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tices, the context in which the program is being delivered, and who the inter-

vention serves) that may be necessary for achieving program impacts. It is
a multidimensional construct that includes adherence to, dose of, quality of, and
participant engagement in an evidence-based practice (Dusenbury, Brannigan,
Falco, & Hansen, 2003). The evaluation of fidelity captures the gap between the
intended evidence-based practice and the actual implementation of the practice. It
is specifically the gap between intended and actual practice that may prevent the
promise of evidence-based programs from coming to fruition.

To date, measurement of fidelity has been limited, focused primarily on
intervention adherence and occasionally on dose. Increasingly, however, research
suggests that understanding and measuring across the spectrum of fidelity compo-
nents is critical to program implementation (Fixsen, Naoom, Blase, Friedman, &
Wallace, 2005). Capturing implementation processes via quality fidelity measure-
ment and understanding how to use what has been learned to improve practice has
the potential to strengthen both research and practice and can be useful for policy
makers and funders who are increasingly making decisions about where to invest
limited fiscal resources based on program effectiveness. One of the many chal-
lenges that evidence-based policy brings, though, is how to ensure that programs
that have shown efficacy on a small scale within tightly controlled conditions
will continue to produce effects when implemented more widely. Implementa-
tion science, located at the nexus between the science of evidence-based programs
and the applied settings and populations intended to use and benefit from them,
becomes a useful mechanism for understanding this and other intervention imple-
mentation issues related to fidelity.

As interventions go to scale, both researchers and practitioners need tools to
help assess fidelity within research contexts and in applied settings. In fact, Scho-
enwald and colleagues (Schoenwald, 2011; Schoenwald et al, 2010) have made
strong arguments that researchers and practitioners need to develop useful and

Fidelity is one of many components (including the contrast from usual prac-
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practical tools that support intervention monitoring and quality implementation
as a potential means to obtaining positive impacts.

Measuring fidelity, therefore, becomes important to researchers for ensuring
an intervention is tested fairly and that the impacts are real—internal validity—as
well as allowing one to understand the potential for similar impacts should the
intervention be replicated—external validity (Moncher & Prinz, 1991). Moreover,
Type III errors, in which studies fail to find impacts for a program because the
intervention was not implemented as planned, may be reduced, increasing the
likelihood that conclusions about the actual efficacy of the intervention theory are
accurate (Dusenbury et al., 2003). In sum, measuring fidelity in a research context
is important for ensuring the evidence-based program is occurring as intended,
documenting how implementation unfolds, and understanding differentiation
between the program of interest and usual practice (Gearing et al., 2011; Moncher &
Prinz, 1991; Schoenwald et al., 2010).

Understanding how to achieve and monitor fidelity is equally important for
practitioners as interventions move from being implemented in research settings to
real-world contexts. In a meta-analysis of impacts across a range of social services
interventions, Wilson and Lipsey (2001) found that intervention implementation
quality was strongly associated with achieved effect size of the programs. This raises
the question: How do practitioners support high-quality implementation? Gearing
and colleagues (2011) conclude that monitoring of implementation is a core compo-
nent of fidelity that allows for adjustments to training and intervention delivery to
improve performance. Others have found that monitoring and assessment of fidelity
provides critical information to program staff, such as trainers, coaches, and super-
visors, about implementation efforts on the ground and can inform training and
coaching efforts (Elliott & Mihalic, 2004; Fagan & Mihalic, 2003; Fixsen et al., 2005).
These findings suggest that practitioners need not only to actively monitor fidelity
but also to understand the levels of fidelity that need to be achieved to affect change.

This chapter directly addresses the aforementioned research and practice
considerations, using an implementation science framework to explore fidelity in
the Head Start CARES (Classroom-Based Approaches and Resources for Emotion
and Social skill promotion) demonstration project. The chapter provides an over-
view of the rationale and creation of standardized fidelity measures and tools
in the Head Start CARES demonstration, offering key lessons learned about the

process of developing fidelity measurement tools and reviewing how they were
created to accomplish the goals and needs of researchers and practitioners within
the context of scaling up and replicating previously existing interventions. It
concludes by offering lessons for those interested in crafting fidelity measurement
tools for both research and practice, making the final recommendation that fidel-
ity measurement, though challenging, should move beyond intervention-specific,
one-shot research trials, given the potential value and usefulness in both scientific
and applied contexts.

Overview of the Head Start CARES Demonstration Project

Head Start CARES is a large-scale national research demonstration designed to
test the effects of three social-emotional program enhancements in Head Start
settings over the course of one academic year. MDRC, a nonprofit, nonpartisary
education and social policy research organization, coordinated the demonstration

g

R RO e e

|

Efficient and Effective Fidelity Measurement 141

and provided technical assistance for
the enhancements at the field test sta
programs across multiple and diverse settj
at a smaller scale.

Lead and assistant Head Start t
throughout the year in one of the thr

implementation. The demonstration tested

eachgrs were trained and coached together
ee social-emotional enhancements:

1. The Incredible Years Teacher Training

2. Preschool PATHS (Promoting Alternative Thinking Strategies)
3. Tools of the Mind

The teachers’ centers were randoml

. assign
e o implementing o y assigned to one of the three enhancements,

In improving children’s social-em

imPlementation support available, incl i i
written materials, and fidelity monitoring. ,
The Center on the Social Emotio

. 1 ; .
B oonter evelopment oo nal Foundations for Early Learning defines

developing capacity of a child, from birth

their theories of change, primari

3 ,
nd strengt.h.en children’s social-emotional skills
In addition, as a componen :

Developi i
ping and Creating the
Head Start CARES Fide ity Measures

In
ene
g ral, researchers who test evidence—based

B xcher Pecitiacin programs in trials create tools

but they may be burdensome to implement




142 Lloyd, Supplee, and Mattera

Table 7.1.  Description of Head Start CARES key players

Function Role in Head Start CARES Employment and supervision
Coach - Attended training sessions with teachers - Employed by the grantee liaison
- Received ongoing content-related support - Supervised by the developer/

from trainers and developers trainer and grantee liaison/

- Observed and met with teaching teams weekly center director
to discuss implementation
Trainer - Delivered training sessions to coaches and - Employed and supervised by the
teachers on enhancement content enhancement developer
- Visited classrooms to support coaches and
teachers with implementation
- Provided supervision and regular feedback on
coach performance
Grantee supervisor - Recruited, hired, and supervised coaches - Employed and supervised by the
- Monitored implementation throughout the year  grantee
Teacher® - Attended training sessions alongside the coach Employed and supervised by the
- Received ongoing support from coaches and grantee
trainers throughout the year
- Had responsibility for classroom
implementation
MDRC research and - MDRC launched and researched the Head Start CARES demonstration. MDRC
technical assistance  project staff also provided ongoing technical assistance to grantees, enhancement

team developers, trainers, and coaches throughout the year.

From Lloyd, C.M., & Modlin, E.L. (2012). Coaching as a key component in teachers’ professional development: Improving classroom
practices in Head Start settings. New York, NY: MDRC; adapted by permission.
a«Teacher” refers to both lead and assistant teachers.

outside of a research trial (Schoenwald et al., 2010). Given the increased interest in
evidence-based practices and outcomes, the reality is that early childhood settings =8
and other community-based agencies that receive external funding will likely have S
an increasing number of evidence-based programs in place over time. The chal- S
lenge, then, is to create measurement tools that capture fidelity of implementation,
that are multifaceted, that can be integrated into community-based programs, and
that are ecologically valid (Schoenwald et al., 2010).

The creation of coherent and crosscutting fidelity measures in the Head Start
CARES demonstration was influenced by the need to have data that were useful
for the Head Start CARES research and technical assistance team and that could be :
integrated into the Head Start program and used by intervention staff. This meant =
that the project needed to document and receive data from multiple reporters across
different settings. ‘

Two primary groups of people reported on the fidelity of enhancement imple q
mentation: coaches and trainers. Coaches worked in classrooms weekly, obserVis
ing teachers for an hour and meeting with them to debrief on their observationss
for 30 minutes. Trainers, who provided enhancement intervention support t
coaches, visited the classrooms periodically as experts in the program, and the
also trained teachers and coaches throughout the year on the enhancements. (5¢
Office of Planning, Research & Evaluation [n.d.] for a more thorough review of tb
implementation measures used in the Head Start CARES demonstration.) In ter
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measurement, clearly articulated anchors were created for gach itgm in the tools,
These anchors allowed developers and the research/t.echnlcal assmtanie team to
work together to define each item, with clear demarcations between weak, average,
and strong implementation for each item.

Universal Measurement Components of ﬁdelli.ty that were .umversclet;the Saftle
across all of the models—were identified to facilitate c.omparlsorclis od. ez q;ztlr 1}(7:
of implementation across enhancements and to prov@e a ?tand arS 11; e E |
for evaluating fidelity. Fidelity in this case was operationa 1}zle aChﬂdF;en 4
ing the program to such a degree that 1t‘ was cllear tha’F teaf erﬁ, Cement; o
classrooms were steeped in their respective soc1a1—em0t.10na 11en han - uénter
example, one item asked whether obser\./ers C.o.uld easily te V\;’ en bei}l; T
this classroom and look around” that the 1dent.1f1ed enhancgmein was ed”gin g
(Lloyd, 2009). Another asked whether “the children are active }j[ ir}gai i
enhancement all day long, rather th;m enhancement implementation g

i nt” (Lloyd, 2009).
Seen"?lsleaszpne’t(;fsllfr‘ées assglme};l a basic level of skill from the teache1£1 tfla;r) allg;;reti
for a new initiative to be implemented. For example, teachers neege (o g ?m b
understand the theory underpinning C;/vhichevlgr epthtfi}ﬁ(;irgir;il ’E t;}; \C/lvae; For};he
ting in order to be able to use an generalize i ou :
gzgarcz}gl/technical assistance team,1 understa?dmg th?e%:‘zﬁqaﬁf:i l;nt(:;vcliirg: 3,1:1
i for successful intervention imp . \
z}rliefcicszlilgrnggtejrsr?\ri}r]ﬁng how to craft fidelity measures that captured intervention

implementation practices accurately.

e ¢

A Head Start CARES Demonstration Example Ir\. the. Hefld Staurt.CAl‘RES fh')r%a gll- v

universal fidelity sections, “Modeling and Generahzfa;lon aIlldd 'fldesltzlgng e
i i i it ch made up of five scaled items. :

ing and Supporting Children,” were ea . : e ftems,

i i her practice, the items also a .

the items presented earlier about teac ! ‘ e
i i king whether the children were respo

of child receipt of the enhancement, as ‘ : s

i f i d if the strategies were ettec :

the particular enhancement’s strategies and . vere ) -

t(e)aclfe};’s classroom. The 10 questions asked in the universal fidelity section fo .

Tools of the Mind enhancement are listed next (Lloyd, 2009).

i eliv
Enhancement-Specific Measurement  In order to support .and ﬁnzpr(:;g tsl;&zctl}i i
ery of the individual enhancements, components of fidelity t ; ‘;V :
each were also identified and measured. lj“or example, theh.lre;he
enhancement used lessons that had to be dehyered Weekly, while -
Mind enhancement asked teachers to aid chﬂc}ren in completing pe i PreschO"E
playtime daily. These items were unique to the identified enhanc;zr;\son-s o
PATHS was the only enhancement that used Weekly large-group le o
enhancement content, and the Tools of the Mind enhancement was

have children create play plans.

Modeling and Generalization of Tools of the Mind ot
o 2

1. Itis clear when you enter this classroom and look around itis a Tools o i

classroom.
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The teachers have taken extra steps to extend the Tools of the Mind concepts into
other parts of the Head Start program by designing special activities or adapting
standard activities to be consistent with Tools of the Mind themes.

3. The children are actively engaged in Tools of the Mind throughout the day. It is
not just seen as a special event

4. The teachers use Tools of the Mind as part of their strategies for managing con-
flicts, as part of classroom procedures, and to help build positive relationships
between the children.

5. The teachers model and actively promote Tools of the Mind and praise the chil-
dren when they use Tools of the Mind techniques.

Fidelity of Teaching and Supporting Children in Tools of the Mind
1. The teachers are prepared for Tools of the Mind activities and seem familiar with
what to do.

2. The teachers use many of the Tools of the Mind strategies, and modifications or
additions are consistent with Tools of the Mind goals and objectives.

3. Material is presented in an engaging manner. The teachers are positive, energetic,
and enthusiastic about Tools of the Mind., There is flexibility in the presentation
and the teachers appear comfortable with Tools of the Mind.

4. The teachers are patient and sensitive to the skill level of the children and adapt
their style of presentation and pacing to match the children.

5. The children have fun during, and enjoy doing, Tools of the Mind activities, They
are attentive and engaged during Tools of the Mind activities.

This more specific definition of fidelity provided a means to identify the
presence of elements unique to and between the enhancements. That is, teachers
1ot only had to generally implement the enhancements well, they also needed to

adhere to a core set of program-unique skills and/or lessons that developers identi-
fied as being critical to their enhancements’ effectiveness.

A Head Start CARES Demonstration Example In the Head Start CARES logs, a
third section, “Fidelity of Programmatic Activities,” asked coaches and trainers to
rate the lead and assistant teachers on how well each was implementing the activi-
ties, strategies, or other programmatic activities for each enhancement. These dif-
fered by number and type for each enhancement, with Incredible Years having 13
tems, Preschoo] PATHS 10, and Tools of the Mind 6. In this section, as well, coaches

and trainers were asked to rate teachers on a five-point scale from 1 (strongly dis-
agree) to 5 (strongly agree).

i

€ specific fidelity sections were much more individualized, so items
betW_GEH enhancements did not match. For instance, the first item of the specific
;S:hty section asked about building relationships with students for Incredible
Wri:‘s’ PATHS lessons for Preschool PATHS, and play planning and scaffolded
4 rll(}g for Tools of the Mind. However, the ratings for this section still followed
evgda vated pattern across enhancements. A rating of 1 meant that there was no

“ence the teacher was using the strategy, or that its use was flawed. A rating of

;e'meam that the teacher was using the strategy frequently, consistently, or in an
S€mplary fashion.

I:'le"th" of Anchors Along with the scaled items in each section, concrete
arl: €S of each rating, called “anchors,” were created to help understand if the
€ements were being implemented as intended. The research and technical
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assistance team worked with developers to create detailed anchors for each item
so that coaches and trainers could be trained to observe similar practices and rate
them in a reliable and valid way.

Two primary tenets guided the scaling and anchoring work. First, the team
wanted anchors that would accurately and meaningfully reflect the core compo-
nents of the enhancements. This would allow for distinguishing between enhance-
ments, but would also help the team to understand implementation practices,
including faithful and nonfaithful implementation of the intervention. The anchors
explicitly defined each rating so that the ratings could have the same meaning,
regardless of who the reporter was or for which enhancement.

Second, the team wanted scales that would be sensitive to changes throughout
the year, including variation in implementation and settings. Each item had a set
of five anchors that accompanied its five-point scale. These anchors were created to
match the conceptualization of fidelity outlined earlier. They were a mix of adher-
ence (how much) and quality (how well) of implementation of the enhancement.
The anchors were graduated, with a rating of 1 meaning that something happened
never or with poor quality, while a rating of 5 meant that something happened
very often or with exceptional quality. As teachers became more familiar with their
assigned enhancement, the expectation was that change would occur in a positive
direction on the rating of their implementation of the enhancement.

The anchors were a key component for allowing generalization across
enhancements in the general fidelity of the logs. In some general fidelity items, the
anchors looked the same across all three enhancements. In others, they differed in
order to allow necessary enhancement-specific details to emerge. For example, in
the general fidelity item “The teachers are prepared for [their identified enhance-
ment] activities and seem familiar with what to do,” anchors were the same for all
enhancements (Lloyd, 2009):

* If the teachers are never prepared or familiar with [their enhancement] activities,
select "1 = strongly disagree.”
e Ifthe teachers only rarely are prepared or familiar with [their enhancement] activ-

ities, select “2.”
e If the teachers occasionally are prepared or familiar with [their enhancement] activi-

ties, but not consistently, select “3.”
° Iftheteachers are usually prepared or familiar with [their enhancement] activities,

select “4.”
e If the teachers are exceptional in their preparation or familiarity with [their
enhancement] activities, select “5 = strongly agree.”

Therefore, although the details were different, the process of creating items and
anchoring them to the definition of adherence and quality were the same.

In another general fidelity item, asking whether the teachers use their iden-
tified enhancement “as part of their strategies for managing conflicts, as part of
classroom procedures, and to help build positive relationships between the chil-
dren,” the details of the anchors varied by enhancement. The anchors still followed
a five-point scale, with “1” meaning that something almost never happened, “3”
that it occasionally happened, and “5” that it happened an “exceptional” amount.
But even though the anchors were the same, the verbal descriptions of the anchors
differed by enhancement. The meaning of the item stayed the same, but the anchors
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enhancement were as follows (Lloyd, 2009):

® [For Incredible Years] If teachers never use IY strate
part of classroom procedures, or to hel
children, sefect “1 = strongly disagree.”

° .[For Preschool PATHS] If teachers never use PATHS routines

. ‘g.ies for managing conflicts, as
p build positive relationships between the

4 '
l[)};(;cr)rTot(})lls of the1 Mind] If teachers never use Play Planning to work out disputes
€ they escalate, use mediators to help childre
: n take turns or foc ifi
attributes, or use attention focusi iviti et h
, . using activities to promote self-regulati i
large groups or transitions, select “1 = strongly disagree.” s Curing

Thresholds

As Sart of the process of creating the logs, thresholds for the rati
opeq, agreed upon, and clearly defined for each section of the logs in an effort to

asis, initi
.an.d.scores below 3 were flagged. Definitions of what a “3” meant differed by
s 1N general, it signaled that an act had occurred, but that it had occurred

assisty i
A idenlzicfe team worked Wlth er.lhancement developers, trainers, and sites not only
Yy teachers or sites with below-threshold scores but also to brainstorm
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ntation challenges. The process of

s based on what was happening
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he intervention year by rese
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practitioners alike.

Multiple Reporters and Intervention Documentation

nd the already complex conceptualization
hat multiple viewpoints of teacher fidelity
th coaches and trainers as

Despite the various sources of data a
of fidelity, it was deemed important t
be collected. As mentioned previously, the use of bo
teachers’ performance in delivering the enhancements resulted in the
nt of fidelity from multiple perspectives across all three enhancements.
heir enhancement, but had fewer day-to-day
nly during training and
ts in the enhance-

reporters of
measureme
Trainers were considered expert int
interactions with teachers and classrooms, seeing them o

technical assistance visits. In comparison, coaches were not exper

ments, but were in the classrooms weekly, working with teachers.

Coaches rated teachers’ implementation of the enhancement through weekly
logs documenting their classroom observations and contact with teachers (not
discussed in this chapter) and monthly logs documenting fidelity of enhancement

implementation in the classroom. Trainers’ documentation of teachers’ implemen-
tation of the enhancement occurred via a classroom visit log that assessed teachers’
fidelity in the classrooms visited. Importantly, the coach monthly logs and trainer
visit logs mirrored each other so that coaches and trainers reported on the same
items. Each log consisted of approximately 15-25 scaled items thatused a 1 (strongly
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) Likert scale to assess the critical facets of the implemen-
tation process and the core components of the enhancements. The perspectives of
the two different reporters were thought to provide a more accurate assessment of
teachers’ implementation processes and how they compared to the enhancement

models.

While not systematically
and trainers would reach genera
particularly as coaches became more
preliminary review of the ratings indicated that trai
did agree on the extent to which a teacher was imp
with fidelity. Trainers typically rated teachers a point lower on the five-point Likert
scale than coaches did, but ratings between them followed the same pattern and
were consistently in the same direction. For example, in one month, a coach might
have rated a teacher a3 on a particular question, while the trainer rated her a 2

in the following month, their ratings of that teacher might h

assessed, the team also hypothesized that coaches
] consensus about ratings throughout the year,
knowledgeable about the enhancements. A
ners and coaches generally
lementing an enhancement

ave been a 4 and a3,
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may have had different numbers of opportunities to observe an 1tte1:1 ha}z};erzniﬁg
(regardless of quality), and teachers may have aC'tually used a s ;a egiCh a};\, ag
number of times. For instance, in some logs, the ‘ratmgs were Crea.te 1 ins e thz
that a score of 1 could be interpreted as indicating low or poor fide 1371 01r1 s
reporter did not have a chance to observe that aspect of fidelity. In (():1 tﬁr ;)t%a:( !
ratings were defined such that a “1” iould mean that a teacher used the gy
did not use the strategy at all. .

poor"llyhzrability to separate adherence (i.e., did th.is C(?mpor;fznt ;)}f 1mp11§m0e;1;;
tion happen at all and to what extent?) from quahty (1.e.,. v}\: ert1h f1is lfioofpi)m o
happened, was it done well?) taps into a larger question within teﬁeld o pin_
mentation research. Currently, the implerpentatlon measuremeIn. ; e Ongnts
ning to call for measurement that distinguishes between the mu tépde Corrr\};tration
of fidelity. The measurement process in the Head Start CARE ?mi)her g
took a first step toward teasing apart these components; .hoverfer, urliable o
is needed to clearly differentiate among these aspects of fidelity in a re

valid manner.

Considerations for the Early Childhood Field

Intervention research in the early childhood .ﬁeld is typically almed at 1rnprcs)’\11;1ag?rc
outcomes for children and families. By selecting and 1mplem'ent1ng progr_a;ms -
demonstrate evidence of effectiveness, the resea?ch and practlce Com(linum 1eams i};
better achieve their goal. However, implementation of evidence-base }1r8;ger .
complex. Both researchers and practitioners need tools to hell; mflpﬁmr e
toring of fidelity to support and strengthen program quality. Tﬁg ?t ov‘\//v ! i o
outlines key lessons learned from our ef.forts to doc?ument elity ‘e
Head Start CARES demonstration, providing suggestions for future resea

practice efforts.

Lessons Learned for Research

The large-scale measurement and monitoring of fidelity in the Head Start %AR(]:EeS_
demonstration suggests some lessons that researchers can apply in future eviden
based intervention research scale-up efforts.

o Development of fidelity measures requires colla?omtion.and is a contmugus ;;raorclecsi
The Head Start CARES research and technical assistance team an ent o
ment developers agreed on appropriate measures of fidelity a}iross in ereS i
tions. Moreover, they planned for continued dialogue about t. e m;ee;}slu o
ensure that they were capturing fidelity accurately. The Crez:itlci? (21 e(leo g
sures and logs was an iterative process between the team an t e1 Svd V\I,)Ork:
guided primarily by the experiences of the raters. The process II’LC uf e e
ing with enhancement developers and practitioners to assess the .afje-Vidual
ity of both the universal and specific components of ﬁdel}ty for the indi e
enhancement models. Over the course of the demonstration, .the reselarc o
technical assistance team refined the instruments by Ch'angmg thg angua r%
to make the logs more reflective of actual 1mplementat19n expf.erlenc}?s,r o
enhancement developers continued to update and streamline their ancho
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various items to make them more explicit and clear. By the end of the demon-
stration, the team felt confident the data collected through the logs would allow
for analysis on fidelity across enhancements.

When measuring fidelity across multiple models, clarity around similar and differ-
ent components of the models is necessary. Being clear about which intervention
components are similar and which are different for multiple interventions is
critical for fidelity data to be useful. It is nearly impossible to compare fidelity
across models within or across research trials unless similar items and measures
are used from the essential components of fidelity identified for each model. It
is recommended that researchers identify a comparable set of general fidelity
components across all of the enhancements they are using to create equivalence
across them for comparison. This requires understanding of the general theory
of change for the evidence-based practices being instituted. For instance, in the
Head Start CARES demonstration, one program required teachers to present
lessons, another asked teachers to do specific play-planning activities with chil-
dren, and the third had teachers use a specific strategy to respond to a behav-
ior. These components were unique to each enhancement, but all focused on

supporting the social and emotional development of children—a common core
component.

Fidelity measurement captures multiple components of implementation, and captur-
ing these distinctions is important. Implementation researchers should diligently
attempt to distinguish between the multiple components of fidelity to better
understand research outcomes. For example, distinguishing adherence from
quality in separate rating scales may help to present a clearer picture of inter-
vention implementation by providing insight into important distinctions
between varying levels of adherence and quality implementation.

Developing comparable anchors across models to create equivalence across reporters, so
that all can report on the same item with a high level of reliability, is suggested. Ensur-
ing rating anchors are meaningful to each enhancement allows the raters to
report ratings and eventually thresholds with validity across enhancements.
Viewpoints may differ, and the ability to combine data from multiple report-
ers across enhancements and know that their scores have roughly the same
meaning is powerful. Moreover, using general fidelity tools with well defined
anchors provides a way to compare the level of teacher performance for deliv-
ering enhancements across reporters.

Psychometrically testing fidelity measures may provide a common framework for
researchers and practitioners to think about fidelity in evidence-based programs.
Some of this work has already been started. For example, in the Preschool
Curriculum Evaluation Research Initiative (Preschool Curriculum Evalu-
ation Research Consortium, 2008), 14 different evidence-based programs
Wwere tested. Implementation in these studies was assessed through both a
Program-specific measure and a global measure. However, clearly laying out
the process through which these types of measures were created and used
will help inform the field by integrating knowledge. For example, in the
Head Start REDI (Research-based, Developmentally Informed) trial, trainers
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assessed implementation across a number of different evidence-based prac-
tices, including Preschool PATHS, dialogic reading, and sound games (Bier-
man et al., 2008).

Lessons Learned for Practice

The tools discussed in this chapter not only are beneficial for research but also
offer some distinct contributions to the practice field broadly. First, the fidelity tools
were developed to allow for easy training of coaches and trainers to complete and
report their observations in a consistent manner. Given the limited time and fiscal
resources in many community-based programs, this feature is very appealing.
Second, the tools allow for observations of practice, minimizing disruptions in and
burdens on the classroom. Third, the tools discussed are crosscutting. Within the
early childhood field, programs are increasingly implementing a mix of curricula,
enhancements, and practices within one setting. Having the framework for a tool
that minimizes data collection challenges and that can cross multiple evidence-

based programs is important.

o Well-designed and flexible fidelity tools can help guide decisions about implementa-
tion in practice by providing a gauge of thresholds of quality and adherence, as well
as a platform for discussion and feedback with the teacher or practitioner. In many
implementation studies, documentation about the intervention generally ends
after the initial training and data collection are completed; however, practitio-
ners may want to sustain interventions after the training is over. Alternatively,
more community-based settings are being directed to choose evidence-based
practices or programs, independent of a study. Flexible fidelity tools may help
support the scale-up and sustainability of an enhancement within and across
early childhood settings by providing practitioners with concrete data to guide
training and technical assistance efforts toward attaining and maintaining
fidelity to the model. Supervisors, coaches, or other professional development
staff can use the fidelity tool ratings to benchmark the minimum levels of qual-
ity and adherence necessary to achieve the desired outcomes.

e Training practitioners on how to assess and report fidelity is feasible even if they do not
have specialized backgrounds in implementation research. In addition to the instru-
ments themselves, the project created training processes and tools that guided
the use of the fidelity instruments. Neither coaches nor trainers in the Head
Start CARES demonstration had specialized training in data collection, report-
ing, or implementation science. The demonstration showed that it is possible
to quickly and, more importantly, effectively train a significant number of pro-
gram staff to successfully use fidelity monitoring instruments.

Fidelity instruments can help practitioners make decisions about the feasibility of
potential adaptations. When evidence-based programs are disseminated, the
practitioners are often interested in adapting programs for their own com-
texts to better serve the needs of their populations or communities. Though
adaptation should be done in conjunction with the intervention developet,
well designed fidelity tools make explicit the core components of a program:
Having this information easily available may assist in navigating the chasm

Set‘;\?een mtentional adaptation, which might improve the likelihood of inter-
ention success, and unintentional program drift, which has the potential to

detract from the anticipated outcomes.

* To best monitor implementation,
evidence-based interventions or p
unique to each intervention versus
dence-based interventions. Measu
ful to ensure unique compone

ractices may find it important to isolate components
components necessary to attain fidelity across all evi-
res tl;athfocus on specific strategies are very use-
nts of the intervention are being i

: ‘ g implemented.
However, if measures focus only on isolated strategies, it becomesf():lifﬁcult to

tell lf t}le IIIlpleIIlellteI 1S genetr ”y d()l] a ()()d ()b ()1 usir St aie 1€S across
a

Future Directions

g?;ceI;I:afd Start CARES demonstration provided an opportunity to create a
OF measuring social-emotional practices ac iple i
meas ross multiple inte i
raters, and sites in the earl i i i ; o
: y childhood field. While the work in th
tion was pioneering, there is still i, The
’ much that needs to be und i
must begin to pay attention to fidelity, j i s e o, £
t elity, including adherence lity, d
participant engagement. However, we s sl oF (he Bt
. : , hould also not lose sigh
other implementation i g ek Lty
processes are also integral to strong impl i
as how implementation chan e, Tt
. ges and unfolds throughout th i
g . . g e year. The implemen-
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at the classroom level; the field should i
factors such as fidelit i , e
y are influenced by organizational i
B onei s g tonal culture and climate, 2)
en the coach and teacher i for
development to fidelity in vivo. S RIS ptcieee el
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Ho%v :;,gr 1st }e‘lzs?mal tf}athﬁdehty be measured thoughtfully, carefully, and clearly.
i ocus of that measurement might shift. I i : idelity
Measurement may be qualitati d i oot imel e
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mmended practices regarding coaching or training that we can general-
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Y¢ Can we create a definitive set of developmentally appropriate qualities or
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programs interested in implementing a number of
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attributes that are necessary to achieve fidelity to any early childhood or profes-
sional development practice? To begin to develop a list of these attributes, measures
are needed that clearly define and quantify dosage, adherence, and quality for each
of the core components of effective implementation such as training and coaching.
More research that begins to answer questions about how variability in these core
components of implementation explains impacts of the intervention is also needed.
By expanding research about how and at what levels various components of imple-
mentation influence impacts, the field can begin to create meaningful thresholds
against which to determine fidelity.

In sum, early childhood implementation science is quickly growing, provid-
ing more clarification with each study about what best supports positive outcomes
for children and families. This chapter has provided a glimpse into the detailed
and nuanced processes initiated to move beyond a one-dimensional understand-
ing of fidelity and fidelity measurement in Head Start CARES, alarge-scale demon-
stration project. The process of documenting fidelity across multiple models, in
multiple settings, and with multiple raters was challenging. The benefits, however,
extend to and have relevance for both research and practice, making it clear that
thoughtful, in-depth fidelity measurement is a worthy undertaking.
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