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Education in 1974, the RDx is composed of eight Regional Exchanges
and four central support services. In 1979 nembers of the RDx agreed
to collaborate in the development of a resource base on the
jdentificatior and validation of promising educational grograms,
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The Search for-Quality Control in
Dissemination of Educational°Products and Practices:
A Look at the Literature and Major Issues

Linda Reed
R&D Interpretation Service

INTRODUCTION

~.

The concern about validation of educational programs and practices--2
relatively new one for the educational world--has been a phenomenon of the
seventies. Four early 1nfluence§ creating this phenomenon were (1) the need
to justify the substantial amounts of federal monies that.had been pouving -
into local education agencies which would not continue to be available in such
sizeaplewshms, (2) the need to justify the expenditures by demdnistrating that
the outcomes of federally funded LEA programs are generalizable, (3) the need
to attest to the reliability of the programs and practices to be disseminated,
and (4) the limitations on the ability of such national systems as ERIC to 5

effectively dissemination “exemplary® prograhs and practices.

In response to ;he first three concerns, the United States Office of Education
sponsPred a number of .early efforts to build quality control into the
identification and review of effective programs and products. These early
attempts ied ultimately to the development f. two separate prqcésses: the
Dissemination Review Panel (DRP) process(éﬁ: the Identification, validation,
Qissemjnation (IVD) process. Both were put into operaticn in 1972 for

essentially the same purpose:

<




. to establish credible standards and procedures for identifying
successful programs, ‘to provide for consumer protection when user
school districts are searching for successful programs wifich will
help them solve educational protlems or meet identified needs and
t: p:e!?nt the continued use of scarce funds in “reinventing the
wheel.

]

In 19?5: after two years of pilot testing, a procedure for validating
" successful school business practjces was published by the Research Corporation
of the Asssciation of School Business Officials in cooperation with the United
- States Office of Education and the State Departments of Education. The

Sharing Business Success handbook outlines validation procedures for such

t

practices as budgetfng{and financial planning, data processing, negotiations,
office manggeqent, operation and maintenance of p1ahts; personnel management,
| __.pljnt-nlannin§ and-construction, professional development, property o
:f*. ‘manqganent, pupil transportaf:ion; purchasing and supply management, school
1 food and nutrition management, school safety, and energy conversation.
Other efforts which will be disZussed in this paper include the Project

Information Packages (PIPs) Project and the Bibliographic Retrieval Service's
(BRS) National Education Practices File. _ﬂ'

OVERVIEW OF MAJOR VALIDATION PROCEDURES

~

The Joint Dissemination Review Panel

Approximately 250 programs have been validated since 1972 by the Joinﬁ
Dissemination Review Panel (JDRP), originally the Dissemination Review Panel.
In 1975 the review panel was enlarged by the addition cf representatives fro

'ihe National Institute of Education (NIE) and assumed its new title. Froni
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' . 1975 to 1980, the panel was composed of 22 members, eleven from USOE,

appointed by the Commissioner of Education, and eleven from NIE, appointed by
the Director of the Institute. Members of the panel were chosen for their
experience in education and for thejr ability to amalyze evaluative evidence
on the foect%veness of educational products and practices. Although the
vadvent of the Department of Education and, more reéent1y, the Republican
administration, has led to no 1mﬁed1ate changes in the composition of th?
panel, it is possible that ;here w111 be modifications in the coming year or

>

two. ¢

JORP revievw was originally confined to programs developed with federai funds.

The panel now reviews a broad range of programs which come from all states and
) {

which have been developed with funds from a variety of sources. Only

proprietary projects and products are not eligible for review.

d

The Joint Dissemination Review Panel Ideabook2

» the major pub11cat}on of the
panel, establishes, and explains in detail, criteria for evaluating programs,
giving samples of convincing and non-convincing data from validation
applicants. The Ideabook also lists typical evaIuation'hazards‘which

validation' teams should be alert for.

Six questions must be addressed by a validation team as it examines an

educational practice, although the Ideabook makes it clear that evidence of

..

"effectiveness is the sole criterion for approval by the JDRP*3:




5.

Did a change occur? Was the change a positive -one that was in some
way related to the vbjectives?

Was the effect consistent encugh and observed often -enough to be
statistically significant?

Was the effect educationally significant?. & . In judging the

educational significance of an intervention's impact, two factors

must be considered: the size of the effect and: the importance of the
area in which it happened. There cught to be a reasonable balance
between the two factors. The chance that a small gain would be
considered educationally significant is higher in a broad or
educationaiiy jmportant area than in a narrow or 1ess important area.
Can the ihtervention be imp]emented in another location with a
reasonable expectation or comparabie impdct?

Is the project setting unique?

Is the project effect solely due to the unique characteristics
of the staff?

What evidence is there to suggest that the intervention would
work with different participants, in a different setting, and
with a different staff?

khat components are essentiai? Can these be disseminated?

How likely is it that the observed effects resuited from the
intervention?

Can plausible alternative explanations be generafid?
Can the aiternative explanations be rejected?

Is the presented evidence believable and interpretable?

Are there any apparent inconsistencies in the data presentedf:

Are enough data presented to satisfy the skeptical evaluator?

Are the inferences drawn from the data consistent with the
evidence?

Has evidenie been presented that common errors have been
avoided?

Project staff who decide to submit their project for review by JORP follow a

specific format for submitting materials (see page5). They can submit no

more than 10 pages of explanation and documentation. The difficulty of

seiecting the most appropriate information and of demonstrating avoidance of

typical evaluation pitfalls leads most project directors to hire outside

evaluators.

4 8
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FORMAT FOR SUBMITTING MATER
TO THE JOINT DISSEMINATION REVIEW PANEL

IALS

PROGRAR AREA: (e.g., Title III, resding, career education, envirommental education, education fur the
. Mandicapped) .

11. DEVELOPED 8V

Indicate-who developed the fnterventior orfginally, even if this happoned at a different site than the
one for which avidence of effectiveness is being presentad.

b 4

]

SOUACE ARD LEVEL OF FUNDING:

List all funding sources for the intarvention at the location for which evidence of effectiveness is
presentad and, for ‘sach source, 11st the emount of funds (see Figure 1 for an example).

EVIDENCE OF EFFCCTIVENESS:

Osscride the evidencs of effectivenass for the intsrvention.
the following points, although not necessarily. in the same order:

Evidence that the quantitative
clatmed.

Who collected and analyzed the data, what assurances ars there that

octive?
?\Nt is the evidence that souething heppened? ¥hat are the effects claimed

L= Ehe Proguct or 7 cs been tasted widaly enough and under
diverse cirtumstances to give assuranca that the effects claimed may be similar
product or practice is used elsawhers for the populations intanded.

1. INTERVENTION TITLE, LOCATION:
. - e v o
Spodg“m title-of the intarvention and the location for which evidence of effectivaness {s baing

YEARS OF INTERVENTIUM DEVELOPMENT:
Indicate the year ar yzars during which the intervention wes originally developed or testad.

SRIEF DESCRIPTION OF INTERVENTIOM:

mm{wn the intervention for which claims of effectiveness are being mads. The description
should cover at least the following points:

What 1s the {ntarvention?
« What are its objectives?
What claims of effectiveness are
~ What 1s the comtart in which it operates?
W) are the {ntanded users and beneficlaries?
What are the charsitaristics of the groups on which the intervention was develcped and tested?
WAt are the salient features of the intervention?
What are the costs of adoption and meintanance of the Cintervention?

.
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,98asuTes are reliable and valid
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3 section should deal with esch of

What 13 the evidence *Nat the effects happened
11kaly to happen again under simtlar circumstances?

WMt i3 the evidence that the effests ars
0 esducationally meeningful, marqlu: of

Can altermative axplanations
or treataent growps, etc., de ruled out?




: . The review process actually be‘gins with the belief of a project officer that

the project 1s,worthy°ot national dissemination. A1l submissions are reviewed
in-depth by the originating federal program nffice. They are examined for
‘factuai accuracy, social fairness, and possible harm to users, as well as for
evidence of effectiveness. The final review is conducted by a seven-member
sub-panel of the JDRP convened by, the Executive Secretary. A vote is taken on
the submission 1mmed1ate1§\after the review-~a simple majority is required for
a favorable decision. JDRP has been known to ask for resubmission where
evidénce is less than adequate for a decision. The minutes of a¥bl reviews are

available to project staff and the general public.

-]

A}

Projects that are' approved by JDR;? become eligible for, but are -not
gua;anteed, dissemination funds distributed by the Department of Education to
selected projects. These projects beccme part M\:he National Diﬂ'gsion
Network (NDN), a nationwide system estab11shed t s\\st schools,
postsecondary 1nst1tut10ns, -and others in improving thé‘(\\ducaticn programs
through the adoption of exemplary education projects approved\?y JORP; such
-projects are known as Deve10per/Demonstrator (D/D) projects. thg\these
funds, and with the assistance of State Facilitators (SFs)--offices\inated

' with each state and funded by the Department of Education to help local ™.

: schools and others learn about and adopt D/D projects--the staff of va11dated
projects can assist in the adoption or adaptatio hety programs or
practices at other sjtes. D/D- projects afe_desgribed in tha: NDN catalog,
Educational Programs that Work, which is distributed nation§11y.

e

\ N




- Identification, Validation, Dissemination (IVD)

- The IVD process was 1njt1ated Jointly by the National Advisory Council for
Supﬁ]émbntary Centers and Services, State ESEA Title III Coordinators and ESEA
Title III personnel in the U.S. Office of Education, and the National
Association of State Advisory Council Chairmen, with input ard assistance from
the;State Departments of Education. Although IVD was initially degigned for
the validation of Title III (now Title IV) programs, the developer; hoped that

the process would be used for validating other programs as_we11. In fact,

most states that use the IVD process use Title IV funds to validate programs

funded under that T1t1é.§

The IVD process represented for its developers a guality contrcl effort which

woulid serve a duaf function:

First, .it would provide a systematic mechanism by which the
educational value and effectiveness of emerging programs, practices,
and products could be reviewed and assessed as to.their success;
f.e., the purposes and outcomes of develgpmental:projects would be
“proven to work.* Second, the validation process wuuld enable the
creation of a hank of proven educational practices. Once programs
and products have been validated as effective and exportable, they
could be entered intoc this bank of successful programs. The
validation prpgram, therefore, addressed the need to identify and to
certify programs and practices that could facilitate constructive
educational changes in our nation's public and non-profit private
schools, and providad guidance not only in establishing the
educational worth of a project at its original §1te but aiso in its
successful replication in other school systems.

o

-
v

The iVD process is guided by a handbook called Sharing ggucationaI Success: A

Handbook for Validation of Educational Practices. The original handbook made

very epricif-thg procedures to be used by the-state, by the validation team,

and by project staff. It offered fhree very general criteria, but the forms

-
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‘ in. the handbook made very explicit the requirements for meeting these

criteria. Projects were given no gufdance‘Qn Sharino Educational Success

regardiog(evafoation hazards or kinds of data that represent proof .of

achievement gains. : )

[ 4

In 1979, a revised edition of Sharing Educational Success was completed by the

~U.S. Office of Education in cooperation with the Association of State-Advisory
fCouncils and the State Departments of Education. Three major considerations

Ted to the need for a revised edition: (1) the states felt the need to

develop a cadre of individuals at the state level who would be well trained

" and who wouid ensure quality control of the validation standards nationa}ly;~
(2) there was a need for state autonomy in the valiqat¥on process--autcnomy
. which would allow thea states to modify, within federul guidelines, processes

and procedures for project validation; and (3) there was 2 need to reduce the

cost of the IVD process for both the states and the federal government.8

- xb the IVD process, each state validates projects that it believes are
exemplary, based on the following criteria:
1. Effectiveness/Success: Project objectives identified for validation
are supported by conv!ncing evidence showing statistically and

educationally significant outcomes.
" - . .
The documented effectiveness or success of a program or practice
is of paramouqt importance for yvalidation. A proygram or
. practice can be proven to work” in numerous ways including:

. (1) by demonstrating with convincing evidence that the program
will bring about desired change or improvement over .the existing
practices, (2); by demonstrating a more efficient or cost-
effective program or practice through improved management,

' * resource utilization, etc., or (3) by demenstrating with
convincing evidence that a desired objective may be accomplished
. without detrin.ant to the existing program.?

ot
s
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=~ "~ ‘yalidation that the on-site visit be conducted according ] to

2.

o

txportability: Information is provided to demonstrate project or

practice is capable of being diffused to other school iistricts and
can be adopied or adapted by oiher school districts with similar

needs and environments.

- )
For the project as a whoIe {or for each applicable component)
information required includes evidence of educationdl .
significance, a description of the minimum level of adoption or
replication which would produce similar results, and information
about the target population; staffing and training requirements;

- materials,. equipment, and fac111t1es, replication costs; and
special problems.'V

\

ShhiingﬁEducationaI Success describes six steps to be taken in the validation

. process.

These steps can be modified by individual states to meet their own

needs, and time- and money-saving'options are ‘suggested.

Te

LEA completes and submits application for validation to the state
agency or office responsible for coordinating validation activities
at the state level,

Preiiminary review by the state agency for validation followed by:
a. approval for validation team review; or
b. - return_to_the LEA for revision according “to suggestions,
or
c. disapproval for further va11dation.‘

Selection of the validation-team:
a. the team leader to be selected from out-of-state from the
1ist of USQE-trained team leaders within the region,
b. two team members selected from within the state from the
11st of State-trained members.

Review. of application by individual team members. (This may be done
as individuals in isolation from the other team members or the team
may be convened to review an individual application or serve as a
panel to review a group of applications):

a. the .team leader makes recommendations to the state agency
responsible for validation that the identified revisions
are to be compIeted before the on-site team visit is
cenducted.

b. the team leader 1nforms the state agency responsible for

the existing application.

13




all team members on-site.. Some states have designated an individual
team member to conduct the on-site visit as a cost savings measure.
The individual conducting the on-site visit serves the role of
collecting and clarifying any incomplete or missing information
identified by the review of the application by the whole team.

6. The primary-.decision of the validation team is either approval or
. disapproval under the IVD standards.
If approved the team might also make the following recommendations:
1. Submission to JDRP
2. State Dissemination ‘
3. A special com??nent or product be recognized as worthy of
distribution.

An abbreviated form of the application requirements for IVD validation is on

12

. pages 13 and 14, The requirements set forth in the original edition of

Sharing Educational Success, again in abbreviated form, can be found in the

- Appendix. -

- The IVD process requires no commitment from the federal government beyond
assistance in training validation teams. After a program or practice is

validated, the developers of Sharing Educational Success recommend that the

state take one or more steps:

Successful completion ¢f the federal-state IVD process would be tied

to a "pay-off" to the project and to the state. Such rewards may

include, but not be 1imited to, entry into a state-operated

diffusion network, access to funds for project diffusion,

preliminary screening for national JORP validation, or to otherwige
. serve as a-vehicle for educational improvement within the state.

" The Department of Education may furnish technical assistance for state-level

diffusion, but only if -~ state-validated project is also approved by JDRP.

‘ 5. Conduct of the on-site visit. The most frequent procedure is to send

§

-
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’ State Varfations. The IVD process has been somewhat controversial since its

introduction. Some states still use this process, some states have modified
- or adapted the process to meet their own needs, and a few have no validation

. procedures at all,

-

An August 1977 survey of certification mefhods applied to innovative public
: school programs conducted by Ray E. Foster of the Educational Innovatjons
% . Section of the Florida Department of Education ]f found that, of 50 states
; ~and territories responding t;‘the survey, 45 responded positively to the

following question:

Does 50ur state education agency use a formal method to review and
certify project developed programs (e.g., those developed under ESEA .

IV-C Innovation) before promoting their widespread use?!
. . A total of 33 respondents (73%) reported using the IVD process, although only
§~ﬂ 5 of these used that process alone; 22 used the IVD process and the JDRP

- process; and 6 used those two processes in conjunction with a state-desveloped

—_— pr-ocess.]6 Six states indicated discontinued hse of IVD, and five states

that were using the IVD process at the time of the survey indicated that they

were in the process of developing their own certification methods.

A conclusion of the team conducting the survey was that "it appears that ‘the

current trend is toward state-developed certification methods and away from

IVD participatiqn.”]7

A more recent survey, conducted in 1980 and 1981 by the Research and

,__‘_ “Development Exchange, shows that the state of affairs—has-not changed-much -
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. since the 1977 -survey. Of the fifty states surveyed by the RDx, all
» responded. Forty-five reported that they have some form of estabiished
?1n_--procedure»for!valjdating promising educational practices. Alabama, Hawaifi,
~ Louisiana, Mississippi, and Nevada reported that they do not have a '
i, procedure, Appeoxiﬁatel& two-thirds (29) of the states that have validation

[

programs employ either the IVD procedure (23 statee) Sr some modification of

‘ , the IVD procedure (6 states). Typical modifications of IVD involve the use of
; _ jnestate site reviewers to reduce gosts and/or the use of state raview panels
£ n conjunction with the site visits. Roughly a third of the states (N=16)

; reported that they use their own state-developed validation processes. The
state-developed—processes differ from IVD with respect to the specific
criteria and operational procedures used to verify the effectiveness and

transportability of the promising practices. Two of the stetes with their own

18

o~

" JORP process.

o - * A
1

develop their own vaiidation process:

Ps

A few states have developed a state-level IVD process which draws upon
-many of the significant elements of both IVD and JORP, but represents
-more than a composite of thuse two processes. ' In general the state-~

IVD process attempts to develop 2 state-administered procedure for the

quality control of programs, practices and products that are consonant

with and responsive to the needs of an- individual state. Further,
because the validation process involves the participation of

§ndividuals and projects that come from a more limited geographical

area, the major bencfit expected to accrue 1ﬁ that the validation

process promises to be more cost-~ffective,

i - :
. processes (New Hampshire and Pennsylvania) viewed them as modifications of the

S Shirigg Educational Success mentions two benefits whieh accrue to‘states which -




IVD SUBNISSION REQUIREMENTS

(Abbreviated Form)

A. Applicant Information ({acluding xpenditures)
9. Prafect Abstrect or Overview

. A twe-page summery describing key elements: target group needs addressed, what you did (pncou). results,
. significance of results, and cost and exportadility rs.

2grt 11, Effectiveness/Success
Ty T A lurete-and - Qbjectives-— - - - - ,f;ufhhm, -
- 1. ldentify the mjor purpose of the p or practica.
. List the-anticipated s or objectives of the
. fy how-much change nm:wmviwmcmcudformajmin1fumuunot
included in the statement of objectives.
4. Oescride how the major cbjectives are {intarrelated and if they are of equal importances.

8. Progree Activities e
1. Describe the u+s(u) including each ny element, such as: )

3. Wt the Tearner di¢ differently
b. What the teacher ¢i¢ diffarently

- Use of‘mﬁt‘lml or m(n;mditlmt materials ‘
. Spacial manegement p -
¢. Duration and fhtensity of procsss «(i.o.. datly schedule)
‘ f. Invelvement ﬂ,m and/or commmity .
e ¢.- fvaluntion Destgn - :

v 1. Deteride driefiy tan cnlutin design utilized in the project. (Time serics,. Daseline, norm

f referencad, tredit 1ona]l expertmental-control design, discrepancy model, case study, ete.)

. | 2. Estadlish that the evaluation fnstruments ar data gathering thchniques ut{lized were valid, reliable

i and sengitive....The follmu formte {s sumud for each instrument:

. Tost or data ta.r! devica
5. Yalidt » "

c. Relfabfility
d. Neret (1f normerefefenced tests) .
e. Criteria lowuis (if criterion-referenced tests)
£, Other relevant characteristics
3. Shuv that evidence was systamtically gathered and recorded.
0. Baguits and Anglyris .

1. Report the results of the process intervention. Relats these results to specified obfectives, both
process and product. Indicate whether results met or varied from expectations. .

The following formst weuld be haipful in responding for each objective:
a. Expectad changs or mticipated outsome .
b. Actual chenge or-results. Utilize charts, graphs, statistical sussmries where appropriats o
¢. Sigmificance of results--either statistical or othoMu. if other than statistical provide
rationale for evaluation of significance. )
hr overell moet-mlu*

8. Estisste of sducations] or practical :wlmm of findings
b. Srief interpretation of results

2. Show that the results were, systamatically and competintly analyzed.
3. Report uwenticipated outcomes of mejor {mportance and significance.
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IVD SUBNISSION REQUIREMENTS
{Abdreviated Form)
Continued

are IIL Exporuaptity .

The decimentac success of a program s an

santial part in making that program available for diffusion.

ot
The actusl process of diffusion mey require a different, but related, set of p activities and
mterfals. This section will 1dentify and document the 'me'-': up'umty to ’1ffuu 3 successful program.

z.

‘.

7.

Sducations! Sionificance

Isportance te the cducational commmity, megnitude of the problem, benefits of a replication in.
anether school sits, etc.

Tareet Populagion

Oescridbe the sppropriste learner mlazin for the replication of the program and any unique -
charecteristics about -the original sits that mey limit the success of a replication.

$uftin and Traiuing Rewyiremenc -

\ .
Descride al staffiry and any toatning that is needed in order to replicité the program. Is such
staff usually aveflable'ts a schooi district; can the training be segmented?

Interials, Cowiomant, Factlisies

Oescride all reqeired. meteriils, equipmant, and facilities necassary to replicats the
progran. Previde copies ng on-site visit,

Hinimm Meetice or Agplication

Oescride what would comstitute a minimm level of replication of your program tiat would produce
simtlar results te these you have documented &3 succassful. -Can {ndividual components be

replicatad? .

Detail all costs, -including costs of training, materdals, and start-up.

Soecial Probiems )

Describe spacial probiems that are iikely o be encountared in the replication and operation of your
pregram. How Can they be overcome or avoided? ° -

- . —
e

g b -
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‘ Sharing Business Success (SBS)
: Business practices. which successfully go through the bro&ggure outlined in A

Handbook for identification, Validation, and Dissemination of S;:ho(ﬂ Business

(3

Practices receive_validation approval from both the State-Education Agency and
the Association of School Business Officials. The Process is similar to the .

~N

Identifigation, Validation, Dissemination (IVD) process in operation but is

similar to the JORP process in its rigor.

= " Appﬁﬂ'nts for validation are required to submit a preliminary appﬁcation, - .
wh?if:h is reviewed by a screen\ing comittee. Applicants suppIy\the following

wod

information: (1) a statement of major outcomes in objective form; (2) a
‘ description in sequence of the cl;anges, interventions, or activities whch
‘ cmicd the accunpﬁsmts or outcomes; (3) a description of how the outcomes
-ware evaluated and evidence that achjgvements werz significant, the result of
the new practice, §nd‘persistent over time; .(4) i description of materials
and/or gquipme-nt used by the practice; (5)‘ a statement of all costs; (6) a
" description éf' savings in time anTi/or: money; (7) a de'sqribtion and number of
. personnel directly af_f”e'c-f'.ed or involved in the practice; and (8) i statement

about other relevant information or spe€1a1 conditions bearing on the success
A, -
20

R

¢

of the practice.

- .
4

— Those local education agencies which are invited to make full application must
.W_ supply extensive information abouf the pracfi'ce--its effecti.ve‘ness,) . .

‘ efficiency, cosf, anc; exportability--and must undergo at least a one and a

. half day site visit. The criteria for success are those used-by the Joint ¢
‘ 'Dissmin;tion Review Panel (JORP). ~ v

¥

Wi
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: ‘ An abbreviated form of the application for validation can be found on pages
17-19.21 ’

Project Informa*ion Packages (PIPs)

Another t;a:jor validation effort, undertaken by RMC Research Corporation for
the USQE Office of P'lannjng,' Budgeting, and Evaluation in the early seventias,
was a project' called "The Deve10pment of Project Infomﬁion Packages (PIPs)
for Effective Approaches in Compensatory Education.” The concern that the -
projects selected for replication uhnder, thi; phco.ject be "exemplary in
producing signi%icant ‘cognitive achievement benefits" !ed to a major effort to
develop and describé a validation process more stringent than that used by ’thfe
J{)RP.ZZ Approximtely 2,000 projects in compensatory education were reviewed |
. by RMC in a nationwide search. Of these, 103 weré examined in depth; only 6
. met all of the criteria.
An outgrdwth of the work performed by RMC for the PIP progr;m was the

publication by USOE .of two volumes in a projected series of handbooks designed

' to provide insight into validation procedures. The two volumes which have

been published are A Procedural gdide for Validating Achievement Gains in

Educational Prgject523 and A Practical Guide to Measuring Pr:oiect Impact on

Student Achievement,z"' which discussess five evaluation models and the
procedural implications of each. ‘

Selection of projects for the PIP program involved three lévels of criteria.-
In the first screening, designed to eliminate programs which were not

; ‘ compensatory, four prerequisites had to be met:

r,i__ o 16 20 ' _ -




I fasic [nformcion

i

Includes statement of accomplisheents a3 cbjectivas or outcomes,
of .-”M

SHARING BUSINESS SUCCESS

Submfssion Requirmments
{Abbreviated Form) .

description of activities, description

als nd/or equipment, costs, savings {a time and money, description »f parsowel, and evidance
activeness, efficiency, 'and axportability. ATso. ncludes s brief description of locally designed

publications and matarfals and a description of umanticipatad outcomes and spineoffs.,

N, Effectiveness Critgrion

Only majer shjectives should be presented for validation. A major cbjective represents a central
m«&‘mamamt be reflected in the amount of effort, staff time, funds expended,
- and wnticipated-eutcomy: - - : T

Suely the fellewing {nfermation for eech ohjective:

T. Qjectives sheuld be stated {n msssursble terns descriding who Or what has besn affacted, when
g"s €5 be accemplished, how the accomplisiments have been measured, hou one will know that
Jccomplishments heve occurred, and under what conditions.

+ 2, Frevide evidence te show that there was need for the objective.

Oescribe in dotatl the

I3

sctivities vsal ta achieve this objective Including, wherc appropriats,

the perind «,mﬁu. special materials, staffing, 7actiitias, and inservice triining, etc.

e s dme

4. Osscride thr evaluation design, 1.¢., pre-nost msasure, baseline data, pest asasurs only,

.

10.

1.

12.

13.

tal comcrel.

Osecribe data callection procadures specifying type of dats collected, method of data collection,

timslines (2 table format {3 suggested).

s

If evaluation information wes collectsd on & sampling of the practice participants, describe
sampling tochmique. Cive sample size acd evidenca of represemtativeness.

Whete contrel vaits or orowps wers used, descride how they were selectsd and give soxe indfcation
of their epuivclancy to the eperimental growp or umie.

Tdentify ind descride each iastrwemnt o measuring davice ussd In the evaluation.

€ive evidence that persons responiible for dats collection (adwinistration of tusts, {aventories,
rating forms, or scales) were qualified for their tasks. If any {nstrument utilized required
special training or precadures, 30 indfcats,

Describe dats verif{cation procidures ysed to assure the accurscy of dats. Th'ducﬁmm should
include the sature of and degree to which data verification procedures were used to detect and
o correct ervers in data cansgement. :

Oescribe the data amelysts procedure(s) used in deta treatmcnt and {nterpretation. Include names
of persens or agencies respensible for data analysis.

Previde statistical evi
attatmment (criterion 1

dence (results or findings) that the m} P sccoptadle level of
evels) was achieved. v

Describe swpperting evidence that tha attafmuent of the objective can be atiributed to the
wnnunm:’ma.

Previde-ovidance of ecenciric o educationai fmpact of the repertsd findings. Cite both pasitive

wd negative outcodes.

aendgament, instruction
Mv.:

18. 1?\3‘0{:'mlu:1m which were drewn fres the results ind findings reportad in item numvers

consider the impact of the'practice on one or more of the following:
» persoanel, student services, and’educations’ climete of the school and |




Sfficiency Crivrion -

Uficiency s that characteristic of a practice that identifies it as being exaselary when msssured
%y 3 comerisen of 113 products with custs, timd, and effort. i

LI mmmm Oescride hev the prierity for {nplamenting this practica was determined.

2. . Oescride the per unit cost of the practice and compare it with the
W&mu was {aplanentad and with gther similar practices, 1f known.

k B I_ﬂmw&uuum'm(ml tize or staff hwrs) saved, a3 a
) 4 c8. Fe with ether practices er with conditions before cractics was

okjectives,

Provide infermation which comperss the giins, if applicadle, mede by the practice with
Mmmm&lywu(l)m;cml systam, and (2) dy other schoe!

4. '.m:mnmtmuummnmmoa-mm
F) atien, @astios {3 nat whether there 13 & statistically significant rln
or change, Wt . mmtplnmuufu“bymm”nﬂu\dw:jnln

E . Mu\qfn.ﬁu regarding (1) what similar sctivities this practice
::!:e:‘. g‘ Ez) how the COSts were abssrbed by its iastailation, and (3) how any savings were

8. %aw. Prasent fnfocvatiodMich showe img-m outcomes
: . & codt.

N
TN

Y. Caxt Stataest Crisarton AN ‘

hd AN
A swmery of the expendituret (including indirsct costs) for the start-up ad operation of the.
practice. Infermation-is given for esch cbjective. .

. starteup Operationsl Indivect
T itm Casts " Costs Casts ,
Porspans!
Star? Development
Maserisls N . ¥
touipamt . J m~
Contractad Services .
Other
» . 3
- |TOTAL
VI Expertability Criterion
1. . Previda a description of the need for this practics in other districts. If the
cs Can e Mepted i part, the avidencs sn,ldmmau this, ,
2. i . Pressrt evidesca that the practice will continve in approxisstaly v, same
—— 3 od of time that will allow examination by {atsrestad observers.




.

SHARING BUSINESS SUCCESS o~

Submisgion Requirements i
(Abbrevisted Form)
Continued

3 Seecitictey Sneary.

4. Numbor and qualifications of staff .

b, Effect of the practice om staff, orgenfzation, and community .

¢. Description of sssmmtial equipment and facilities ) .
4, Description of sisantial matertals .

¢, Required staff treining

f. Commmity participation .

4. Description of sdditienal factors essential to the succsss of mlmtiu

& mqs ;gﬂ q “Oescribe the willingniss of the scheel sduinistration t5 act ai host and -
ausigm s assist potamtial sdopters. . ,

L - . Descride the mivéut. mterials, and equipment now avaflable which cenvey
"w of the practice te a petantiai adeptar. )

.. ) Osscribe the practica in terms of the eass of ‘understanding, exteat of

.1" Tequired, - singleness faf purpese, and adoptadility withewt mejor djustaents te Other
orges -s. .

‘the avetladil{ty of materials and equipment hat are essencial

N
special problems (unfque 20 this kind of practice) which tne sdesting.
inplaionting the sneg;n and describe selutions. "

19
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--. 1. Provides instruction in reading and/or math.
N . 2. Serves children in grades K-i2. : .
i .+ 3. Serves educationally j‘iadvantaged children. 7
.- * 4, Has achievement test d¥ta for more than one "1nstance.“ AT

. The second level of screening centered on the fol owjing considerations: .
1. Availability ) ' '

Accessib'ﬂity (can be visited for vaIidatién; personnel a::e
cooperative; procedures, results, and costs are documented)

L}

. Acceptabﬂity (operationaI in pubHc schooIs, not primarily a.-

) N singIe comerciaI product)
1AL . -

;EM ) 20 Cost ~ ‘ . . 7 © .
s ) Cost of equipment p1us special personne1 (per pup11) _
s - Cost-of initial investment (per pupi 19 ' .o

3. 'aepﬁ’ch?mty R ,

a S =an major "components can be c1ear1y duplicated
4, ‘E\ffectiveness ST

: Achiévement test data show consisteliﬂy that actual post-
53 - treaiment performance exceeds the no-treatment expectaticn by an
- amount. which'is statistically significant and equal to at-least
one-third standard deviation with respect to the_national norm.
‘ A gain of one-third standard Heviation.with respect to the
) natjonal norm was chosen as the criterion to be used in the
national packaging effort for determining exemplary status.25

»

The finaI stage of screening for the PIP preject required descriptions of the
v experimentaI and comparison groups, the evaluation model employed, discussion
: of} possible confgunding influences, and representation of evidence of ’ =
_ statistical significance. Prq_:]ecfs_ vqhigt.!" were still under consideration after

the \ti/nal scr:.-.enin'g were then taken througtj the 22 ;teps in the “decision

t

tree® for validating statistical significance which is described in A . -

. Procedural Guide for Validating Achievement Gains in Educational Projects. The

A)

\




26 27

the fiow chart for the decision tree“’ and a

N ‘ three screening workshops,
; 28

brief description of the 22 steps

4 -~

are on rxges 22-27,

. National Education Practices File

{NIE's Educationai Resources Information Center (éﬁlc) has also responded to -
| N

"'the growing concern about {dentification of worthwhile educational programs .
\and practices. The ERIC system was originally designed to make readily

';: \avaiiabie fugitive research, conference documents, and federal reports. In
f"“ Xhe early seventies it became evident that many of the documents in the system

enéb LER practice rather than research, and the focus for the monthiy

journ RIE* hanged from Research in Education to Resources in _Education.

1This was not ‘endugh, however, and the“pressure to develop a file of _

educational practices grew. A feasibility study for such a file by.

Bibliographig Retrieval Services, Inc. (BRS) led to the design anc development

by that organization of the National Education Practices File. One of the
major probieﬂs*for 8RS in deveioping tne.fiie nas‘the question of how to
xalidate the practices. ‘In fact, that proved impossibie--some,practices in

~ the Nationai ducation Practices File have evaluation data, others do not.

- Decisions aboz& the relative merits of the practices are left tc the users of
the file. \

¥
““::;’_:V s 2P

In January 1979 NIE seiected 12 pilot sites for the National Education

. « - Practices-File: : S

Alaska - State of Alaska, Department of
. . Education, .Juneau
: - California San Mateo cducational Resources Center’
. @ , (SMERC), Redwood City
- J
- 25
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ERIC__

p—
1A FuiiToxt Provided by Eric

¢

PANEKT TINE

Oats ° Infeials .

. N thoors vs. Wale class

if

SITES - .

Q Provides nmnctua in nmn d/or sath
Q Sorves chfldren in grades X-12
N . g m&rmmmuully disadvantaged chil¢ren

svament test data fw.ntaum’lum’

PROJECT STLECTION CRITERIA NORKSMEET 11
Prelintinary Screening Criterta

AADANUITY
Accossidility:
3 Can b visited for validation
3 Persemnel_sre coeperstive SR
(] Procedures, remilts, st cests are docusented
- ecoptant1iy: i
(3 Overstigmal tn public schesls ¢
O met nﬁiﬂly s gingle camerctal product

=14
O Costpmnt pius spectal persomel loes then §____
[ Isttial favestmeat less thom $___ per puptl

per pupil

(I (Altarmetively) Per-pupi! coet ever a three cperations! od includt - 1
L 1 it yur pert Ny STArt-vp &ml should

O A1l mager comsacnts con closrly be duplicated. Compenents include: metarfals. hardwere,
virenmts.

personngl, and

PR
SPPRCTIVORS t
. »

a Achisvement tast deta shew congistontly that sctual post-treatment

perfo exceeds the
20-treatint ¢xpOCctation by 0 amcunt which {s :uti:tiully significant and ml to 4t least

— STONEPE deviacion wits respect to the national norm.




PROJECT SELECTION CRITERIA NORKSHTET {11
. - Aalysts of Project Evaluation , '
Complete a separats sieat for sach validating sits or combination of sites for which separata data are
: regortad. ‘
; » —_
i
. Tryeut Grow
I. Tryeut Ssmry . ‘ ’ :
. VLA Treitment.giow description i :
;iw“.-~" N - : _,,‘\,
..... “ §..Semels/Clas = 3
i X ¢ 2
1. Masher; ) ~
2. ;
I1. CvlustionNedel Eaployed \ s
Normereferenced. . _ : :
Contrel growy. ~ ; ;
- . : :
0cher (spectty)_ !
111, Confeunctng hﬂm (comsunt on itams. checked)
Inadoquats tests_____ - : . . -
ot Ting/Floer maa T
- VEFOICTRGAT TaTection via pretest z
IV, Gvalwetion Outcomes ‘
A. Cvidenge of Statistical Stgwificancs
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DECISION TREE FOR VALIDATING STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE

Are the test instrusents adequately reliable and valid for the populition being considersd?

- . Yes  Precesd to Step 2 :
L) Mefect tast scores as measures of project success 5
- St 2 Are pra- or posttest score distridutions of any grewps curtailed by cailing or floor effects? :
s 7 Yos w-umsm«mmxt.mr‘mmmmm '
— and proceed to Step 3
o Proceed te Step 3 .
- ‘ el ¢ mr:.m :‘ullm mt:“wmmg experiance mey have been at least partially ;
P ! L Yes . uﬂ-amstu«mmmﬂmmmm. :
L . s . - and proceed to Step & . . . .
TR S . 0m . mmusmc\ 2 .y
: stae d ’ s tm:'m g.umvo mgum:qcﬁgmwumunmu leist nmmy
: Yes Estimate the size of the effect, record in the worksheet,
- , nd preceed to Step §
; e Precesd te Step § .
\. l, . m um:‘u umv; mtmutmmuymmmmg responsible fer the
. Yes Estteats the size of the effect, recon’ on the warksheet,
.- . and procaed to Step 6
Mo Precesd ts 3tap 6

- S0 . Dees the eveliation employ a control growp?

. Yo . Skip to Step 4
- ) N - Proceed t0 Stap 7
.  Sim? Nere pretest sceres used to select the treatment group?
s Yes " Estimace the size of the regression effect, record on the
worksheet, and procesd to Step 8 .
] Proceed 0 Step § )

St g Are normative data available for testing dates which can be meaningfully relatad to the pre-
ond pesttasting of the program pupils?

Yes - _Pne-l Sty 9

" feject normegroup comparisons as adequate eviderce of
= tns De u: norms provide a valid baseline against which te assass the progress of the treatment
: woue
' Yot Procaad to Step 10

. ] Rejact ncra-group comparisons ss sdequate evidence of project
success




o

-

DECASION TREE
Continved

i

Stae 10 lsmmﬁmummmmtmummmumﬂpmmdnstuh
* scores or on gain scores?

Pra- and pesttast scores Proceed to Step 11
Gatn scores Skip to-Stap 12

-

.St N1 Have approgriate statistical tests deen employed %o assess the significance of the gain in
tredthent grovp performence relative to the norm group?

Yot . Skip to Stes 22
L] Skip to Step 13

St 12 Are pre-' and/or pesttest scores availadie?

3 —

Yos Muswn
. ) Mmmmﬁmumuwimu I

M x

y
- \

"$tee 13 Can appropriate statistical tests be emwloyed o assess m significance of the gain in
tredtammt qroup m relative to the norm m W

Yos Compute apprepriate statistics and skip to Sted 22
e feject nerm-grous comparisons’ as adequate evidence of
project success

Stap 18 Nere the camfa. either matched or unmstched, rendomly assigned to the treatmt and

comparisen grovps? .
Yes Skip to Step 18 -
Ne Procesd to Stes 18

$tee 13 x:Mmmmm«mmmmlmsulmumm
population or to popylaticns that are shﬂar on a1t educationally relevant variabdles

mcluding pretast scores? .

Yes' Proceed to Step 16 )
No s Ses Appendix C (Estimation of Trestment Effects from m 1
Performence of lion-Comparable Control Groups) i

Stae 16 Are post-trestment mﬁms“iauﬁ«mtwﬂiu scores?
S Posttast scores Skip to Step 19
- Sain scores Procesd to Step 17

.. m Can data bo obtained which would enuble application of covarisnce analysis techniques, would
such andlysss be appropriats, and {3 ttére a rcisorable expectation that they would produce
uguman results?

Yes Conduct covariance analysis and procsed to Step 22

o Skip to Step 20 -

- )

St 18 Were pretast scores collected?
Yes Go back to Step 18
" Procaed o Step 20

. e e e Len o em N PR - e e s - o - - P




Rt N

T T N
RN

e ld

1 K]

(-4

k[

Have covariance analysis techaiques besx employed to ajust for inftial differances batwein groups?

Yes
Mo : -

Have appropriate statistical tasts been employed te compere posttest and gain scores?

Yos
Ne

$8.21  Can data be obtained which would ensble approsriate tests to be mede?

Yes

Do amalysis results favor the treatment m at the pﬁ-uhcm le;.l of statistical

signiticance?
Yas

) feject ;ostmt and/or gain score comparisons as auequats
‘evidence-of project succass ) .

OECISION TREE
Continued

Skip to Step 22
90 back to Step’ 17

Skip to Step 2
Proceed to Stap 21

Obtain data, computs appropriate statistics, and proceed
to Step 22

feview all evidence compiled during the velidation process and
W.u decide whather the statistical tast results can
1y be attriduted to project effects

Meject evidence as being inadequate to validats project success




uuplcmc

" Texas

I11inois

Maine
Michigan

“Minnesota

Missouri
Ohio

: dﬁegon

Texas

Washiagton,. D.C.

‘The pilot test began in May 1979, with a collection consisting of
1. AN programs disseminaled by NON (and therefore validated by JORP).
2. A1l Title IV-C programs for which SEAs submitted descriptions (some

of which had been vali{dated by IVD, some by statea processes, and some

unvalidated).

Prograns in mathematics, science, and environmental education that -
were developed by R&D labs and centars and by practitioners (with a

variety of evaluation data, some empirical, some subjective). _
~ In Fall 1980, the National Institute of Education decided not to fund a full:
Group, Inc., of ‘Scotia, New York, is involved in an effort to continue the

3 work begun during thexfunding period.
,’ is offered as part of ESG's Schuol Practices Information Service. 29

cation Practices riie. n

State Board of Education, I11inois
Resource -and Dissemination Network,
Springfield .

Mid Cost Teacher Center, Camden

Wayne County Intermediate School
District, Wayne

cxchange at the Teacher Center,
Minnespolis Public Schools/University
of Minnesota, Minneapolis

University of Missouri-Kansas City,
University Libraries"

ERIC Clearinghouse for_ Science,
Mathematics, ard Environmental
Education, Ohio State ‘University,
Columbus

Northwest 'Regional EducationaI
Laboratory, Portland : :

Southwest Educational Development )

- Laboratory, Austin .

Texas Education Agency, Austin

National Institute of Education,
Education:1 Resezrch Library

-

Education Service

The "School Practices Information File"
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' Other Significant Efforts

A search for'qgemplary projects in the area of reading was conducted by
American Institutes for Research (AIR) 1in the early seventies for the Right to
Read Office. The search involved reviewing past research studies,
computer;scored aBstracts, and 1ibrary materials, as well as obtaining .
snominations from experts in the field and from staff members of educational,
.pro;:ssionaig and government-organizationsw~—1nformation about, each-program

was gathered by means of a study questionnaire, the Program lnformation Form

;%~ __'(PIF). and from more detailed program documents. : :

) o
-~
v

Over,l,SOO program'candidates identified through literature searches and
-« nominations were sent the PIF; 728 completed forms weré returned. The
‘ criteria for screening the reading programs included
T.. tocation within the United States. .
2. Operation for at least one year and the expectation of two additional
years. of operation.
3. Avai?ability of program evaluation evidence reported since 196é:
/4, A focus on reliably measured reading achievement.
5. An adequate assessment design and statistical treatmen* comparing
reading achievement gains for program participants with gains for a
credible non-participant group. . '

6. Adequate size.
7. Potential for repiication.
AIR -reported that, ultimately, the quality of local program evaluation was tite

major discriminator between effective and non-effective progirams in this

‘ massive search for effective reading programs. 30

2934_.
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‘ Twenty-seven of the 728 programs were reconmended by AIR as having exhibited

'positive reading gaiqs on the part of students over a certain number of
years. Of these twenty-seven, twelve were selected by Right to Read based on

the eriteria of the Joint 61ssem1nation Review Panel; thase vere to be

packaged and disseminated individually.

Right te Read fe1t that’ many of the remaining programs for which forms had

. been returned a1so showed potent1a1 for 1mprov1ng reading ability. Taken

.together, these p"ograms represented a wide range of approaches to teaching

reading and provided a weaIth of ideas that might be adapted ‘to fit loca!l

objectives and needs. fhese programshare described in a separately published

catalog Effective Reading Programs: Summaries of 222 Selected Programs.31

’

The 0ffice of Dissemination and Resources of the National Institute of
Education a1sov16unched a search for promising programs and practices. The

Catalog of Promising Educational Programs and Practices, compiled by Automated

Services, Inc., was.a collection of abstracts describing celected programs

operating in the naticn's schools during the 1972 73 school year,

Approximately 3,000 programs were identified and surveyed by matﬁt\ 0f the
M \

1,000 programs which responded to the survey, 157 were chosen for inclusion in

- the Catalog.32

The Catalog offers another exampie of an early atiempt is estabiish validation
criteria. “Verification" rather than “validation" was the word used in this

project:




1}f The program has specific, identifiabie educational objectives.

. 2. The program has been in existence for at least one year. The local

school should be pIanning to continue it.

3, The program has been Qvaluated and has geen Judged to be at least
"promising™ or "verified.* The term "promising® is used *» cover-
those programs showing potential for producing more effective
results, but for which convincing evaluative data are lacking. At

. the other extreme, "verified* is used for programs supported by hard

. -evaIuative data_on effectiveness.

‘, 4._~The61oca1 district sponsoring the programs should be -able..and w1111ng

. to respond to any:inquiries on the program/practige that national
dissgmination .may generate. (

5. The prograu has the potentiaI for successful rep11catioﬂ in settings
other than those for which it was originally designed. .

6. The program is not dependent for success on any special feature, such

as & charismatic director, expensigs equipment not usually found in a
- local school, or exorbitant costs. .

MAJOR ISSUES IN VALIDATION

States which are developing or refining va11dation'proqedures must grapple

with many issues. A description of some of the major issues follows.

Replication vs. Adaptation N

’ -Is it 1ikely that an exempIarx\program or practice which is chosen for

adoption by another :chool district will be rep11cated, or w111 it be adapted
to meet the needs of the students and staff in that district? Obviously,
there are proponents on both sides of this argument. Two examples of programs
which their developers feel have led to rép\jcations all over the country are
the National Diffusion Network (NDN), consistfqg of JDRP approved educational

programs and practices, and the Experience Based Career Education Program

N

(EBCE) » . v
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‘ ’The NDN has been discussed earlier in this paper. Evaluation of that network

i~ o has shown that replication has occurred: ,

The approach appears highly effective in creating LEA awareness, , !

interest, and subsequent implementation of innovations being i

diffused. Factors accounting for successful adoptions were: (1) "

thorough, persistent, and well-differentiated awareness agtivities;

(2) early involvement of administrative and instructional decision

makers and emphasis on local commitment; (3) extensive use of )

in-person-tactics at all sta?es of the adoption-process, in¢luding ‘

follow-up visits; (4) provision of comprehensive and well-developed

materials to support adoptions; (5) personal dynamics of the
-Develcper-and management skills of the Facilitator; (6) emphasis on

. practiticner' change,, phase-in-of implementation, and'Jow reltance on o

' expensive resaurces; (7) support of 'LEA.visits to.demonstration Lo BT
sites. Adoption patterns appeared reasonably uniform by innovation : .

: type. and geographic area, but disprcportionate in terms of school

v Tevel and| district urbanism. Much of the overall NDN success is

- attributer to effort and enthusiasm of participating change agents.34

" With support from the Nation] Institute of Education, four different EBCE

51“ﬂ' programs using the community as the cIaésrooq were developed @etween 1970 and

}975 by educational research and development groups (the Appalachia

?S . eEducatiqna] Laboratory, the Far West Laboratory, the Korthwest Regional

t Educational Laboratory,. and ﬁesearch for Better Schools). In 1975, follawing

" a laudatory external review by practitioners, researchers, and experts in
educational changéNof the programs™ in the four developnent sites
(Philadelphia, Charleston, Portland, and Oakland), EBCE was. approved by the )

Joint Dissemination Review Panel.

—— P

One component of the dissemination strategy was selection of several pilot

sites for each of the four EBCE models. These sites received very extensiye

technical assistance from Developer/Demonstrators (50 to 80 person days for

each of two yéars). A1l operational costs, however, were borne by the school .

[
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‘ -systems in the pilot sites. These "high fideiity sites_were intended as
pIaces for the program developers to learn how to impiement their programs
elseuhere. to see if the results would be as positive as they were in the
original four development sites, and as training and observation siges for
others; Al1 people who uere interested in the progress of the network cou!d
Tearn more about it through né&sietters and conferences. Expansion of the

‘network included $100 000  planning awards to four states, free technical

~ assistance to thirteen other states, and .dissemination of the program by the

U S. Bureau of Aduit and OccUpationai Educationc In 1976 and 1977 EBCE's were
35 R - ‘
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upiemented in 44 states and territories

. One of the most important recent documents addressing the question of

replication vs.. adaptation is Federal Programs S@pportiﬁg Educational Change,

the: 8-volume report of a-?our-year study conducted by the Rand Corporation.
Only a sawpling of their findings is possible here.

_One important finding, or perhaps we should call it a confirmation, is that

LEA staff tend to seek solutions to their problems from local sources:

Our evidence suggests that the “search for aiternatives' traditionally
assumed to be characterist™c of the problem-solving approach to innovation
did not occur. In develcping projects, LEAs used information or
treatments that were already known to local district personnel. This may
mean, that LEA staff intuitively feel that the success and suitability of
an innovation._depend. primarily on lecal conditions, a view that ous
evidence supports. Thus, local administrators are likely to be skeptical
about the reported “"success® of educational methods in.other districts and
tend to rely on the advice of local professionals who have a thorough .
knowledge of particular local conditions.°°

The Rand research ‘group observed three types of interactions--”defined by the

e f 4 N Rl S v “ -

< extent to which the project was adapted to che institution or vice versa®--

" that characterized implementation. processes:
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1. Noni lementation occurred wren the project neither adltered its
~se%t?ng nor was adapted to it. Some projects simply broke down
- during implementation, particularly if they were very comprehensive
or “overly planned® and prescribed: others were ignored or received
scant attention from users, particuiariy -1f they had objectives that
were trivial or peripheral to classroom concerns.

2. Cooptation occurred where the staff adanted. the project. ysually
. ‘emasculating it, to-meet tiieir own reeds, witliout any corresponding
change in traditional institutional behavior or practices. Such
projects could experience 2 deceptively smooth- implementation.

43.f~Mutﬁa1 adaptation- occurred when- both project and -setting were
. changed. ﬁufual adaptation could involve a variety of adjustments to
the project itself--for example, reduction or modification of .
idealistic project goals,. amendment " or' simplification of project
treatment.\dounward ‘revision of ‘ambitious expectations for behavioral
- change ‘in. the: staff or of overly optimistic effects of the project on
" students, and so on.. Concomitant with .these modifications in project
design- or -objectives, new behaviors were required by project staff,
as well as new attitudes necessary for integrating project strategies
- {nto classroom practices. Mutual adaptation seldom meant smooth or
trouble-free implementation. . Indeed, from the perspective of an
——outside observer, the first. year-or so-of project operations might
often be seen g; chaotic, as staff tried hard to make the project
work for them.

Not surprisingly a project's outcome depended on the process
characterizing {ts implementation. Projects that either broke down or-
were applied in a pro forma way (i.e., were essentially nonimplemented)
czused little change In teachers and little improvement in student
performance; they wore gene:rally perceived as achfeving a low percentage
-of their g6als. Coopted projects not infrequently achieved an average or
above average percentage of their goals, depending on.their complexity and

~ 'ambitiousness, .but they generally did not significantly alter the

» . teachers' behavior.) Projects vhose implementation is best characterized .
as. mutual adaptation were not invariably successful, particularly when
their ambition surpassed their capacity. Yet, they had a better chance of
being effectively implemented. Moreover, mutual adaptation was the only
process leading-to.teacher change; in other words, teachers changed as
they {and only as they) worked to modify the project's design to suit
their particular school or classroom.

We can understand why mutual adaptation characterizes effective projects
by looking more closely at implementation in the classroom. The task of
teaching essentially consists of a one-to-one relationship between teacher
and student. it thus neccssarily depends heavily on idfosyncratic teacher
. and situational characteristics, and consequently, the.same project will
be implemented somewhat differently in each classrocm and in each school. -
If instead a project is applied uniformly or rigidly, it is unlikely that
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. the new techriques will significantly or positively alter the teacher-
student relationship. The development of new teaching behaviors within
each classroom is a pragmatic, learn-by-doing .procass consisting of a
step-by~step fine tuning of project design. Therefore, the process that
fosters effective implementation and teacher change is one that promotes
eac? teggher's ability, capacity, and me%ivation to accomplish this unigque
tuning.

. Fullan and Pomfret (1977) offered their perspective on the question. of

| rep]ication VS. adaptation after analyzing fifteen studies on the problem of .
ya . . .
B defining and measuring implementation: . o

R genera], current central policies (at both the national and school
N dis rict level) at best promote adoption.* These policies do not have a
¢ "= . strong influence on implementatiun because they fail to address those
-\ factors most critical for implementation. In order to support more

. effective implementation some-major interrelated steps are necessary.

First, instead of promoting specific innovations, central policy makers
. should be emphasizing. broad-based programs and providing corresponding
o support for-_local development. of specific. forms..of implementation, thereby - ——
* facilitating clarity and explicitness of programs on the part of users. .
‘ * < Implementation plans could be requested in advance from lecal authorities,
| and could be monitored with the expectation that specific innovative
. projects would be implemented and assessed. _

Second, iocal experimentation should be encouraged during implementation
to develop variants of innovation in which specific goals and means ai-e
_ seen as consequences of exploration, negotiation, and “development in use.”

Third, eva!uation of innovative projects at least aguring initial
| 1mp]ementation should be directed toward facilitating 1mg]ementation and
| local system capabilities through data feedback and other forms of.
support, rather than toward judging success or failure.

. for implementation ~ould have to be drastically altered at all levels, If
i there is one findifAg that stands out in our review, it is that effective
implementation of social innovations requires time, personal interaction
and contacts, in-service training, and other forms of people-based
support. Research has shown time and again that there is no substitute
for the primacy of personal contact among implemonters, and between
implementers and planners/consultants. if the difficult process of .
unlearning old roles and learning new ones is to occur. Equally clear is
the absance of such opportunities on a regular basis during the planning
and implementation of most innovations.. A1l of this means that new
apuroaches to educational change should include longer time perspectives, -
. more small-scale intensive projects, more resources, time, and

| - .
y Fourth, and closely related to the previous points, the incentive system
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mechanisms for contact among would-be implementers at both the initiation
or- adoption stages, and especially during implementation. Providing these
resources may not be politically and financially feasible in many
situations, but there 13 no question that effective implementation will
not occur without them.39

Evaluation Exgerience.of Project Staff

5,
! \,ﬂ@éj
I

A11 of the validation procedures that have been developed have been intended

as guides for 1nterpret1ng data that have resulted from both experimental and

b

s
s
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. for vaHdation.

quas1-experimenta1 research designs. They are not 1ntended as guides for -

conducting evaluations, although an undevrstanding of the process, the criteria

. used in va11dation. and the potential evaluation pitfalls is critical for the

project director who intends to try for validation and for the State Education
Agency or-Intermediate Service Agency personnel who will offer technica1

assistance to the project ‘director as he or she prepares to submit ‘the project”

<

v -

"‘ .

'7 A‘hajor problem for states as they use IVD or develop their own validation
procedures is tlie inability of most LEA personnel to deal adequately with the

*evaIuatipn question as they plan and execute the researcp design. - The

ivational Association of State Advisory Councils (NASACS*study of the IVD-
process addresses this problem:

Most personnel directIy 1nvov1ed with a local education agency seeking
validation of its project have virtually mo prior experience or expertise
in evaluation. This consensus opinion is especialiy portrayed by project

. evaluation efforts associated with the design and conduct, analysis and

* peporting of project outcomes in a form 1ikely to be acceptable to the
validation team. Moreover, very few LEAs have the internal capabilities
to assure an avaluation of a project prior to its submission for ‘
validation.

The majority of projects are therefore required to seek externaI support
for evaluation assistance. In general, the LEAs engage evaluators with -




;i‘l’ varying degrees of expertise in program evaluation and, ideally, with

~experience in the requirements of an IVD assessment, per se., The major
implication of thi's decision is that the notion and purpose of evaidation
takes on a very narrow objective in itself: assuring a successful
validation only. ‘Most project directors . interviewed by the study team
reaffirmed that, to successfully enter and "pass® IVD (and the JDRP
review, if sought), the contracting of an exgsrienced evaluator is. . . a
“no-choice” segment of the decision process.™ :

I N e A R E AN PN

Many projects which come before JORP for validation are rejected because of a

sdflauuin“theﬁnéseannhsdesign_onseua;uatjon_plan,.accoxding_to»Seymo"" Rubak, - - - —=

41

past Executive Secretary of the JDRP. Dr. Rubak suggests that project

staff become aware in the project p1ann1ng stages of -potential pitfalls ‘and
~ gquard carefully against them. Hiring an eva1uation specialist after the fact
cannot eliminate these flaws. The JDRP Ideabooi lists 14 of the most common

_evaluation hazards and describes how to avoid them. The flaws are ]1sieq

§A ‘I’ below: -
‘. 1. Claiming much, providing evidence of little. ' , ‘
. " Where evidence matches the claims, a favorable decision is far
s ’ more 1ikely than where evidence fa11s far short of goals,
objectives, and claims.
2. Selecting measures not logically related to the intervention.
3. The use of grade-equivalent scores.
Grade-equivalent scores provide an insensitive, and, in some
instances, a systematically distorted, assessment of cognitive
growth,

4. The use of a single set of test scores for both selecting and
-pretesting participants.

K - 5. The use of comparisons with inappropriate test dates for obtaining
information.

’ In norm-referenced evaluations, tests shculd be administered at
nearly the same time as the test publisher tested the norm group.

, ) |
‘ 6. The use of inappropriate levels of tests. : -
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7. Hissing data.

8**‘The ‘use of noncomparable treatment and control groups.

" 9. -The use of inappropriate statistical adaustments with non-equivalent
: control groups*a. ,

Making between-group comparisons using either Yraw® gain scores
‘ or “residual® . gain scores should be scrupulously avoided.
ff; e [ Constructinoua matched control group after the treatment group\has
been selected. -

o~

e 11. 'Thh=careless collection of data.
S 12, The use‘of different instruments for pretesting and posttesting.

giq . & The use of inappropriate formulas to generate.no-treatment
i _ . 'expectations. ‘

{ Many projects use: an unrealistic theoretical model or ‘formula to
i ‘ calculate “expocted® ‘posttest scores from IQ or other pretest
scores. ‘If students do better than the calculated expectation.

B the.project 1s considered a succes.
g . 4. Mistaken attribution of causality.

) The: plausibility of alternative explanations should be carefully

- = 7 examined before evaluation results are attributed to project.
oo impact, as evalu35i0n|hazards are often the cause of apparent
- ' gains_or,losses. '

-
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- One example'of‘an attempt to educate oroject_staff in the ei??y stages of
" project planning can be fourid. in the Right to Read Validation Procedural

Guida. iRight to Read encourages all interested LEAs to have their reading
programs validated.) In addition to a description of validation procedures,
the Guide includes a description of evaluation hazards, a four-step
experimental desion, an explanatian of siandardized tests, a table of
representative learning outcomes and possible methods of evaluation, a sample

assessment planning chart, and an evaluation checklist.
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‘ State Responsibilities.Before Validation

Is it the responsibility of the state to educate project directors concerning
the potentia?’ hazards in¢project design and evaluation? The executive summary
.of the NASAC-IVD‘project‘describes what sesms to be the process in the fiye
{J‘ IVD states which were studied (Colorado,. Florida, New Jersey, Minnesota,

Hashindton):

““““‘““Tﬁi"BngﬁTtatT*é“Fale'bf SEA personneT, pi?tTéul“”Ty'fhose‘i§§6€Tafed with I

- ., Title Iv~C offices, can be extensive or minimal. The degree of SEA :

\ involvement in the decision process appears to be highly. dependent upon

' the: level of expertise of the project director. . . . [S]ubstantiai
consultative support is directed by the SEA to those projects which do not -

’ appear to be sufficiently aware of the key e1ements--and pitfalls=-of the -

3

i

p

&

N
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va11dation process.

Key projects and programs known by SEA officials as having a high
probability of successful development and validation are often . :
“presselected™ by-the-SEA-as—1ikely-candidates—for—IVD;—or-even-JORP--- mmm e

,-review, - The probable educational :significance and exportability of the
.A project to other school districts are key a priori benchmarks in the .
selection process. These projects, once selected, are then subjectad to St
_~carefyl “care and feeding" throughout the developmental stages leading to
§2e ?:clgion to seek va11dation, and indeed th ugh the validation process
se -

*Exemplary* vs "Promising®

" A critical issue for ctates developing a validation process is the degcge of

Y TN

*rigor* which should be applied in va]idating'programs. In *Exemplary

Much controversy around criteria centers on the word “rigor,* which tends |
to mean a requirement for hard evaluation data. Advocates of rigor g
maintain that without requiring data there is no'way of being sure of a

B program's effectiveness. The most stringent searches for exemplary ,

@ programs have rejected hundreds upon hundreds of programs because they

: Jacked satisfactory evaIuation designs or results.

|

|

{

‘I -

k ' Practice: A Report on Recent Searches,® Turnbull addresses this question: |
: :

|

Some critics contend that it 1s wasteful to locate these programs and not
. publicize them, since they might contain valuable ideas. Moreover, what
) will be the local repercussions when a program is considered and
: ‘ - rejected? Other critics say that projects should not be penalized for

'y 39 4 4‘ g




‘ local evaluators' frequent inability to meet strict standards. A similar .
Tt . point is that local decision-makers do not wszt to apply these standards
AT in‘ screening projects that they might adopt. ‘
The controversy concerniné the question of whether programs with no hard
ev}dence of impact should be seiected and disseminated was also addressed
* during the July 1974 NIE gonfenence on.Increpéing the Use of Promising

Practices Information by Local Education Agencfes. Participants at the

conference-~local: educators, SEA personnel, and 1nformation services

LS RN

specialists--arrived at the f0110h1ng understandings of this controVersy"‘

o 1. LEA's do hage the responsibility for finally judging a program's .

2. Promising practices 1nformation is ‘useful to LEA's when considering a
i ‘wide range of ideas, alternative apprcaches and new programs focused
i - in a single problem area, as.well as when seeking a single,-

T . Vexemplary" model. ~

[P SR [FENRREE——.

3. Funds are not presently available to validate more than a handful of /
promising practices.- Thus, hard data on outcomes will not exist in

E : the near future for most prom1s1ng prgctices, “for reasons entirely

oo unrelated to the valuetor promise

Many states have tried te address these problems by developing their,own(ijes

of exemplary programs an& practices. A 1978 survey by BRS revealed that 97%

of the 37 states and territories responding to the survey were building (83%)
or were intending to build (14%)  an educational resource base:
The focus of content is on projects/practices somehow associated with a

"quality” measure, be it a defined Rrocess (validation) or 2 more
subjective selection (“"exemplary"). ,

i
:
. Yoo .
I L LG

There is inherent in these activities a potential coordinetion problem if

states do not take snme precaytions durtng the planning stages to set up _

A knowledge bases that will be compatible with the knowledge bases of other '
g. states and, perhaps, w’itn,,the National Education Practices File. Gregory &

Benson expresses this concern in his repert of the BRS survey: .

v . : .
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. " A-move toward effective educational gractice *labeling laws® would go a

long way toward eliminating many of the current *linker™ activities ,
required now Liecause we do not know or report, sufficient content, context,
7 and/or contextual: quality indicators regarding educational practice. We
. should:move toward resolution of these issuas together; and the one
element common to all-educational change efforts is the knowledge base.
Individually, we are reaIizing this fact and attempting to do something
about it. ... . However, if we are to develop a national capability
reflective of our individual needs, tnsre must be a mechanism through
which we can orchestrate our efforts. .

—— \

On-Site Visits

Is it absolutely essential that on-site visits be made to projects being
_consideréd for validation? JbRﬁ makes all decisi&ns_without on-site visits .

ol and with only 10 pages of evidence of a program's effectiveness. Although the

p;nel is- made up of_22°high1y trained speciaiists; four of whom must agree

/s that a program or practice is-effective if it is to meet with JDRP approval,

the panel has met with criticism becaﬁsq of’its failure to include a visit to

the site of each program or practice it screené. The ‘NASAC=IVD report

recommends the JORP 1ncofporate a site visit into its procedures.“.8

It would be impossible for'every'state yith a validation program to locate a
group of evaluation specialists who would bg qgualified to evaluate the data

7 from all programs and practices §uun1tteq to ‘the state for validation. States- °
would aiso have-to maintain papels of content specialists ind experts able to
validate the exportapiIiﬁy'éf a program or practice. The possibility of a
regional panel established by séveral cooperating states might be a feasible,
though untested, alternative. “

'

The use of on-site teams means that apparentIy weak data or inconsistent

: ‘ evidence, a frequent problem for local projects, has a second chance. An
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evaluation specialist working with project staff on site can- assist the staff
1nlpresent1ng the data in a different way or can help them clarify the .
evidence. For those programs or practices which are not ready for validation,
an on-€ite team will be able to offer guidance for future attempts at

vaiidation.

The importance cf the on-site visit was an issue_discussed at the six-state

1

. validation conference sponsored by the Southwest Educational Development

Laboratory 3 Regional Exchange Project in Apr11 1979.

The temptation to validate -a program based only on deve10per~wr1ter
descriptions plus: examination of program products should be resisted. Ask
whether the program, the process, or the product is to be validated. The
validation_questions which need to be answered will differ for each
Acategouy._and_the_usefulness of_the _validation_data will differ .

i
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'teams.
_trained by USOE.

accordingly. Paper files--Collections of reports, brochurss, teaching
materials, and the 1ika--will testify to procedures and processes, in
general, and will indicate the quality of the teaching materials. What
will not be clear is the-actual operation of the program in a school, and
its effects on teachers,. students, and school routine. Paper files will
not .show. whether implementation is occurring in all classrooms, or whether
the manner of implementation differs significantly across classrooms.
So-called program’files, on the other hand, address these questions
because they will previde for on-site visits either -through a visiting .
validation team during the validation process, or Rg the establishment of
. - demonstration sites during the dissmination stage. :

-

A serious problem with on-site visits is potential inconsistency between
Training for the IVD process is conducted by personnel who have been
Although this strategy is intended to minimize the teams'
differences in operation, IVD has drawn criticism because this '
decentraliZation procedure has led to.site reviews which vary greatly in
stringency.50 States that do their own training might reduce this problem
tc some extent, but any time thatnooresthan one team is responsib1e for
cenducting the site visits in a state, the possibility of 1nconsistency among

-

teams becomes a potential weakness in the procedure.
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' The NASAC review of the IVD procedure led to a strong recommendation for
continuance of on-site va11dat10n of programs and practices. The executive

summary lists severa1 potential solutions to the problems of high

?~ administrative costs of the program and the need for increased state autonomy:

_1. The U.S. Office of Education [should] train persons designated by

"“Federal-State authorities as validation on-site team leaders. The
training would be conducted in accordance:with the national
validation process and within joint Federal-State guidelines. An

-attempt—should-be-made-to-train-one-person-per—state;—but—it—is—
recommended that at least two.people be trained as team-leaders for
each state.. (State Facilitators--wjth existing NDN and state-agency

' 1inkages--are among the types of individuals seen as being
appropriate team 3eaders.)

2. The USOE-trained team Ieaders would have the resonsibjlity to work
with the Chief State School Officer within his or her state, or a
person designated by the CSSO, to acquaint the SEA with the new
validation process. The goal of this task would be to either gain
SEA acceptance of the joint-agency process, or to_assist in the
modification of a State-sponsored process to correlate as closely as

A ‘ , “possibIe with USOE-approved procedures.

- 3. The team Ieaders would have the responsibiIity, in cooperation with

T SEA officials, for coordinating the validation of submitted
projects. Included in this responsibility would be the charge of
organizing and training team members from within the state, and for
conducting the on-site visitation itself. Moreover, it is
recommended’ that small numbers of trained persons be maintajned
within each state to ensure the availability of well-qualified staff
for each-specific area of the validation process and to promqte

consistency of judgments.

4. Should an.out-of-state team member be selected for participation in
- an on-site va11dation, funds should be provided within the grant
awarded to the coordinating agency to facilitate coverage of such

- ) costs as would accrue to the agency. (For example, if a State

Facilitator Project is selected to serve as the USQE-designated team
leader/trainer, funds would be included in the NDN's grant award to
the Project to cover costs of out-of-state validators:.) °

%. . In order to promote State autonomy, or SEA options in the on-site
validatign process, the Chief State School Officer should have the
choice of trained team leaders with:n his or her state or region.

The CSSO would have the authority to select preferred team leaders to
coordinate all validation on-sita activities within the State. o1

-
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‘ Other Issues

’ SeveraI additional 1ssues surfare when the 11terature an va11dation is

examined anq when practitioners are asked about their concerns: _ ‘
1. It is important to keep in mind the teacher or thé classroom as the '

g;‘ R unit for validation and not focus exclusively on administrative -

% ‘ ) concerns, because it is the teééﬁé? who must know the essential

i; ‘ ‘eiem21ts—uf—th5“1nnavatton*“undérstaﬁd why'aTT of those elements a?é“’“‘;“‘""

important; understand the purpcse, use, and value of evidences of
%3  effectiveness and the teacher's roIe in c011ect1ng the evidence; and

determine the feasibiIity of the program in the ciassroom. * . =§

ivi _ (Participants in SEDL Validation Conference)

5;,;——- --—2o-—There- must-be~a—dist1nction made- between-the various stages during ‘ “_;;

‘ the life of a program: the development, the validation, and the

dissemination stages;. Too often, the distinction is Tost and
pressure .to validate-a program still in the deveiopmental stage
results in compIeting‘heither of the first two stages

satisfactofin, Emrick and Peterson, among others,-have concluded

LA

that the implementation'procgs§ takes three to five years, and only
at that time can one begin to collect meaningful evaluation data.

(SEDL VaTidation Conference)

B

3. Should projects that are not state or federally funded be considered

for va11datioﬁ?

Programs based on "validaticn" activities rule out

non-mainstream programs which do not offer themselves well to

evaluation. Some programs are easier to evaluate than others.
. . Try to evaluate a physical fitness program which must rely on

data which shows "how many students would have suffered from X
k but didn't because of this program.” . Programs that started out
; . as R&D projects are traditionally easier to validate than
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. programs which have grown in. a district over a number of years

. without’ a rroject base. Thus R&D projects are validated more

£ often than home grawn programs forcing the innovative teacher

30 » who does not have fgderaI_or state funding support out of the.
idea market place.d ‘ -

-

4. What are the state's responsibilities after validation? Among the
possibilities are (a) setting up a repository of materials and/or

i? descriptions of validated programs and practices; (b)-prpducing and

i R aisseminating descriptive brochd;és; (c) providing funas for
b ‘ validated projects to develsp brochures to answer requests for

information; (d) sponsoring awareness conferences and educational

fairs; (g) ?unding replication/adaptation grants;-and (f) offering

technical assistance to LEAs riﬁ}iCatihg/édapt1ng‘progéams or

" practices.

|
J . 5: thg should be the respcnsibilities of the project staff of validated - 3
: programs? These typically include (2) answering requests; (b) %

pbintingiand distributing a fact sheet or brochure describing the /;
program; (c) scheduling and handling visitors; and (d) participating
in educational-fairs. Some project staff also become very .involved T
i‘ » in helping other LEA's replicate/adapt their program. NON Developer/ :

‘ Demonstrators,. of Course,‘receive funds to ..-ticipate in such

activities; most state validated projects ‘¢ '+t. An issue discussed" -

by participants in a May 1979 seminar o~ validation §ponsored sy the

.Research for Better Schools Regional Exchange Project was the \.

quesiion of how to provide incentives for program de§élopers to

facilitate effective dissemination.
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‘ 6. There are a number of additional problems associated with cost.

Turnbull outlines some of the difficulties which need to be addressed:

. o o When a program has been developed at one site, it is very

difficult to specify the initial costs and the recurring costs

that another site would experience. Besides separating these’

: sorts of costs, there are several other problems: LEAs ,

- _experience regional-differences in salary scales and-other

' . »  resource costs; schools start with different existing resources;
local accounting practices may be inaccurate or at least highly
individualistic; and different configgm%qos_o.t_umgmm_may
result in different per-pupil costs. . .99

Another cost associated problem'discussed by participants in the
* RBS-sponsored validation seminar was-how- to help developérs continue
effective programs. after federal funding is withdrawn. This is

2

especially a coiicern for Title IV-C funded projects, which have a

-———— - five-year-limitation-on-fundings ——

i .\\ 7. Should second gzneration programs--programs which result from an
.adoption\ar replication--be vaiidated and/or‘ disseminated? Second
;eneration program 6d1rectors, while possibly not aware of the details

R of a program's creation, may be more otiective about program effects
"than the developers.™ Aaobfi'ngwsites may have a clearer insight into
1mplementat1‘on problems and neéds and may know more aﬁout niatching a
school's needs with an already developed program rather than a
developing one. Potential adopters may value those insights as much . . -
as program details. And, of course, it is those second generation
sites that "prqve" whether the program can be transpbrted, and

therefore validated, and therefore disseminated! (SEDL Validation

Conference)




-

l. Sharin‘ Educational Success' "A Handbook for Validation of Educational
Practices; Tirs ashington, D.C.: ational Advisory

R T e e L - I Ry

. ‘ ' FOOTNOTES

Tounc1T on: §upplementary Centers and Services; National Association of.
St:t; Advi*ery Council. Chairmen, and- the State Departments of Education,
ne ‘9 po . -

-~

2 G.:‘Kasten Talimadge, The Joint Dissemination Review Panel Ideabook

(Washington, D.Ci: USOE and: .

«3. Idnb‘oqk, p. 2.

o[ & ldesbook, sp. 9ff. - . -

5.'id¢i§do&s pp. 74-75.

6. Linda: Reed, Ed. Patrick, and David Holdzkom, Survey of State Procedures for
. theValidation of Educational Programs, deveToped by the Research an )

pmen ~this report for a discussion of state
validation practices, -

7
3

1
4

7. Hillian Hinze, Sharint Educaticnal Success: A Handbook for Validation of
- Educational Practices, Revised Edition !ﬁasﬁingion{'ﬁ:ﬁ.. Association of

. State Advisory Councils and State Departments of Education with assistance

fron the U.S.. Office of Education [1979]), p. 2.

8. Hinze, pp. 6-7.

9.:H1nze, p. 20.
]0. “1n2e) PP. 26‘270 .

n

. Hinze, pp. 9-11.

12. Hinze, p. 19-27. K

e

14,

Hinze, p. 9.

£

Ray E. Foster, Survey of Certification Methods Applied to Innovative
Public School Programs (1allahassee, Florida: Etducational Innovations
Section, Florida agpartment of Education, 1978). )

15. Foster, p. 3.

16. Foster, p. 4.

‘ 17, Foster, p. 6.

18. Reed et al., Executive Summary, pp. 3-4.

. 47 b




{ ‘ 19. Hinze, p. 6.

© - 20, Association of School Business Officials (ASB0), Research Corporation, A
Handbook for_Identification, Validation, and Dissemination o;p Schoel ~ ~

BusTness Practices ICE'CCQOQ MTTinots: RSBU, |g7§’, ppP. 19-20.

21, ASBO, pp. 22-36.

»

22. 6. Kasten Tallmadge and Donald P. Horst, A Procedural Guide for Validating

Achievement -Gains_in Educational Projects, Revised editicn, Number 2 in a
..ur1es of Monographs on Evaluation in Education (Washington, D.C.: u.S.

Government Printing Office, 1976), p. 1.
23. A Procedural Guide. . ‘ .
{"v" 24, Donald P. Horst, . Kasten Tallmadge, and Christine T. Wood, A Practical

oY ‘Guide toﬂ'easurin? Project Impact on Student Achievement (Washington,
T . .-'.0‘“ ’ e . 5 )

25. A-Procedural Guide, p. 52. '

- 26. A Procedural ‘Guide, pp. 51-54.

_ 27. A Procedural Guide, pp. 46-47.
‘ 28, A Procedural Guide, pp. 13-50. )
29, For 1hfomatiofi°about the School Practices I’Inf‘omation Service, . contact

Deborah Pietro, Education Service Group, Inc., Field Office, Box 227,
|, Weeks Mills, Maine 04361. :

30, John E. Bowers et al., Identifying, Validating, and Multi-Media Packagin

3 of Effective Reading Programs. Fina! Repdrt. (Palo Alto, california: - .
j , ﬁrTcanTns‘ET’Eufe!smTor'Eesearch in the Behavioral-Sciences, 1974), p. 8. .
' 31. Effective Reading Programs: Summaries of 222 Selected Programs (Urbana,
) nois: g 0 Read an e learinghouse on Reading and

Communication Skills; distributed by the National Council of Teachers of

. English, 1975).

32. Jarvis S. Phillips and William D. Chappelle, Catalog of Promisin
Educational Programs and Practices, 1972-73 (Washington, D.C.: %utomated
Services, InC., N.d.).

33, Catalog of Promising Educational Programs, PE. f-id.

34, John A. Emrick and Susan M. Peterson, A Synthesis of Findings Across Five
Recent Studies of Educaticnal Dissemiration and.Change, txecutive Summary

: . TSan Francisco, California: Far West Laboratory for Educational Research
‘ - - and Development, 1978), p. 5. :

o3




EYORrTiry
RN

.‘;M’k&l\ ‘.f‘z REEPH

Z“'3:5. 35. Paper written by Lois Eliin-Data for discussion of results of thc Rand

Study (Ceceuber 1978), pp.. 26-27.‘ .
36. Paul Bermmn, Peter W. Greenwood Milbrey Wallin McLaughlin, and John

Pincus, Federal Programs Su ortin Educational Ci:cange, Vol. IV
de »: (oanta Monica,

37. ~aul.Bermannand-Nilbreyxﬂallin Hclaugnlin,"Federal Procrams Supportin
ning I t7

ducational Change, Vol. VIII:  Implementing and Sustaj nnovations
_TRanta Hinica, Cali?ornia: The ﬁ d Corparation, 1978), p, 16.
1

38._8erman_and MclLaughlin, Yol. - VIII,-p.-17.

. 39, Michael Fullan and Alan Pomfret, 'Research on Curriculum and Instruction

Igglemgntation,' Review of Educational Researdh 47 (Hinter 1977):
391-392. .

40. "The IVD Process--ﬂyths and Facts Relevant to Prospective Policy
Directions for Exemplary Educational Programs Replication,* Executive
« Summary. (Portsmouth, New Hampshire: National Association of State
' Advisory Councils, l979), pp. 5-6.

- 82. Ideabook, pp. 6l672.

4T, T”léﬁﬁ’ne conversation with Seymour Rubak, March - 26, 1979.

M ?

43. *The V0 Process, p. 5.

44, Brenda Turnbull, “Exemplary Practice: A Report on Recent Searches*
(Pregared for the NIE Conference on Exemplary Program and Practice, August
975),. p. 9. - . {

.

45, Increasin the Use of Promising Practices lnformation by Local Educational
encies (Report on an NIE coﬁgerence conducted 5y Eontemporary Research
%ﬁ-—-—-— :

corporated, September l974), p., 20.

46. Gregory M. Benson, Jr., "A Survey to Determine the Extent of State
"Education Agency Efforts to Develop Data Bases of. SEA=Funded Projects
and/or-Exemplary Projects and Practices* (Scotia, New York: Bibliographic
Retrieval Services, Inc.; 1978), p. 5. .. .

,47"“A Survey to Determine the Extent of SEA Efforts to.Develop Data Bases,

ppo 2"3. J . '
48, 'The IVD Process,” p. 16. i

49, A Regional Conference on Validation‘ How Hhat and Why (Austin, Texas:
ucationa’ UEvelopmenE [anrafory, ﬁegional éxchange Project,

1979), p. 88.

t




S

I

SR AL e
IR

Lt e

Rt

PREYT

51,

52,

53.

"Exemplary Pracdtice:- A Report on Recent Searches," p. 12.
“The IVD Process,” pp. 16-17. ‘
Letter to Linda Reed from Norm Sims, October 10, 1979. -

P
S

"Exemplary Prictice: A Reéort on Reéent‘Seirches,' p. 13.

'
LN
4 N ~ .
c
— -
'
>
- ,
B
- N N
B
.
< -
.
L
’
N
"

c .
S\
' : 25

i
1
1
}
1
a
J




BIBLIOGRAPHY

Association of School Business Officials, Research Corporation. A Handbook o

for Identification Vaiidation and Dissemination of School B siness

Benson, ory M., dr. "A Survey to Determine the Extent of State Education
Agency-Efforts to Develop Data Bases of SEA-Funded Projects and/or
" Exemplary Projects and Practices.” Scotia, Neu York: Bibliograghic
Retrieval Services, Inc., 1978.

Bowers; John E., et al. fdentif in Vaiidating, and Multi-Media Packagin
fof’Effective Reading Programs.  Final Re ort. pPalo ATto, California:
‘ . avioral Sciences, 1974. "ED 101

P R R

272, g - i

*

‘“Canpbeii ~Donald T., and Julian.C. Stanley. Expgrimentai and Quasi-

3.

.Campeau, P., and'S: ‘Robe‘rts. "'Diffusion Planning for the Right to Read
Packaged Programs: A Supplement to the Final Report.* Palo Alto,
Californfa: American Institutes for Research, 1974

Expérimental Designs for Research Chicago, 1411nois. Rand‘McNaiiy and
%any, 9% 4

Colman, J.: and G. Kelly. "An Evaiuation of Development in New Jersey° ESEA
© Title I11.* _Washington, D.C.: Education & Pubiic Affairs, 1973,

Drumwond, Robert, et al.. Project STEP (Seniors Tutor for Educational
Progress! On-Site Validation Report. CEaston-Redding, Connecticut:
aston- ng Regional School DIstrict, 1975. ED 131 012, 126p.-

The Education Division's Joint Dissemination Review Panel ggDRP) Purpose,
— Procedures, and Criceria. Washington, D.C.: USOE, 1977. ~

Effective Reading Programs: Summaries of 222 Selected Programs. Urbana,
TTnols: National Right to Read Cffort and ERIC Clearinghouse on Reading
and Communication Skills, 1975. ED 112 346, 262p.

Emrick, Jchn A., and Susan M. Peterson. A Synthesis of Findings Across Five
Recent Studies of Educational Dissemination and Change. Executive
Summary. sSan Francisco, Calitornia: Far West Laboratory for Educational
Research and Developmant, 1978

EPIE Institute. “"P{ilot Guidelines for Improving Instructional Materials
Through the Process of Learner Verification and Revision.* New York:
EPIE Institute, 1975.

. Far West Laboratory for Educational Research and Development. NON: A Success
Story. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Office of Education, 1978,

) 51 56



Federal Programs Supporting Educational Change. Santa Monica, CaIifornia:
. |ﬁe Rand Corporatgon, l§75 ana 1978.

Vol. I, A Model: of Educational Change. 1975. ED 099.957 34p.
Vol. II. Fac%ors,ﬁftecfing Change Agent Projects. 1975. éD 108 324,
i op.
Vol. III. :The Process of Change. 1975. ED 108 325, 93p.
Vol. IV. R _Summary ot the rindings. 1975. ED 108 330, 59p.
—% Vol Vo Executive .summa I§7§. €d 108 331, 34p.
Vol. VI. ImpTementing” ans Sustaining Title VII B{lingual ngjects. 1978.
Vol. VII. Factors Artectin iementation and Continuation. 19/8. .
Vol. VIII. 'ggiemeniing and Sis%a?n?ng Innovations. 1978,
Foster, Ray E. ~Survey of Certification Methods Applied to Innovat ive Public
- School Proggams. fajianassee, Fiorida: tducational Innovations Section,
.eioriad a . )

nt of Education, 1978. -

‘Fuilgp, Michael, and Alan Pomfret. *Research on Curriculum and Instruction
3ggl§3§ntation.' Review of Educational Research, 47 (Winter 1977):

Henrde S. ' "Input Subsystem for the ALERT Information System.* .Berkeley,
Cgl;forn1a° Far West Laboratory for Educational Research and Deve10pment,
1972. .

X

o =

Hinze, Bi1l. Sharing Educational Success: A Handﬁggk for Validation of .
Educational Practices. Revised tdition. Washington, D.C.: U.S5. Office -
ucation, Association of State Advisory Councils, and the State
Departments of Educatiop, {1979]. A description of the IVD process
written for the USOE National Diffusion Network.

Horst, Donald, R., G. Kasten Tallmadge, and Christine T. Wood. A Practical
Guide to Measuring Project Impact on Student Achievement. Washington,
Uebs? Ty 1779 . '

Héuse, Ernest R., and Elizabeth J. Hutchins. Issues Raised by the Follow

Through Evaluation. Urbana, I1linois: ERIT Clearinghouse on Early
Chitdhood Education, 1977. ED 152 420, 19p.

Increasing the Use of Promising Practices Information by Local Educational
encies. Keport of & National Institute of Egucation (onference. LOS
Angeles, California: Contemporary Research, Inc., 1974.

Information and Project Description and Vaffdation Report: Project Self.
Rocky Hi11, Connecticut: Rocky Hi1] public Schoois, 19/2. 28,
16p. \

*The IVD Process--Myths and Facts Relevant to Prospective Policy Directions
for Exemplary Educational Programs Replication. Executive Summary.”
Portsmouth, New Hampshire: National Association of State Advisory
Councils, 1979.

97
52 .

P T T



' ’ Kaskowitz, David H., and Charles R. Norwood. “A Study of the Norm-Referenced
Procedure for Evaluating Project Effectiveness as Applied in the
Evaluation of Project Information Packages." - Paper presented at the
Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research Association, New York,

T 71977. " ED 142 564, 120p. '

Kimball, Donovan et al. Comprehgg;ive Career Education PEocess in
Springfield Public Schools. Final Report. Springfield, Oregon:
v ~Springfield Pubiic Schools, 1976. ED 154 207, 212p.
McCray, Emajean, and John Lottes. “The validation of Educational Programs.* ‘

Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research
Association, San Francisco, 1976. ED 129 876, 59p.

Mellor, Kenneth P, Exempiary Practice: A Conference Report. A report
prepared for the Natioral institute of Education lonference on Exemplary
Programs and Practices, Washington, D.C. 1975.

Phillips, Jarvis S., and William D. Chappelle. Catalog of Promising
Educational Programs and Practices, 1972-1973.  Washington, D.C.:
Automated Jyervicas, Inc., n.d.

Reed, Linda, Ed Patrick, and David Holdzkom. Survey of State Procedures for
the Validation of Educational Programs. St. Louls, Missouri: Research
‘ and vevelopment txchange, 13981,

A Regional Conference on Validation: How, What, and Hhx,\ Austin, Texas:
)OgtﬂﬂESt tducational Uevelopment Laboratory, Regional Exchange Project,
1979. .- :

Roberts, Jane M. E. Implementation of Innovations in Educational Organization
and Instruction. gLiladeipﬁia, Pennsylvania: Research for Better -
Schools, Inc., 1978.

Shaffer, J. Stephen, Jr. An Assessment of the Title III, ESEA Validation
Effort, 1973-74. Final Report. Gloucester, New Jersey: Scientific
Management Associates, I§7§. ED 097 382, 129p.

Sharing Educational Success: A Handbook for Validation of Educational
Practices. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Office of Education, National Advisory
Council on Supplementary Centers and Services, National Association of
State Advisory Council Chairmen, State Departments of Education, n.d. A
description of the IVD process.

Sie, Maureen A., and Clarence Wills. “Educational Program Evaluation/
Validation and Public Policy.” Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of
the Aggrigan Educational Research Association, Washington, D.C., 1975. ED
117 178, 13p.

53 {R




. Seper, Dorothy 8. “ESEA, Title II! Dissemination Program Evaluation Report,
1972-73, 1973-74. Section 1.® Trenton, New Jersey: Office of Program
Development Division of Research, Planning and Evaluation, Department of
Education, State of New Jersey, February 1975.

Stock, John R., et al. Selection and Validation of Modef Early Childhood
Progects: Final Regorf. ColTumbus, Ohio: Battelle Memorial Institute,
. ] 9 po

Talimadge, G. Kasten. "Development of Projeét Information Packages for
Effective: Approaches in Compensatory Education.® Los Altos, Ca11fornia
RMC Research Corperation, 1974. (Report No. UR-254)

Tallmadge, G. Kasten. The Joint Dissemination Review Panel Ideabook.
Washington, D.C.: WNational Institute of Education and U.5. Office of
-Education, 1977. - -

" Talimadge, G. Kasten, and Donald P. Horst. A Procedural Guide for Validating
Achievement Gains in Educational Projects. Number 2 in a Series of

Monographs on tvaluation n Tn tducation. washington, D.C.: U.S. Office of
- . Education, 1976. '

Thom, Stephen N., and Beth Moore. Right to Read Validation Procedural Guide.
Washington, 0.C.: U.S. Office of tducation, n.d. i

. Turnbull, Brenda. “Exemplary Practice: A Report on'Recent Searches.” Paper
prepared for the National Institute of Education Conference on Exemplary
Programs and Practices, Washington, D.C., 1975. (Included as Appendix 8
. of Conference Report--see Mellor.)

Walton, W., B. Esser, M. Epste{p, E. Margosches, and W. Schrader. "Selection

of Exempiary Educational Products.” Princeton, New Jersey: Educational
Teating Service, 1973. . '

Willingham, Warren W., et al."Cogperative Assessment of Experiential Learnin
Project, Princeton, NJ. _CoTumbia, MaryTand: CAEL, igiE. ED 148 837,
op.

Young, Jon I., and Kent L. Young. Model for Instructional Validation. 1972.
ED 068 500, 13p.

29

54




'

S TP S S s o

4t B Y rdgaasy

PR S Y

ey

R e e N R N R

e N

> < .

A
“
”
.
»
~
.
~

)

0




—

l PART l--Informeion and Project Descripticn

ORIGINAL 1VO SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS
{Abbreviated, Forn)

A PROJECT INFORMATION (Including expanditures)

8. BIEF QESCAIPTION QF PROJECT :

Goals and objectives
Context: commumity, school, student characteristics -
description: grade level(s), years of operation, sample size, curricula, materials, staffing,
facilities, tizme involved, parenta]l involvement, preservice/inservice training, etc.
Costs: tatsl, per pupil, initial implementation, ongoing meintsnance, ete. i .

C. EYIDENCE OF EFFECTIVENESS :

~Summerize in sppropriate detail the evaluation evidence for the effectiveness of the progr- or modal
in question. order to be acceplable, the evaluation need not be a strict exporimentai design
{1.e., Tongituding] measuras, random assignment to treatment and control.groups, etc.), although this
type of qvaluation evidence would be the most desirable. Howevar, in order for a project to bde

- - validatad and recommendcd for wide scale adeption there must be some kind of high quality, objective,

sethodotegically sound, quantitative assessment which-demonstratas that the project in question {s

effective ind superior to other more commonlv used spproaches or methods. Thus, in order o approve

the dissemination of any projects, the Pamt ‘1 require a detailed tummery of the relevant evidence

including such things as: 4 .

o

who conductad the eveluation;
saiple sizes; ‘ :
isprovenssts or gains in whatsver outcome measures were mployed;

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

- the statistics] relfability and educatiomel significance of these {mprovements;

- some evidence that the improvemsnts can be attridutad to the program and are-not just “normsl® or
"matursl® gains (1.s., control group or nore comparisons, or some estimate of what would have
occurred in the absencs of the progras).

0. 0 PECIFICATY

ms«—ﬂu in appropriats detail the evidence presented for start-up, operation and management resourcas
costs.

€. EYIDENCE OF PROJECT EYPORTABILITY

8 Susmarize in apprpriate detafl the procasses required for adoption of the project by another school
district inciuding material, equipment and staff training.

F. LQCALLY DESIGNED PUBLICATIONS AMD WTERINS

- k:t locally developed publications and saterials available 'for dissemination. Givec title, description
cost. '

G. UNANTICIPAY P NG
. Sumarizs by listing of unanticipatad outcomes and spinoff findings.
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ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

PART {1-~Effectivenass/Succass

) Project objective(s) identified for validation have been
attained and the performance of the learner has been {mprived.

H Evi&na on sffectiveness/success 13 to be reported by objective. Part II has 15 {tems. -
0 all 18 1 e gctive. Yoy will need as many sets of Part II blenk forms
as you have ves.

m;gégr_*u%md te pretentad for validation. L{ist these objectives below. MNumber
:::m Ively. k contatds only one sat of forms. Reproduce is many sets of forms as you

‘A mJor objective represents a central or primry goal of the project which will de reflacted in the
amount of affort, project staff time, funds expended and anticipated oehavior outcome. Ordinarily the
mejor objectives ¥i11 be Iimited to two Or three for each project and will reflect student learner
outcomes. -

1o~ State each mjor objective to be validated on a separate set of Part 1I, Effectiveness/Success, forms.
Mmber each cbjective for identification. From here on, identify the objective by 1ts assigned number.
You will need as many sats of Part II fores as there are cbjectives to be validated.

Objectives should be siated in measurable terms reflecting who, uson -Jmpletion of the project

intervention. (treatment), will be able to do what at what leva! & performance. Any objective not
mating the necesss

spacifications of measurability will be eliminated from further review,
investigation and validation. .

" 2. Provide evidence to Justify the nesd for the objective under constderation by describing the nesds

assessmant and the related findings. ‘
A direct relationship should exist batween the {dentified needs and the anticipated behsvioral change
defined by the mgjor project cbjectives. -

3. Sriefly dascride the intervention process for this objective including where appropriate the following

elevents: grade level(s), number of participants, period of operation. curricula, special matarials,
:umn. factlities, scheduling patterns, parental community involvesent, preservice/inservice
training, ete.

4(a}. Provide the evaluation design (pre-post tast, baseline data, post test only, experimental control,
otc. ), which, when implemented, will provide the information necessary to datsrmine to what axtent
the objective was actually attained.

4(b). For the objective under consideration, describe data collection procedures specifying type of data
collectad, method of .data collection, timelines, responsibic persons, etc. Chart format s suggested.

4(c). 1If evaluation information was collected on a saepling of the project’s participants, describe
sampling technique. Give sampling size and evidence of represantativeness.

_1f sampling procedure was not used, write "Not Applicabie® (M) below,

Provida supporting evidence that the: attainment of the objective can be attriduted to the project
intarvention (trsatment) activities. .

4(e). Where contrei groups axist, describe how they were selectad and give some indication of their
equivalency to the preject group.

1f control groups were not used, weite "Not Applicadle” (NA) below.

Identify and describe esch instrument ytilized in the evaluation. [nstruments can be standardized
or locally developed tasts, questionnaires, interview forms, rating forms, inventories, etc.
Include information concerning the instrument’s validity, relfadbility, and semsitivity to messure
the range, scope, and naturs of the bahavior measyred.

4(d).

(1.
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ABSREVIATED FORM

4(g). Give evidence that persons responsible for dats collection {administration of tasts, inventories,
sttitude scales, etc.) ware qualified for their tasks. If any instrument utilized required
spacial training or procedures, so indicate.

4(h). Descride data varification procedures usad to assure the acturacy of data for each objective. The
descriptions should include the nature of and degree to which dita verification procsdures were
used to detect ind corrett errors in data management, — ‘

4(1). Negort the data amelysis woc;am(:) used in data treatment and interpretation. Include names of
persons or agencies responsitle for data analysis.

N

Provide stacistical evidencs the
estadl{shed for that objective.

t the objective was attained at or above the criterion level(s)

-

6. In addition to previously cited statistical avidence provide evidence of educationa’ significance of the
reported findings. .

7. Stats the conclusions which were drawn from the results reported.

.

PART I1l--Resource Specifications

Resourcs Spacifications: Sufficient information is provided concerning
needed start-up, operational and t resoyrces in kind and amount
which, when combined with Part II, & verass/Success, and Part 1V,
Exportability data, will help an interested school district make an
informed decision about adoption/adaption of the project practica.

Resource by Type and Amount
Objectives addrassed by the practice:
'l -
2. -
3 -

Unit of Intarvention

. 1/ STAXT-UP COSTS MANAGEMENT COSTS OPERATIONAL COSTS
ITEN PRODUCER | ADOPTER | PRCOUCER | ADOPTER! PRODUCER | ADOPTER

Resourcs Hstin;g by“|$ $ $ $ $ $
Federsl Code (ses
page 403 use only

specific practice).
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ABBREVIATED FORM

PART [Il--Resource Specifications by Category

Otrections: If the practics can be adopted in parts the parts should be identified and data pro\}ldod for. each.

T. fresent daty on costs of the following: )

~3
3

Management Operational

Start-up
Costs Costs Costs

2. Staff Development

b. Meterials

C. Facilities

4. Contractad Services

¢. Equipment (reatal, purchase)
f. Travel

g. Other (describe beiow)

h: Total cast of the practice

{. Give total number of learners upos
which costs ware besed.

J. Otvide { into h and derive per learner
- coste for each column.

. . PART IVa-Exportability

A validated practice is exportable 1f (1) it {s feasible to transport

1t to other school districts and (2) ft can be adoptad or adapted by

ather school dfstricts with similar needs and environments. Used

interchangeadly with portable, replicable, and cosmunicable. However,

‘1,: this section questions 1-13 will be judged- in turms of compieteness
responss.

Provide a description of the need for\thu project in other districts. (The purpose of this question

is to detarwine the potential number of adopters for your program. - 3«. night include interest already
shown in your project, resuits of State needs assessments, etc.) If the profact can be adoptad in

part, the documentation of evidencs should substantiate this for each appifcibie component. -

Will the Tearner activities be continued with Sate or local funds? (Other than ESEA Title 14¢9)]

If the project is velidated, and funded for dissemination, fs tha Board of Education willing to operate
the profect s 3 demonstration site (1.e., accept the role as a pioducsr school. Ses definition.).

Provide a detailed description of the target popuiation (e.g.. age, sthnic compusition, income 1avel,
teacher axperiencs, family, urban/rural).

Su:ﬁu the lesrner invoivement in the program you feei necessary for an adopter to obtain similar
resuits.

Oescribe the nature of the institutional variables (e.g., the school acdafnistration, teaching staff,
msﬂl_'ul faciTities) which you feel would be critical to the success of the project in an adopting

Descride any community and home involvement critical to the success of the project (e.g.. the necessity
for parental and commmity participation, etc.).
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1.

1.

~ 2 ARBSREVIATED FORM

Oescribe clearly and precisely the activities critfcal to the succsss of the project. These should be
the project elements of your program which would have to ba instalied in ancther district for you to
recognize the progrem az an adoption. If your project cnn %o 2 adoptad in part based on the separate
» clustar your responses by objective. Briefi, discuus the pros and cons of partfal adoption
Vs, option of the program.

.

List cssantial mterials (software) used by students, W. and othars and the source. Cost
figures for itams 1isted should be included in the Resource Specifications Section. List the source
of the materfals. Review these in tarms of the previocusly detarmined critical program elements.

Descrida any essential equipment (hardwars) and/or unigue tacilities required for the project for
adoption and.its use by activitics. Cost figures for itams 1istad should be fncluded in the
lpmm Specification Section. . , ;

Oescribe the types, numbers and qualifications of personnel required to operate the project
succassieily. View this in terms of what snother district will need to adost your program.

Describe procidures and matarials necessary for personnel training and technical assistance required
for ingcaiiation of the program in another setting.

ldantify specis] probless (unfque to this kind of project) which the adopting district might encounter
in isplementirg the project and describe solutions. Exclude problems which will not have a bearing on
the exporiadility of the project. ' -
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The RDx Collaborative Effort on the Validation of Educational Prcgrams and |
Practices includes four products:

survey of State Procedures for the Validation of Educational Programs, by
Linda Reed, Ed Patrick, and David Holdzkom. St. Louis, Missouri: CEMREL, Inc.,

for the R&D Exchange, 1981.

Survey of State Procedures for the Validation of Educational Programs.
Executive SummaEE, by Linda Reed, Ed Patrick, and David Holdzkom, ™ St, Louis,
missouri: .

s Inc., for the R&D Exchange, 1981,

The Search for Quality Control in Dissemination of EduéationaI Products and
ractices: A Look at the Literature and Major Issues, by Linda Reed. .

St. Louls, Missouri: CEMREL, Inc., R&D Interpretation Service, 1981.

Validation of Educational Programs Practices and Produc*;: An Annotated
_Bibiiography, prepared by Karen Temmen, Mary Ann Iszacs, and Sandra Ruder,

St- Louls, Missouri: CEMREL, Inc., for the R&D Exchange, 1981.
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