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seeking spaces of stillness and
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quest for knowledge; stop and listen
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What is Implementation Science?

“Official” Definition In Plain Language

* The scientific study of * The intervention/practice is THE
methods to promote uptake of  THING

research findings in real- - Implementation strategies are
world practice settings to the stuff we do to try to help
improve quality of care people/places DO THE THING

(Eccles & Mittman, 2006) .
* Implementation outcomes are

HOW WELL those
people/places do the thing.
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Questions/Comments?
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1. Scholarly Teaching

Delivery of recommended pedagogy (
to the right students at the right time.

Identification of new questions and
gaps in student outcomes.

2. Science of Learning 3. Practice-Based Research

-/ 1 N\ YA —

3a. Effectiveness Research
2a 2b 3al 3all 3b

Scholarship of

Basic Cognitive Efficacy Research Teaching and Learning || Systematic Reviews Implementation
Science & Meta-analyses '
Discipline-Based Guidelines Science
Educational Research
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An Example

Utility Value Intervention in Introductory Psychology
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The Utility Value Intervention

« Utility value intervention

 Theoretical basis

« Expectancy-Value Theory
(Eccles, 1983; Eccles &
Wigfield, 2020)

« Evidence of effectiveness

« Labs: d=0.54[0.43-0.66]

» Classrooms: d =0.16 [0.15-
0.19]

Achievement-
Related Choices
and Performance

Expectancies of

Success

Subjective Task
Value
1. Intrinsic
2. Attainment
3. Utility

4. Cost
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Study Design

* Context
* Delivery of the intervention

 Participants
* |[nstructors
« 8/10 participated in semi-structured interviews

« Students
* Intervention
* Implementation Outcomes
« Consent process
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Implementation Frameworks

* Consolidated Framework for Implementation Research
(CFIR; Damschroder et al., 2009, 2011)

 RE-AIM Framework (Glasgow et al., 1999; Glasgow et al., 2019)
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Consolidated Framework for Implementation Research

Implementation

Individual
Characteristic Juter Setting
S

Intervention
Characteristics

Implementatio

Inner Setting  Process

Damschroder et al., 2009; 2011 OREGON STATE UNIV




Results — CFIR Evaluation
" Dimension | Constructs .

3.1 Knowledge and beliefs
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Reliability coefficients for implementation outcomes

_ Cronbach’s alpha [95%
Implementation Outcome ci

Acceptability 0.88 [0.83, 0.92]

Appropriateness 0.91[0.87, 0.94]

_ Feasibility 0.79 [0.72, 0.86]
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Results — CFIR Evaluation

4.1 Planning

4.2 Engaging - Formally Director & Coordinator

. appointed
LI E LTI B i plementation leaders

Process
4.3 Executing Director, coordinator, Non-use of the intervention
researcher executed as No consent message

planned Misuse of the intervention
COVID-19
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Translating
Research
into Action

IMPLEMENTATION
How do | ensure the
INERERIRE
delivered properly?

Glasgow et al., 1999
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Evaluation of UV Intervention Implementation

RE-AIM Issue Content

| Total number potential settings I

rd ~a

Settings Eligible Excluded by Investigator
21 (B7.5%) 3 (12.5%), Satellite campus

ADOPTION . y
Setlings and Instructors Setting and Instructors
Who Participate Who Decline
3 (13.6%)
16 (T2.7%
{ ) 3(13.6%), Forgot 1o Use Did not distribute consent forms (n=2)
+ Did not use at correct time (n=1)

Other

Total Potential Participants
1,348

Students Eligible Excluded by Investigator
1,215 (90.1%) 133 (9.9%), Did not complete assignment

v

Students Consenting Stwdents Decline Mot Contacted
90 (7.4%) 1,061 (B7.3%) 64 (5.3%)

¥

Fidelity of Intervention Dalhrqr)\l
by Instructors as in Protocol

v

Mot measured in this study

v

MAINTENANCE Mot assessed in this study

IMPLEMENTATION

—=| Rafer 1o Adoption Rates

EFFICACY

Adapted from RE-AIM
CONSORT guidelines,
Glasgow et al., 2018)

Individual Level

Setting Level
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Questions/Comments?
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Translating Research to Practice

Ve

Identi.fy the Has the ( Efficacy Research
practice of POl shown (Design for implementation)

interest (POI) efficacy?

Has the Effectiveness

POl shown research
effectiveness?

Q7 all\lrgt’ | -
Hybrid effectiveness-
wg s implementation trials

Mixed methods Designing Testing
studies to implementation implementation
understand strategies strategies
context

Lane-Fall, Curran, & Beidas (2019)

Fig. 1 "Subway” schematic to guide researchers contemplating implementation studies of evidence-based interventions OREGON STATE 1
UNIVERSITY 7
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Thinking About IS in HPE

* What educational methods do you use in the
classroom/clinical learning environment?

* What is the evidence-base for teaching strategies in
HPE - didactic and clinical?

» Share your educational methods and evidence-based
strategies
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