments: collaboration, resources other than time, time as a resource, and general
perceptionsEach category of responses yielded groups of emerging themes for analysis.

Tablel12displays the frequency of at least one mention of the theme per évtervi

Student Focus Groups
Seven of the 45 students select@sldescribed in Chapter Itlid notattend their
assigned focus group, presumably dusdooolabsencen the scheduled day of the

group The resulting group consisted of 13 sixth graders, 14 seventh graders, and 11
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Table 11
Exampleresponses topenendedsurveyquestions

Q1. In what waysvere the practices of CM aligned to your practices prior to the
training?

In the more broad sense, CM does many things that many new "initiatives" cl
to do but don't: it truly does take best practice in terms of instruction (along w
the pedagogiddramework behind instruction) and streamlines specific ways t
more explicitly implement these best practices.

Q2.In what ways did you need to modify to your curricular materials to implemer
CM practices?

CM gave me really good supportsstructures to explicitly teach the language |
was wanting students to use. | now (occasionally) add sentence frames to m'
lessons and worksheets especially if | am focusing on EXPLAINING, or justif
a solution. | write frames as a part of my objectigdasy.

Q3. Please describe elements of the training and folliphat made implementatior
relatively difficult

Time to collaborate and create lessons that daily incorporate the strategies o
Time to digest and recognize more quickly how to changdéessons and
instruction to more intentionally teach using CM strategies. Time necessary i
limited class periods to instruct students in the use of all strategies, finding
supportive math text readings (and the time to implement in class)

Q4.Pleasedescribe elements of the training and folap/that made implementatior
relatively easy

Access to others that have completed the training for help. Collaboration witt
learningteam which chose increased student talk and writing using academic
language as our goals

eighth gradersTwenty were male and eighteen were femakerty-eight percentvere

designated as English Language Learners (either active or monitored)
Eachgroup of studenta/as asked they knew about Constructing MeanirgM

was describeds a trainingppportunityfor their teachers that helpéshachershink of

different ways to get students to read, write, and talk to each Stiielents then looked
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Table12
Frequency of reference to emerging themes in teacher interviews

. Resources .
: General Perception: Time as a
Collaboration e other than
of Training ) resource
time

(2] (2]

3 € 0 Q
0 5 (@) = = () =]
— o] S s = o) 0 C
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= D = = ] Q = = (o))
= = = a g g 2 = S
— = (@] =
= = T 2 D T =

= o < <

Rate of

Occurrence 9 7 6 9 5 4 6 6 6 9

(n=9)

atfive sets of examples of types of assignments or tasks that teachers may have asked
them to do, one set for each of tBkI critical components
None of the students had heard the terms
Similarly, none of the studentspotedhearing of a specific training or a new or
different way to have students read, write, or talk to each other.
During the demonstratioof examples of types of assignments for each of the
critical components, the only onstsidentgecognized in all ofthe focus groups were
sentence frames (LPCT) and A/B partners (OIS)dents in each group were able to
identify clearlywhen and where they used sentence fraesanities classes were
mentioned more frequentlftowever, all subjects were mentionedeaist onceA/B
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partners was also clearly used throughout the subject aeasver, students only

described it as a way to organize students into groups, rather than a way to assign

different tasks to different groups membdngkewise, students were nable to explain

why a particular stud@enadt wars talkasn gmandd am
Interestingly, three of the six focus group$erencedCornellnotes as a structure

for Interactive Reading and NefEaking Cornell notes are a specifityle of notetaking,

requiring students to engage with their notes frequently over the course of the day and

weeks following Although Cornell notes are an exampldrgéractive Reading and

Note Taking, they arealsoa significant component of AVID praces which are also

used at the schadlherefore it was impossible to determinehetherstudentéexposure

to Cornell notes was a result of CM or AVID trainings
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION

In this chapterthe results of the quantitative and qualitatimeingsare
discussedFollowing the discussion ofesults the conditions that favor or hinder
successful implementatiaf CM trainingare outlinedTheresultsarecomparedo prior
related researclt the conclusion of the chaptestudylimitationsandimplications for
future research are presented.
Discussion ofRQ1: Success of Implementation

Thesucces®f implementation is a multifaceted concdptthe case of the
implementation of CM practices, succegssevaluatedy thelevel of implementabn
fidelity, the variation of implementatidretweerthe components, and a comparison of
thelevel of implementation to expected thresholds

Success of the implementation of the critical component8s described in
Chapter Il, an accepted approachteasuring implementatididelity involves defining
an intervention by its critical components and measuring the implementation of bach.
results of the teacher observations indicate that UBD (67%), LPCT (55%), and IRNT
(50%) were implemented to the gtest degreavhile AWS (42%) and OLP (41%) were
implementedvith the lowestdegree of fidelityThe t eacher sé refl ecti onc:
revealedsimilar resultsalthough with different indicesesulting in a different order.
IRNT and LPCT were reporteat 66% and 64%espectivelyOLP and AWS were also
reported lowest by the teachers at 58% and 53, 288pectivelyConsideringhis data, it
is reasonable tooncludethat UBD, LPCT, and IRNT were implemented more

successfullywith greater fidelityhan OLP and AWS.
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There is a lack of comparative researckhe literatureegardingthe
implementation of the critical components of CM trainidgwever, in published
evaluations of other interventigribe variation in the implementatiaf specific
components is to be expectédusenbury et al., 2003; McKenna et al., 2014; Mowbray et
al., 2003) In alargerbut similarly designed studylcHugoet al (2007)useda mixed
methods design to investigate the implementation fidelity of the five critical components
of theNational ImplementindgevidenceBased Practices Projedthe researchers
evaluated fidelityof implementatioracross3 different sites in eight diffen¢ states.
Similar to the current study, researchers used observations from multiple raters as the
source of their quantitative dateaplementation data was collected four times (every six
months) over a twyear periodAt the first sixmonth point follaving the initial
implementation, the componeniplementation fidelity ratesanged from a low scof
20%to a maximum score of 80%he size of the variation between components did
lessen over time, ta low of 30 percentage poirttetween the high arttie lowscores
(55% on the low end and 8&on the high end)rhesequalitative findings indicated that
the components requiring fsi mpwithegreatdarr uct ur al 0
fidelitythant hose requiring changetonets@.1288e nHnexperti

The researchers in the McHugo study used qualitative interviews to explain their
guantitative findingsFour conditions were identified as influencing the varying levels of
implementation across the research sitég researchers idefnred leadership,
prioritization of implementation, complexity of implementation, and the role of the
trainer as areas of focus for implementatiozaders were directed to be actively

involved in the implementation process and to seek out direction freproviders to
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identify areas where support was need®esearchers suggested that prioritization of
implementation stems from an analysisubfy the intervention is needed@hey proposed
that without a clear understanding of the purpogé@interventon, providers would be
less likely to implement with fidelityThe actions of the providers aoseelementhat
makes implementation a complex proc@ssdothe actions of the recipientsnd
challenges associated with resource allocalitve individualphilosophies of the
providers andthe range of talents that they hawere found to influence
implementationLikewise, the recipients of the interventions will have varying degrees of
enthusiasnfor or acceptance of the interventidfinally, the ava#bility of resources is
likely less than the overall nee@quiring carefubllocation plans that include
underfunding certain areaBhe role of the trainawas also identified as critical to
implementationThe trainerole is complexecause they mubtave a strong knowledge
of the intervention itselfwhile also understanding the local conterbughto apply the
knowledge most effectively (Torrey, Lynde, Gorman, 2005).

Similarly, the currentstudywasdesigned to finebut whycertain components
wereimplementedwvith greater fidelitythan othersThe findings of the current study
were similar to the McHugo studyhe implementation data by componerére shared
with teachers during the sesstructured interviewslhe comments were analyzed
looking forexplanations for the variation between componekdéshe interviews
progressedsomethemeswereconsistently mentioned.

One common theme was a lack of knowledge of the components themselves.
Although all of the teachers were able to speak to specific strategies or assignments that

had resulted from CM training, none were able to articulate the components by name or
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even by description. During each of the interviews, following this realizaganhers
were providedvith a card from CM that describes the goal of and gives examples of each
of the componentdJsing the card as a refresher, teachers were able to speak to the
various components and describe possible explanations for the vamation i
implementatiorfidelity. Although the teachers were able to discuss the components using
the cardas a prompttheir lack of memory of the components indicatethéoresearcher
that they did not use the components as a way to impledhipractices.

Teachers consistently attributed the higher implementatidsnoerstanding
Backward Desigmo the emphasis thatthescho@ i st ri ct pl aces on fista
| earningdo and t he r eq Uhesckodl distrcthasofyanided e ar ni ng
virtually every course taught in the district by learniaggets which are specific
studentfriendly statements aligned to a particular state stand@iagte targets serve as
the outcome measures for the class and are reposted on all forms of progress
communicéion. As one teacher described, the process of working backward from the
outcome is already built into her practice:

| told students what they're going to &féhat do you want the kids to learn by the

end of the classPhat's why backward design is Bigh. We're so targefocused.

It's like this is what | need to get the kids do]. What is it that | need to do?

How can | set up that, and how can | GamstructingMeaning to help me get

where I'm going?

The higher implementation éfanguage as a &t of Content Teachingnd
Interactive Reading and Nefeakinglikely resulted from the belief that these
components supplement the content of the cladsanguage as a Part of Content

Teaching teachers have students interact with the vocabulary ebilmse of study.

Interacting with the vocabulary of the course watreported as a new practiées one
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teacher stated, Al already had some basi

just gave you more tools around the same conceptual undengtar@tiher teachers
made referenc the surveys and interviews the quality and availability of materials.
The reference to the materials indicétest teachers perceived the CM strategies with
these componentsstoolsto help them teach their conteiihe perception of the
materials as helpful toolsontrasts wittother components that were seemdditional
requirements not directly relevant to ttententlearning goals of the teachérdasses.

There is consensus the literature that teachers that find a relevant connection
between the professional development and their teaching assigraresniore likely to
implement the new practices in their classrd@arling-Hammond & Wei, 2009; Garet
et al., 2009)However, less agement exists regarding the difference between subject
specific relevance, such as presenting math methods to math teachers, andigsehool
goals, such as literacy across the curricu{chevarria et al., 2011)he
implementation of CM practices clearly followed the latter by providing specific
language instruction to all teachers.

In contrastAcademic Writing Suppovtas generally perceived as a method
teach writing Although teaching writing may not be newlemguagexrts teachers, it can
present challenges to those in other disciplimeachers from other content areas
commented that they wefeot writingteacher8 and t hat timsguctioro |
was fione mdthegln & & d n g o {Thepetcaption Iny.cartain teachers that
writing instructionis not a core part of their job likely contributed to the lower

implementation oAcademic Writing Support.
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The challenge of integnag writing intonori language artslasses is not new
(O6Brien et aé&Vacca 19BP0005B;r i Ealeaguagd995)presented
findings that indicated reluctanceitdegration stems from teachers failing to see the
benefits to their primary instructional objectiv@gachers are less likely to implement
charges that they do not perceive as having direct impact on their classroom objectives.
Recently,howeverthe Common Core State Standaf@€SS)have identified content
area | i teracy as o0one (Bdnnett&dart, 2K Bhe premisee r uct i on
of the shift is the inclusion of subjespecific literacy standarderoughout the
curricuum.I f t h e f s hwith teachedmad subject @areas, then writing
strategies wilbe, bydefault relevant to every subject arddne defined relevance would
increase the likelihood that writing strategies, such as thoseademic Writing Suppart
would be implemented by teachers across the different subjectldosesver, teach r s 6
perceptions of th€CSSshift varywidely and it isnot yetknownwhetherteachers will
become more accepting ofo Aliteracy across th

In August of 2014, Gallop conducted a poll of 854 randomly selected teachers
from 43 states and the Distrmt Columbia(Saad, 2014)The teachers were asked to
respond to questions asking their perception of the CTI&Soverall perception of
teachers was splivith 41% responding positively and 44% negativélye poll did find
variation in perception based on level of implementafl@achers who reported that
they worked in schools that had implemented all of the standema@smore likely to
indicate positive perceptions (619) similar poll conducted byhe Bill and Melinda
Gates Foundation (2014) asked teachers to respond to questions regarding their overall

enthusiasm for the standards and their perceptions of the impact the standards were
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having on their student®f the 1676 preK to 12h grade teaclrs that responded, 84%
teachers with at least one year of implementagmortedoeing enthusiastic about the
CCSS.Similarly, 53% reported seeing positive impacts on studstributable taCCSS
implementation.

The positive trend between level@CSSimplementatorand t eacher sdé pos
perception gives reason to beloshdftwdibet hat t he
seen i n t eamnmhthecursedt stpdy, ;eachersecepasted that writing is still
thought of as an extra or supplensgtpiece othecurriculum and not a direct learning
target.If teachersat the schooin this studydo adoptthe shift similar to the teachers
responding to the Gallup Paolhey may be more likely to implement literacy strategies,
such as those presedt® CM training in all subject areas.

The variation in implementation was also foundiral Language PracticeT his
componentvasspecificallydescribed by of the 12teachersvho responded to the
surveyas a shift in practice because they are essentially asking students to talk more,
which is in contrast to the idea studentssitting quietly and waiting to speak until called
upon As described by one teachrA | ot ,teacherd arertrging to gete kids to
be quiet, and this strat e Apotherteachedecimed as ki ng
this sentiment:

For me, I'm trying to get them to be quiktl. open the floodgates of letting them

talk again, oh boy. wouldn't get it backThis is a rally chatty groupAlso, it's

contrary to what it feels like we want them to be quiet to impart whatever we're

doing.If I hear noise, it's very hard to distinguish what the noisi is ontask or

off-task?

Anotherteachemlso describethe challengef determiningvhetherstudentalk

wason or off-task behaviorlt became apparent that teachers felt more comfortable
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teaching, and holding students accountable, in silent working condifibegeachers did
not seem to feel as comfortable designegsbns that taught the students how to fsdk.
one teacher said:

It is still really hard to get students to get out of their colloquial talk and use

academic languagand it's also hard as teachers to model tHat.sure think

oral language is the ragst one to teach. . That has probably been the thing

that's been the hardekthink it didn't easily fit into the way | teach, so | have to

sit down and say, "How am | going to work this in?" because | want to.

The lower implementation @&ral Language Practicallustratesthe challenge of
increasing student tatkathas been described in the literatuvgtchell (2008)described
12 distinct classroom conditions that teachers should have in place to increasetine
of student talk in the clasoom.The conditions included abstract concepteh a
creating environments conducive to rislkking and fosteng independent decisioen
making.DeWitt & Hohenstein(2010)go on to describe increasing student talk as
particularly challenging fosecondary teacherEhe researchers report strong
relationships with studés as a criterion for increasing student thlkwevert e ac her s 0
daily student loads of 150 200 made relationshipuilding a difficult task The teachers
in the current study experienced similar students loads, with a mean of 165 students (SD
= 8.3).Thetakeawayis that teachers understand glementf Oral Language Practice
and see its valu®r studentsHowever, they are either unable or unwillingcteatethe
classroom environmesiwhere student talk is abundant.

Contextual relevance of thecomponents The varying implementation of the
componentseemdo haveresuledfrom the contextual relevance the specific practices

had with individual teacher3he closer th@rofessional developmenbmponents

directly apply to the specific practicekindividual teachers, the more likely the teachers
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are to implement them as intend@arling-Hammond & Wei, 2009; Opfer, 201I)he
necessityf conneding theprofessional developmehte ar ni ng obj ecti ves to
daily practices must be consideredtitamningproviders and school leadelsthe PD
will be presented schoaVide, as in the case of CM, common agreements, such as a
schoolwide focus on literacy, ELL achievement, or student behavior sreudprior to
implementatiofl Gus k ey, 200 2; O6Brien et.Tlel ., 1995,
middle schoohndits parent district include achievement of all students, Spaity
historically underrepresented students (including ELLS), as organizational goals.
However, there is a lack of specificity as to the methods and techniques that should be
used to achieve the goachool leaders should be more explabbutthe expectatiors
of CM implementation.

Success of the overall implementatiarollowing the results of the component
analysis, the overall angdis yielded similar result&lthoughthe index from the
observations (51%) and the reflections (62%) vadifferent,they both indicate that the
program has not been fully implementédthough full (100%) implementation would be
the ideal goal, the comparative target for this study was set at 75%, based on the
descriptors in theubric. Clearly, the implemeation data collected indicatdsatthe
school has not yet met the minimal threshold of success defined by thisHbudsrer,
the threshold of 75%mnplementation fidelityas determined fahe formativepurpose
of this case study and was not presentestaff as an administrative expectation or a
publicized goalBecause the target was not publicized, teachers were not able to use it as
a targetln fact, teachers were not provided withyalesired target of implementation

fidelity.

87



The level of implerantation was addressed during the teacher intervievesy
participantwas askedio provide annformed opinion oficceptable level of
implementationwithin the current context of the schoOff the nine interviewsseven
provided a numbewhile two didnot feel they could make an informed respofethe
seven responses, there was a low of 25% and a high ovd@%4he average being 60%
In each of the responses, there was a tone of assumption that the teachers would continue
progressing towartighe implementatiorfidelity.

An indirect indication of implementatididelity arose from the teacher surveys.
The survey askedhetherteachers felthat the criticacomponerd could be
implementedully within the next two yearg\lthough there was vation in how
significantt he changes required woracticds, 100oof or i ndi v
respondentagreed that each component could be implemented within two years.
Combining the survey results with the indices of implementaiaid lead to a
conclusion that implementation is progressing and will continue to difowever, there
is also counterevidenc&he analysis of observational dalid not reveahny consistent
variation in implementatioamongthe different training cohtsd meaning that latency
or recency of teacher training had no observable eBectause of this, implementation
may not beon an upwardtrajectory,andan implementation plateanay haveoccurred
Continued analysis through a longitudinal study is ne¢aleéterminevhether
implementation will continue to ris&he recommendations for support are preseated
the end of this chapteand resources faontinuedgrowth would be required from

school leaders
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Thepossiblemplementatiomplateaun the curent study is similar tthe National
Implementation of Evidence Based Practieealuation whereesearches found time to
be a statistically significant predictor of implementation from the baseline through 12
months, but not in the final 12 months of gtaedy(McHugo et al., 2007)urthermore,
four of the five components showed no significant growth in fidelity score following the
initial 12-monthmeasuremenResearchers suggested specific actions by leaders to
support the increase in implementati®hose resources included follewp training,
increased amounts of feedback, and changes in personnel.

Further research is needed to determvhetherthe middle school will continue
to see implementation gairtdowever, he data collected ithis case study clearly
indicates that while implementation has occurred to some degree across the site, it has not

approached an ideal of 10086the rubricbased threshold of 75%.

Success of Implementation by Predictor Variake

As described in the previous chapters,fitielity indices were analyzed as a
function of years of teachi ngs aaklgiemayi enc e,
since training.

Relationship between fidelity and years of teaching experiencAs can be seen
in table 4, as years of experience increased, the overall level of fidelity increased, as well
as the fidelityof four of the five critical componentghe exception bein@LP). The only
statisticallysignificantrelationship was in the im@imentation of IRNTThe statistical
significane of the relationship between IRNT and years of experienkkely due to
chance rather than any noteworthy difference in the compdiewever, theoverall

trends warrant further investigationhetrend,though not statistically significant
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supported bylatafromt he t eachersdé surveys, where all r
years of teaching experiende.100% of the surveys, thespondentgsdicatedthatthey
felt they would be able ttully implement each component within two yedfshe
respondents are correct, they would have a minimum of seven years of experience when
critical components arellly implementedUnfortunately, de tothe lowsurveyresponse
rate, surveylata regarding peeptions of teachers wilessexperience are not available.
However, one teacher was interviewed who had less than three years of teaching
experienceShe explained hdevel ofimplementatiorfidelity:il t 6 s a better way
teaching but t hati tdhese sep@styt meamoét have the exper
fits together. o
The literature suggests that teachers with limited experience teptemotional
exhaustion and pressures from woekated tasks limit their abilitio implement changes
in practice(Kwakman, 2003; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 201®wakman 2003)described
the inverse relationship between teacher stress and participation in professional
development and associated feedb&te noted that perceived stresss apredicor of
participationmore often than other factomuch as relevance and quality of professional
developmentCM survey data is not available from teachers with low levels of
experience, due to tlmyeralllow response ratélowever, interview data did provide
some insight as to why teachers with limited experience seemed to impkradoiver
level. Teachers frequently describadheme thateachersvith lessexperience are
overwhelmed by the demands of the professfanong other challenges, newer teachers
feel pressured to use a number of different strategies. This seegsslto less

experienced teachedgdicating finite blocks dime to specific tasks or initiatige

9C



separatelyln contrast, as described bye of the teachers quoted abovere
experiencedeacherdave the ability to see how pieagfdifferent strategiefit together
andcant her ef or e fAwor k o Mhus, theeadditionsoEMstrdteiea neous | y .
did not appear to add to the overall stress of the experienced teachers interviewed.
There was not a universal agreement that years of teaching experience result in
increasedmplementatiorfidelity. In particular, during interview segments that feed
on negative perceptions, teachers were able to describe examples where more teaching
experience may hinder CM implementatiéor example, when discussing the overall
implementation of writing inmath classes, a teacher commented:
Someone will say sortt@ng like "Well, you're amath teacher. You don't need to
be teaching languageAhd I think, because mostly they're older than.md'm
a pretty young teacher, so | think that | don't really ever state my opinion, and I'll
listen to what they say. . They've had way more years of experience. | definitely
respect their experiences, but | would say now in year two, having things calm
down a little bit moreath is a language mndof itself. By teaching
ConstructingMeaning or teaching these sererframes, you're still, in some
way, teaching logical reasoning, which is what you're supposed to be doing in
math.For me, in every content area, we need to be teaching language, but that's
just me.
This teachedescribed alignment to the overall pripleis of CM, but was not
engaged with her team to collaborate on implementafilommunication with peersas
shown to be a statistically significant challenge for novice teaahersixedmethods
study of 86 novice (less than two yeaf&xperiencejeachergFantilli & McDougall,
2009) Respondents described the challenge as isolation from peers and a perceived lack
of respect from more experienced teach@ega from this case study indicate similar

perceptons by less experienced teachers and may have contributed to the variation in

implementation of the components
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Relationship between fidelity and latency since trainingAs can be seen in
table 6 the analysis of data by training cohort did not reveglremiceable trends or
statistically significant difference$here was little variation within components or in the
overall fidelity index.

The lack of a difference in cohort implementation does seem to contradict the
qualitative findingsFor example100% of the teachers respondingtiesurvey felt that
they should be able to implement each component within two yeare were to
assume based on that sentiment that implementation follows some sort of progression,
then it would follow that theariesttrained teachers would show the greatest level of
implementationThat assumption was not borne out in observation.

Rel ationship between fidelityChaptetr t eacher
II, CM trainingwasdescribed as an intervention to iremse theacademidanguage
developmentnstructionacross the school, in every classrodine explicit teaching of
language in all classes is generally thought to be a shift in practice, particularly in non
writing coursesBased on that shift, there was an expectation that courses not
traditionally considered to include writing would show kneestlevel of
implementatiorfidelity.

The quantitative results are somewhat in line with the expectation described
above Humanites teachersyho aredescribed as teaching Englisinguagearts and/or
social studies, generally displayed the highesdesof implementationOneunexpected
example however, was theath department, whose teachers showed implementation
near the medialevel. Math may be considered to traditionally include the least amount

of language instructiombove only pysicaleducation.However, the sample size of this
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case study prohibits strong conclusioegarding the relationship betwesubject area

andlevel of implementation.

RQ2: Conditions that Influence Implementation

As described irthapter 1, the main goal oésearch questiona&s to understand

the conditions that support or hinder timeplementation of CM at a local middle school.

The conditionglescribedn this section were derived frotheanalysis of the qualitative

data collected in this case studgachers were askedpoovidetheir perceptions

regarding what influenced the implementation of CM practithe.section below
describestheeta c her s 6 p e tranmg@itself, the condiidnsitihehireplace or
desired that can support implementation, and lastly, the conditions that were in place that
were perceived to hinder implementation.

Teachersoé perceptleack s N0 Cadiicationali ni n g
reforminitiativeshas been considered critical to the implementation of new programs
(Datnow & Castellano, 2000; Fullan, 1991; Gulumhussein, 2013; Opfer,.ZaiBn
(1991) sugests teacher buin is influencedoy whethertheir beliefsalign with the
priorities of the initiative The teache®overall perception oEM trainingis a condition
thatinfluenced implementatonTeacher s 6 comments regalrding th
generally positiveAlthoughthe principal investigatdnad developed an initial code to
organize any negative commerttsgg analysis of the interviews did not uncover a single
guotation referring to anything negative about the training itSediches used these
terms and phrases to describe their perceptions of the traipnagticald Abest
practices) fiwhat we know we should be doivgndfit helps all students, not just

ELLs.0 All teachers interviewed felt that, when fully implemented, thaniingiwould
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lead to gains in student achieveméhirvey data yielded similar resylgith 100% of
respondents feeling that CM practices will have a positive effestudent achievement
Likewise, only 15% of respondents felt that the school should diffeeentpriorities for
their professional developmetitis logical to conclude that the content of the trainings
wasperceived as positiviey the participants in the study
The materials themselves began to emerge as a tlegiaelinghe perceptionfo
the training.During the course of teacher interviewseteachers spoke aofore tangible
resources to understamthethertherewereresources needed that could simply be
purchasedEight of the nine teachers referred to some sort of preprinted resource
available directly fronk. L. Achieve.One exampl e is the ACM fl i pb.
guide that offers teacheexamples oimmediate use of strategies aligned to each of the
critical omponentsAs one teacher mentioned, fAMany of
are easily modified to use almost i1 mmedi at el
The presenters themselves also contributed to the positive perception of the CM
training.One teacher described the tragas energeticeporting that thérainers
fimmediatelyearnet he teaeaspecso6i hrough their knowl ed
Furthermore, the trainers seemed to stay connected to their trainees beyond the three
official days of trainingOne teachein an interviewn a me d a t made hemsealf who i
very available for support and hélabove and beyond the approachability of the other
instructorsNone of the teachers | interviewed or surveyed indicated any reluctance or
hesitation to contact the traindos guidance.
Collaboration. Teacher collaboration has bedgscribedas a systematic process

to analyze and improve instructional practi@sfour, 2004) As can be seen itable 12,
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every teacher interviewespoke of the need to work with otheffiey used wordand
phrasesuch asicollaboration dlarfningd wdrking togethe andfishare the work
when talking about completing their taskbe tasks theyeferred to were all related in
some way to the development of CM practi¢éswever, they expressed a need to
collaborate with distinctly different groups of peaplée groups werpeers with similar
jobs, orotherteachers that taught the same coursgibyect area; interdisciplinary
groups or teachers that taught different subjects but to the same group ofssguidnas
gradelevel teams; and collaboration with CM traindBased on the structure of
professional collaboration in place at thildle school, collaboration within subject
groups focused on the development or modification of curriculum and materials to align
with CM practicesLikewise, teachers often spoke of dividing tasks and sharing
resourcesk-or example, one teacher may be writing sentence frames for the lesson
while another teacher is developing discussion prorutsilarly, another teacher
remarked,

We work really well together in planning activities that are going to use the

vocabulary and get kids talking about what wdoeng. That's a huge part of what

makes it successful is that we have the opportumtynot trying to do it all by

myself.

One teacher described this process during teacher interviews as one that would be
beneficial but not currently in practicéd like some time to collaborate with my science
partners and work on |l esson plans that have

In contrast, collaboration in interdisciplinary teams centered around shared groups
of studentsTeachers spoke of discussing the rate aflgal release for specific groups of

students or strategies that may have worked particularly well for an individual teacher.

One teacher ¢ omme collalothte evan withhney otdeeteammates, s i
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my humanities teacher, nsgience teacher. Would be nice to know what they're seeing,
if they're seeing the same patterns with

Collaboration with peers was found to be one ofkénecomponents described by
Joyce & Showss (2002)of effective professional developmeReer collaboration, as
described by their study, included both the development of curricular materials as well as
the logistical planning for implementatioBulumhusseinZ013)describes peer
collaboration to b theconditionin which teachers can apply educational research and
dewelop innovativechangedo their practiceln the case study at handhgol leaders
should further develop structures to support the peer collaboration between teachers in
the middle school.

In addition to peer collaboratioredachers also spoke of theeal to collaborate
with CM trainers.Specifically, teachers were looking for specific feedback and coaching
on theircurriculaand instructionTeachers described the need for collaboration with CM
trainers as a way to validate their own perceptions af itnplementation.

As described earlier in this chapter, teachers consistentlyreperted compared
to the observation3.he discrepancy is meaningful, particularly when considering the
implementation by individual teacheisan individual teacher were to rely only brs or
herself-evaluationthe perceived need to adapt and change practice may be less than if
he or sheeceival direct feedback from an external obserWhen asked about the
discrepancy between the refliects and observations, responses included the need for an
impartial observer to give direct feedbaEkr example, one teacher desedithe
difference between being observed by a colleague and ar tiraithés way:

There's the past, the history, the kirogvof each other, and that might not be as
fruitful as it could be if it was just someone from the outside who's not in charge
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of evaluating me, they're not associated with, they're not a friend of mine, or
someone that | used to teach with, or a collealgs just someone from CM,
whom | don't know, coming in, and watching me use the strategies and giving me
some really effective feedback and coaching.
Feedback by trained coaches, as opposed to peers, may be advar{@gjemelsr, Ruhl,
& McAfee, 2004) Trained coaches simply have more experience with specific
interventions and are able to provinerespecific feedback to thessociated practices
than peer coaches wimoaystill belearning the programtemselvegMallette,
Maheady, & Harper, 1999 contrast, howeer, trained coaches may not have informal
access to teachemnd their observations are more likely to be scheduled and less
frequent thawisits frominternalcoachegNishimura, 2014)Implementation plans
should include opportunities for regular feedback for the eyadPractically, the
feedbackplan will need to includeeers, due to resource limitatioh®wever, feedback
from expertshould not omitted.

Time as a resourceThe concept of timas a resourc&asa complex theme
during this case studin 100% of inerviews, the need for additional time to implement
the CM practices was mentionddbowever, in some cases, time simply predicated a need
for a different resourcéndicatingthat it was the latter that was actually in neeaf.
exampleone teacher statefi:|  &cenca teachenot alanguagerts teacherl need
ti me to | ear n Althaughthe teroiimeid ubed,the eommeatiually
revealsa need for additional training and suppad described in the preceding sacti
rather than simply more time.

In contrast, other respondents were able to make statements indicating that time

itself was the resouraseededSeven of the nine interviews mentioned the need for more

time with the student#\ characteristic responseavs |, ARThese strategies
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they certainly take mor e t ilmeeestinglyauwing u st
the case study, teachers were transitioning frormBfuteinstruction periodlocks to
75-minute blocksTherefore, it is possiblthat the perception of a need for more time
with studentsvasdue to the change in the schedule andm®tddition of CM practices

In addition, five of the nine teachers interviewed discussed simply needing time to
modify their existingcurriculato meet the requirements of CM practic@se teacher
commented that when time was provided to plan with the team, implemeritation

done with ease.

Although a specifiguidelinefor the amount of timeeededor workshops,
coaching, and followup is not ageed upon in the literature, the concept of
implementation timelines has been addressed in various studies. report to the
National Staff Development Council, Linda Darlitammond and colleagues (2009)
analyzed nine experimental design studies ma@asgthe relationship between time and
implementation of PDThe researchers found that in every study, the duration of the
training (including coaching and followp) was positively associated with
implementatiorfidelity. Thetraining time needethay bemuch higher than what is
provided in traditional workshops that last one to five daysarious reports on
professional development, between 50 and 80 hours of direct engagement is needed to
significantly influence teacher practicgorcoran, McVay, & Riordan, 2003; Supovitz
& Turner, 2000; Wagner & French, 2010)

The teachexin this study each completesio full days of direct training
(approximately 16 hourspdditional time (upto eight hours per teachavasprovided

for teachers to opt to spend time with trainers adapting their curricular mat@eatsd
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the formal time provided, teachers have désd using planning and personal time to
implement the strategiealthoughteachers were not askezlquantify the total number

of hourstheyhave spent working on implementation, it does not seem likely that many, if
any, have approached thenimum 50 hours suggested above.

An interesting discrepancy was presented from the survey data in regards to time
as condition of implementatio@nly 8% of respondenttatedthat CM practices are too
time-consuming to implemenHowever,it is less cleawhetherthe schooproviding
more time wouldaid implementationDuring the surveys, 76% of teachers reported that
they were able to collaborate with their
Learningteams are district mandates, similar to the structupeobéssionalearning
communities described by Dufour and Dufour (20@&)cording to the collective
bargaining agreement, learning teams are to be allocated a minimum of 90 minutes a
month, during the contract hours, to meet and collabddateever, on aubsequent
guestion, only 39% of respondents agreed that there is time available in the school day to
plan for CM implementatioriThe survey data suggests that there may be conflicting
understandings as to how the time that is available to teachersisised, an@/hether
implementation of CM practices should take priority during that time.

It is clear that teachers will need to invest substantial amounts of time in order to
approach the necessary investments required for full implementdnder thecurrent
schedule utilized by the school, tbalaborationwill need to occur during preparatory
periods, after school contracted time, or during one of the three staff development days

that occur throughout the year.

99

ot



Alignment with Other Priorities

As described earlier in this chapter, the evidence collected in this case study
suggests that there are areas of overlap between CM practices and other district priorities.
CM training was selected explicitly after an emphasis on SIOP traihgaghers and
administrators felt that the ideals and philosophies described in SIOP training were
operationalized by CM practiceAdditionally, the school, and its associated district, are
heavily invested in the implementation of AVID, a structure and curriculum aatned
increasing college success in traditionally underrepresented g@op®f the key
components of AVID is theeacher8use of Writing, Inquiry, Collaboration,
Organization, and ReadirfgVICOR) strategiesThe teachers thatereinterviewed were
able tosee the similarity between CM practices and WICOR strateliiese
connections were described t®achers as positivandcontributedo the feeling that CM
i's not AjusFormrnexampl|l ¢ hi mme Oveteran teacher
connected s the strategies with AVID, and then partnering that with Constguct
Meani ng. It was | i ke a really good additi ona
Another teacher said th@tM pridvided more structure and specifics to techniques,
handouts, etcthat | had been working to implement as a result of my work with SIOP
and more recently AVID trainings.o

Alignment with other priorities as a hindrance to implementation The
connections to other initiatives did inclusemenegative remarks he remarkslid not
suggest that any one initiative is negative, but that theymacha drain on resources
andteachers said thdglt like there were someompeting prioritiesAs one respondent

statedi AVI D i s great, butemphasi & akfi n@QM,awaiyk € rw
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really doi nAAn®OM haenmy meraec.h®er simply said,
AVI D much more than CM. 0

In a similarexplanatorystudythat investigated the implementation of Positive
Behavior Intervention and SupportB(8), 53% percent of teachers surveyed indicated
thatexplicit prioritization of the program aided in implementat@ndreou, Mcintosh,
Ross, & Kahn, 2015)Teachers stated that the continued prioritization, over multiple
year s, hel ped otga afinoa |adtbedikelénootkhetthsysvould
Aal ter td(ei64). practi ce
Limitations of the Study

The discussion dheanalysis of research questions preserg@ttended to be
helpful to schooktakeholderss they evaluate and plan for their ongoing implementation
of CM practicesGuidancehas beemprovidedto school district leadeiss they adopt and
plan professional development activities for their staffwever, he methods described
in this case study were not without limitatioige limitations and their potential impacts
on the findings of this studyrediscussed below.

Psychometric properties of therubric. TheRefining Our Practices Rubriwas
at the center of all quantitative analysis in this case sittylack of psychometric data
for the rubriccallsinto question the accuracy of the findingéthough this study did
include a reliabity analysis of both the rateend the items within each component, the
data used came from a relatively small number of observatienS,andn = 30,
respectivelyThe reliability analysis did provide useful informatj@s describeth
Chapter IV. For examplein the case of the item analysis, item AiB)Showedimited

agreementvith other AWSitemsand was removed from analysitowever, a larger
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scale reliability analysis is needed prior to removing the item from future uses of the
rubric. Additionally, the agreement between the two observers only met minimally
acceptable levels of reliabilitképpa = .607)Therefore, the variance in the data
presented may be more a function of rater disagreementtll#ferences in actual
implementatiorfidelity. However, it should be noted that the rubric allowed for a range
of four possible score3he application of th&appa statisitic did ndikewise account for

a range of agreemerRRather, the calculation treated the disgareemenitdes scores of
one and four on the same itawequivalent to the difference between a three and a four.
A simple difference analysis indicated that approximately 70% of the measurements that
were in disagreemebetween the two raters were within onedllean the rubricThe

small range in disagreement provides confideatmmutthe reliability of the observational
datanotcompletelyreflected in the calculation of the kappa statistic

The evaluation was formative in nature, meaning it was intendevide
insight to the school as to how to improve the implementaiton process of CM training.
There was no intention to use any of the data to make summative judgements on the
continuation of the programand certainly not to make any job performance cabout
any individual or the school in generllowever, the lack of substantial agment was a
point of concern and is further addresbetbw.

The validity of therubricwas assumed, which presented a significant limitation of
the studyThe items inhe rubric called for a very narrow range of observations for each
of the components$lowever,the obserations requiredor each itemmay notdetaila
completerepresentation of the construct presented by the compdrerefore, a

teacher may benplementing practices that areline with a particular componetitat
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arenot specificallyincluded in the rubridf that were the case, the teacher wouldbirex
an innappropriatly lower scorEurther analysis on the rubric is neediedetermine its
appropriateness and robustness as an evaluation tool, discussed below
Sample size of the studyAll statistical analyss werecompleted without
sufficient statistical power, due to the small sample #iza result, the findings
presented here shoulé burther investigatethrough studies with greater participation
prior to making summative claim$he findings in this study presented school leaders
with some potentially usefuhformationfor planning butmore investigation is needed
before making lgh-stakes changes to the progrdmuarthermore, the study was designed
and conducted completely within the context of the specific scandfindingsare not
generalizable tother CM implementation contexts or otheacheD programs
Participant bias. Participationn this studywas voluntaryDuring the
observation phase, o rHowevef, duingthedsareegdné r s nAopt ed
reflection phase, only 18f the 30teachers participatedn attempt to uncover the
reasons behind the lack pérticipation yielded little conclusive informatiofihe only
feedback provided was that time was too valuable to spend on nonessential tasks.
While nonresponsiveeachergited onlytime constraintshere may be specific
groups of teachersvhosepercepibnswerenotrepresented in surveys and reflections
The limited rangef teacher perceptions should be noted when considering possible bias
in this case studyror exampleof the teachers who responded to reflections and surveys,
none of them were withitheir first five years of teachingsAdescribed above, teachers
in thefirst few years of teaching describe feeling exhaustion and bufr@utpressures

atwork (Fives, Hamman, & Olivarez, 2007; Kwakman, 2Q08)he teachers in this
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study also feel exhausted during their first years of teaching, thehavayhadnore
negative perceptionsf CM practicegshanthe more experienced teache#dso regponded
(generally positivelyjo the surveyThere is no way to know the motivations of the
teachersvho did or did notrespondo surveys and reflectiong hose with a positive
impression of the programight be more likely to respond, aless likely tovoice
challenges or hindrances to implementation.

Over-reporting by teachers Within the participant bias of the study was the
overreporting of implementation by teache@erreporting emerged as a theme
throughout the quantitative analysis of this studythe case of every component, except
UBDandt he overall | -rewbter scords evexrechigleer tisad thaseerépodrted
from direct observation by the coach€&hle differences were found to batsstically
significant in AWS, IRNT, and OLPThe higher reporting was a topic discussed in every
interview.No teacher made any statements of surpje® learninghat teachers had
reported implementation higher than the observers, and many wete afiler opinions
as to the reasons

Two common opinionsegarding the overeporting emergg The firstopinion
was that teachers may be reporting on what piteynedto door coulddescribedoing,
without actually taking into accoumthetherthe actiom had actually taken placéhe
secondpinionis that the overeporting indicates a need for direct observahgand
feedbackrom trained CM coache&everal teachers addressed these ideas during the
interviews One respondent sail,I f o u n ding ike, 8Yedh,fl dokhhafand then |

overestimate how much | do that. In real[the students arejot having as many

conversations as Alnott thiemrk ttehaei'thmlethatmevmemg .ed ,
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want to look like we know what we're doing, fame thing.Put a rosy spin on ilso, we
might have an idea that we're thinking.ofi n o u rFurtiher eemharks on this issue
include the followingquotes from two teachers

We have it in our heh .. . One of my favorite lines is, "I have thegi lesson

plans in the world. It's going to be awesonkhen the kids show ughey don't

do what I'm thinking''Oh, they'll do this, they'll do thatThat's some of it.

In my head, as | develop those lessons or want to use[shr@gegies] I'm

thinking about thesd'm not really making it happen in the classroom as

effectively as | am thinking about itthink | know how to use thid.think that

I'm using it, but it's not really coming across.

The concept that teachers, or any practitioner,ladvouerreport is not surprising
and has been well documented in the literatike & Regehr, 2008; Kruger & Dunning,
1999)Descri bed by Kruger and Dunning as funski
general consensus thatlividuals have a poor ability to selsess accuratellowever,
selfassessments have been shown to have positive contributions to the implementation
and evaluation of professional developmi@hta & Regehr, 2005; Langendyk, 2006)
Self-assessments provide opportunities for individuals to describe the contextual
conditionsaffectingPD and taeflect on their own progress toward implementation.
Although the progress described is likely inflated, the opportunity to reflect provides
teachers with the opportunity to better understand their pradiicthecase study
presented here, the owaporting by teachersuggests need for more observation by
trained observers in order to judge the actual level of implementation and give support
where necessaryhis quotesummarizes the need:

| imagine that when you feel like you're working really hiardlo something

newd doingnew things and incorporating new things in your practice is difficult,

and if you feel like you're working really hard at it, even if you're not doing a

good job at it, you are maybe rating yourself in terms of how hardeglike
you're working at it versus how well you're doing, which is why | think having
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someone observe and give feedback, and do coaching is a really vital part of any
professional developmernd it's the most absent part of professional
development.
Target of implementation. RQ1 investigated the success of implementafian.
compound the measurement challengessented by theubric and small sample sizes
there was also lack of a predetermined standafdhere were ngpecificsuccess criteria
describedluring the training or set by the administrators of the scit@ targets used
as a standard in this study were developed in consultation with district leaders and CM
trainers, and included a review of the relevant literatdosvever, it must be notatiat
the standard was set for the purposes of this study and evalomalyofhe standard of
addressing success by investigating the implementation of the components, the variance
in implementation, and a threshold based orribeic were useful in makm
recommendations to the schadbwever, the lack of a predetermined standard during
the initial design and training is a topic for calesiation presented as an application for

future research

Implications for Practice

In the following sectiongheinterpretation of the results of this case stadg
the associated implicatiomsr the middle school and ifgarentdistrictare presented he
recommendationgresentedre related taletermininga target for successful
implementation, developing rebie systems of observatidiactoring intime as a
resourceintegrating withother priorities, and distinguishing between training and

intervention.Recommendations for the general research community are also presented
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Target for Successfulmplementation

As discusse@bove success criteria needed to be established for this study.
lack of a cleanl defined implementation plarmas been cited ashandrancan programs
that have failed to be adequately implemerfddGrew et al.,1994) Schoos lacking a
clear plan have noted that interventions seem to simply fade away from their practice
over time(Andreou et al., 2015 he schooln this studyhad not determined expected
levels of implementation over timm fact, there was little to no specificity provided to
the expectations from management in regards to which instructional practices should be
utilized. Rather, the general statermt of fwe should see these
was the only basis for successful implementatprior to this studyLikewise, E.L.
Achieve does not provide an implementation timelarel neither the district nor the
school chose to develop one prior to the trainibwgring the case study, it became
apparent that the approach of school and district leadership was to celebrate the areas that
were implemented rather than focusing ondtesas that were not

It is not too late for the school to develop such a.pglare application of this case
studycouldbeto use the indices of the components as a baseline and to sdbgoals
expecteduturegains School leaders could develop a syssémplan that addressthe
conditions needed for implementation as well as the challenges of evaluation that have
been described in this studyeachers would be able to receive the specific feedback they
need, based on the goals of the implementatian. pk discussedbove teachers felt
that observations and feedback on specific CM components, made by CM experts, would
better support successful implementatidfith clear, componerdpecific plans in place,

feedback could bkighly targeted
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Developing Reliable Systems of Observation

The continued implementation of CM practices by the school should include the
continuous evaluation of classroom practidesdescribed above, the teacher comments
collected in this case study indicated that observatodgeedback supped
implementationBoth the data collected and the relevant literature indicatditzeok
both peer and outside KCtrainer) observation and feedback cycldse chookhould
design a program where teachers obsandgprovideregular feedback to eacbtheras
well asperiodically bringing irtrained CM coached.he practice of observations and
feedback will support teachers in their implementaéindprovide leaders with
evaluative data that can be used to make program adjustifie@tnethods for the
evaluation of CM practices by utilizing both quantitative and qualitative methods, as
utilized in this case study, could be repeated, iirtsgtutionallimitations discussed
aboveare addressed.

Increasedreliability analysisof the Refining Our Practices RubricThe
reliability analysis that was presented in this study was derived from data collected from
a very small sampl&he lack ofconfirmedpsychometric data on the tool needs to be
addressed to support largeale evalations within the school and the greater district.
Ideally, the data would come from E. Achieve, whch has supported CM schools
across the countrydowever, the district has trained enough teachers to produce a sample
size adequate for such analy#is explained inChapter Ill, the goal of the district was to
have every middle school teacher trained in CM practltdse district wergo achieve
this goa) a comprehensive study would contaisample size of approximately 400

teachersA systematic aalysis ofCM implementation could be used to better understand
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the psychometric properties of the rubifahe rubric is shown to be reliable and valid, it
could be used immediately in studies similar to the one presented here.
Considerations ofTime asa Resource

In addition to continued evaluation, school leaders should support the conditions
that have been described to support implementaliesna c her s6 consi stency i
time as a necessary condition to support successful implemerdatiod come as a
surprise However, the discrepancy between some teachers feelingdibghateime is
provided while other teachefalt it was not was interestingarticularly, the majority of
the teachers in this case study were on the same bell schattiulee same number of
preparatory minute§ hereforethe discrepancgould not haveesulted from simple
differences in scheduleRat her, the di screpancy may have r
prioritization of CM practices and their use of the time thay did haveOnce a clear
expectation of an implementation timeline is put in pléeachers could be given clear
objectives to accomplish during available preparatory time.
Connections toOther Priorities

During this case study, the connection toeotschool and district initiatives was
perceived bysometeachers as a support to implementatiomparticular, teachers spoke
of CM practices as a continuation of Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP)
trainings.Generally, they described thainnection as positivé.eachers also spoke of
CM trainingasbeing connected to the training received through Advancement Via
Individual Determination (AVID) trainingslhe shared strategies, such as interactive

notetaking were seen as complimentarydgoositive.However, further probing into the



connectiorbetween AVID and CM indicatetthatsome teachers perceived the
connection as a hindranteCM implementation

The district has been financially supported by a Fortune 500 corporation to
provide taining and implementation of the AVID program at all of its schabdlsile the
foci and practices of AVID and CM align, they are two distinct programs with different
critical components and measures of evaluatituitiple teacherdelt that theydid not
have the capacity to implement both programs simultanedtigt has resulted was the
feeling that CM was more of a ofiene event, where teachers would use what they felt
wasbeneficial and adapt it to their practic€ practicesvere not considered as
systematic intervention but rather a workshop that would supplesmgotng
instructional technique#s described ifChapter I, professional development that is
delivered in a workshop format is less likely to be fully implemented.
Distinguishing BetweenTraining and I ntervention

Interview comments indicated uncertainty as to whether CM practices will serve
as a standarfbr teaching practices across subject arbasne regardCM training and
its associated practices can be thdugtas an intarention, which is the approach used
by the school and district at the time of this stuU@gnsidering the practices as an
intervention implies that the practices will be implemented as intended and with an
adequate level of fidelitydowever, in light of he implementation of AVICand other
school prioritiesit is also possible to simply consider CM training as a workshop.
Workshops tend to be oitiene events that may help to improve the practices of certain
teachers but do not result in widespread chamgeprovements to overall outcomes.

School leaders should clearly communicate thihimplementation of CM practices is
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consistentlyexpected of all teacherSchool leaders should also allocate the appropriate
resources, including time, that are neaegso expect full implementatio

Chapter Il outlind the need for fidelity measurement to be included in the
implementation plans for interventionie current study was an applied research project
with a primary goal of presenting schesgecific findngs and recommendatior&his
studyalsoidentifies severalreas in need of further study by the broader research
community.

This study was able to design and uéle model based on prior studies and
recommendationdn addition to describing a pracal application, this study also
uncovered challenges that should be addressed Ipydfessional development
community Specifically, challenges to schools completing resebaded internal
evaluations were uncoverethe substantiathallenges uncoved were in the area of
valid and reliablemeasures of implementation, and an established standard for
implementation.

The critical components of CM were readily identified by the developers of the
program.However, as described above, thbric used irthe evaluation lacked
accompanying psychometric daschool personnel should not be charged agtbessing
the evaluation tools of interventions they choose to implement. Developers should
providevalid instrumentsas well as clear guidance for measuiamgl achieving
reliability when offering professional development packages to schools or districts
Additionally, PD providers should define standardsgilementationusingaccepted

methods.
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Implications for Future Research

This study wagonducted taot only measure implementation, but to also
understandt. Researchers utilizing fidelity studies, either as formative evaluations or
within broad studies of program effect, should consider the inclusion ofajivedit
methods in their analgs, in ordetto better understand the contextual conditions that
influence the implementation of the intervention they are studinripe current case,
the qualitative methodsllowedthe providers of the intervention to describe perceptions
and nuances for the imtention that would be difficult to ascertain through solely
guantitative methodd.he results oftudiesthat combine both quantitative and qualitative
results arehusmore likely to beecognizablyuseful and more likely to be applied by
local school laders The use of weltlesigned evaluations of implementation is crucial
for school leaders who are attempting to raise student achievement outcomes through
quality professional developmeiithe use of implementation data throughout the PD
process is cruai. Implementation data will provide school leaders with the information
that is necessary for timeline adjustiteeand resource allocations. Implementation data
is also a vital component to showing the efficacy of the progvemes included as part

of awell-designed experimental study.
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APPENDIX

THE REFINING OUR PRACTICES RUBRIC

Q

Refining Our Practice Rubric

I. Backward Design

Competencies

A. Develop student
learning goal, with both
content and language
objectives

No student learning goal
written in lesson plan

Student leaming goal with a
content or a language
objective

Student learning goal with
both content and language
objectives

4

Clear learning goal with
connected content and
language objectives written
so that students can
understand it

B. Determine cognitive
and linguistic demands of
student outcome

Neither the cognitive nor
linguistic complexity of the
reading and/or writing tasks
has been examined

Teacher addresses cognitive
complexity of reading and/or
writing task, but students’
linguistic challenges are not
addressed in the lesson

Both reading and/for writing
tasks are examined for
conceptual and linguistic
obstacles for students; these
demands are addressed in
the lesson

Cognitive and linguistic
demands of reading and/or
writing tasks are examined
and clearly addressed
throughout the lesson

C. Identify required brick
and mortar

No brick or mortar words
identified

List of brick topic-specific
vocabulary words, but no
functional mortar words
chosen for instruction

Specific lists of brick and
mortar words connected to
the topic and dominant
function of the lesson

Specific lists of brick and
mortar words at multiple
levels of proficiency
connected to the topic and
dominant function of the
lesson

D. Divide learning
sequence into discrete,
measurable tasks or skills;
checks for understanding

Leaming sequence is not
organized in ‘chunks’; no
evidence of how to check
for understanding

Leaming sequence is
organized in ‘chunks’, but
there is no evidence of how
to check for understanding

There are steps in the
learning sequence for
students to demonstrate
mastery of one skill before
moving on; skills build
toward the leaming goal

There are steps in the lesson
for students to demonstrate
mastery of one skill before
moving on; all necessary skills
are included and build
toward the learning goal
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2. Language as part of Content Teaching

Competencies

A. Offer language frames
at multiple proficiency
levels

No language frames
provided

Language frames provided at
one level of English
proficiency

Language frames provided at
two levels of English
proficiency

4

Language frames provided at
multiple levels of English
proficiency

B. Frames ensure flexible
use of language

No language frames
provided

Language frames have only
one discreet answer (like
cloze or ‘fill in the blank’)

Language frames provide
one form of functional
mortar

Language frames provide
choice by offering muitiple
forms of functional mortar

C. Model use of language
frames throughout the
learning sequence

Language frames are not
modeled or used in the
learning sequence

Language frames are
modeled and used
infrequently throughout
learning sequence

Language frames are
modeled and used early in
the leaming sequence and
then again to support
students' final product

Language frames modeled
and used before, during and
after content instruction to
give students practice with
academic language
throughout the learning
sequence

D. Support student
correct use of target
language

Constructive feedback
about use of target
language is not provided or
is only provided to students
in written form when
assignments are returned

Constructive feedback is
occasionally provided during
instruction as well as when
assignments are corrected
and returned

Constructive feedback is
frequently provided during
instruction as well as when
assignments are corrected
and retumed

Constructive oral feedback is
frequently provided during
instruction as well as when
assignments are corrected
and returned. Students are
supported in their use of
language at higher levels of
English proficiency
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3. Oral Language Practice

Q

Competencies 3

A. Group students
purposefully

Teacher groups students
randomly or only their level
of academic performance is
taken into account when
creating groups

Levels of academic
performance and language
proficiency are considered
when grouping students

In addition to level 2
criterion, specific skills
needed for the small group
task such as public speaking
and scribing are considered

In addition to level 3
criterion, other factors such
as cultural norms or
personalities are considered

B. Align oral language
practice to student
outcome

No structured oral language
practice evident in lesson or
language practice not

aligned to student outcome

Oral language practice
routines include brick and
mortar words that are
aligned to student outcome
but are presented at only
one level of English
proficiency

Oral language practice
routines include brick and
mortar words that are
aligned to student outcome
and are presented at
multiple levels of English
proficiency

In addition to level 3
criterion, oral language
practice demonstrates the
flexibility of English by
modeling multiple ways of
expressing understanding

C. Model and practice
routines

Teacher provides oral
instructions for the language
practice routine, but does
not model it

Teacher provides both oral
and written instructions for
the language practice
routine, but does not model
it

Teacher provides oral and
written instructions and
models the routine so that
students can see and hear an
example

In addition to level 3
criterion, the teacher
facilitates a student
demonstration (or fishbowl’)
so class can observe peers
trying the routine

D. Monitor engagement

and production of target
language; hold students

accountable

Teacher circulates to
monitor engagement and
keep students on task, but
does not correct errors or
record level of mastery of
target language

Teacher circulates to
monitor engagement and
keep students on task;
teacher also corrects errors,
but does not record level of
mastery of target language

Teacher monitors
engagement and holds
students accountable for
language use. Teacher also
corrects errors and records
level of mastery of target
language

In addition to level 3
criterion, the teacher uses
information to adjust
instruction within the lesson
to ensure students master
essential language and
concepts
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