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‘ Survey of State Procedures for the Validation.

. of Educational Programs .

- " EXECUTIVE SUMMARY *+ ~ .~

o

This survey study was designed to identify: (1) the extent to whtch
procedqres to validate exemplary programs are being used by state departments
\ of education in the fiftj\etates; (2) the nature of the validation processes
,,15 use; (3) state implementation proeedureskfor validation and the scope of

. State validation efforts to date; (4) stategerganizationa[ arrangemegts for

’ va]igation and tﬁe nature of state support for the 'dissemination of validated
, programs; gﬂd (5) the extent of state co]Jahprat}ve validation activities.
\\~’ The study also identified state concerns and recommeedations pertinent Ef
validation. ) _ |

. The study was conducted in 1980-"{981 as a collaborative effort of the s
| Regional Exchanges (Rxs) and theEReséarch and Development Interpretation ~
Service (RDIS) of the nation-wide Research’and Development Exchange (RDx),

. funded by the Nationa] Inst{tute\of Education. RDIS staff/were primarily

]
3
1
]
|
3
|
|
1
J
resporisible for the design' and overa]l maq/gement of the survey Each\of,the ' i
Regional Exchanges assisted with the collection of data from state staff in i
their respective: regions ‘and also served as, members of the RDx Task Force on |
Va]igation: Staff from RDIS, located at CEMREL, Inc., from Appa]achia |
Educational Laboratory (AEL), and from Research for Better Schools (RBS) 1
shared 1h the preparation of the survey report. ’ ‘ |

Pre]iminary data collection generally occurved in the period of N

i

February-August 1980 In1t1a1 summaries of the data were examined at a ' Co
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-

task force meeting in October 1980. ~Follow-up data collection and .

lverification of data, to assure a.éommon data'ba§e across Rx regions, occufred
iP,JanuéryfFebruary 1981. The\figst’draft of the report(was rev}ewed for
comp]etéﬁessz clarity, and utility by a nationally repreéentative panel of
state staff in July 1981. -The report was fevised to ac;ommbdéte the majority
of the panel's ;uggestions. ' . ‘ ‘
. Tﬁe survey results are summarized in Chart 1, an Overview of Current.State

" Validation Practices, which is broken into two parts.) Part 1 identifies the .
validation brocess used by each state a;d state implementation procedures and
valiation efforts to date. Part 2 identifies state organizational
arrangehents and support for~dissemination of validated ﬁrograms. To
facilitate a better understandinj‘d%\chese charts, brief,descriptions of the
Identificaf%on; Validation, Dissemination (IYD) process, the Joint ‘

.

Dissemination Review Panel (JDRP) process, and the Sharing Business Sdccess

$

-

process follow the chart. ;\\~ '

<&
\

Extent” of State Participation in Validation Activities

Of the fifty §tate§ surveyed, the greaL majoriiy (N=45) have some form

i

of establ%shed procedure for validating promising educational
‘practices. A]apama, Hawaii, Louisiana, Mississippi, and Nevada

" reported that they do not have a procedure.

A

General Processes Employed by States ‘
-Approximately two-thirds_(N=29) of the states that have validation
. programs (N=45) employ either the IVD procedure (N=23)




. . ,‘ _ (,
‘ . . or some modification of the I\TD procedure (N=6). Typical "% -

modifié“?ions of IVD involve the use of 1n-state site rev1ewers to

reduce costs and/or the use of state review panels in conjunction w1th
. the site visits. Roughly a third of the states (N=16) reported that
they use their own state-developed vaH_dati\on.processes. The /
state-deve]oped processes differ from IVD wi‘th respect to the spec1f'1c

- . criteria and operat'ional procedures used to ver'ify the effect'iveness

(9

and transportabﬂ1ty of the promising. practices. Two of the states

- Y

with their own processes (New Hanpshire and Pennsy]vama) v1ewed them' -

’ as mod1f1cat1ons of the JDRP process.
\ ‘ ~ |
e e s . . AN

= State Tra1n1ng, Imp]ementation Procedures, Schedules, and VaHdation
Efforts

Lo . . % S
‘ ' Training for va]idation team members is a fundamenta] implementation ‘

>

(goncern. Eighteen states reported that IVD sponsored training)
- sessions constitute the pr1mary source of training for their

vaﬂdation team members. Twenty-f'ive states conduct the'ir own
- /

——————

training sessions. ,The training varies from. one- or twe-hour briefing

sessions-on a stat:e s validation criteria to one- or two-day ‘workshops

*

on validation criteria, simulations, proced&es,/and skills. Two
states, Colorado and Maryland, use both IV and state-developed

»

" .training. ' . _ ' ' E
[
. In the Qreat majority of cases (N=39) the actua] 1up]ementation of the -

state vaHdation process involves some form of prescreening to




<

' . o
determine if-a project 1s ready for validation. This prescreening

acttvity is an essentia] but ‘not widely pub]icized aspect of state

‘ va]%datioh pract1CES. Sign1f1cant variations exist in the. number,

g composit1on, and title of the state screening comm1ttees (teams, -

. pane]s, advisory councils, rev1ew comm1ttees, etc. ) Their primary
aim, however, 1s to avoid the expense and eubarrassment that occur

r 1 '
’ s when-site visits are made to districts not fully prepared for

. \

validation. Following prescreening:'most states (N=43)'condqct site
‘viéits to ve?ify; first-hand, projects' status on the state's

validation éhiteria. ‘égain, significant variation occurs in the

length of the site visits (one to threg days), the\number of team

members. (one to five), and the COmhesitjon of the teams (state/local
_mii‘aﬁd'1n/out-of-state‘mix). Half of the states that conduct site

visits use only in-state members on thei; site visit validation teams

(N=20) primarily for economic reasehs. An ng the states that do use
! out-of-state ;alidation team'membérs, therzxﬁs a growing‘tfend to use
a reduced number of out-of-state stﬁff, again for economiclreasﬁﬁs

. In the majority of the above cases the site-team report/regpmmendation
’ *

—————

to I'vahdate or "not validate" a project constitutes -the state's- °
bottom-]ine procedure for va]idating exemplary prOgrams-ithat is, the ~

va]1dation team is the d c1s1on-mak1ng body.

-
.

( ¢

Th three states, howe\ez::dalifornia, Kentucky, and Pennsylvania--the .

J'decision-making procedupe that is used to validate exemplary




y
‘ , program‘s consists of,.a majority approva]._\ by a panel ,pf' reviewers. As-
might be expected there are variations among these states in panel

numbers and conposition,,in state validation crdteria, and in the use
of site-visit data to elucidate further the panel's decisions. In
California and Pennsylvan1a site visits are conducted on]y if deemed
necessary,to provide the pane] with, additional data.  In Kentuggx‘they
are built into the state process. State schedules for pregram
-0 va?idatioh a]so\vary. Approximately 24 states have set schedu]es
where applications for validation are reviewed and state validation
procedures are initiated’bn]‘ at a.specified fime each year. 'Twenty
states report that.they have open schedules and either va]tdate
projects on a continuous year-round basis er in gr;ups at irregular
. intervals at state staff convenience and/or on'demand,
. =.’ . ..
It a]so*bears noting that only a quarter of the states N=12L offer i
systematﬁc; proactive assistance to proaects with evaluation tasks
N o related to-the. va]idation requ1rements. Most states 1nform p;oaects
‘ that f4il va]idation 6? their weaknesses vis a vis the state
va]idation criteria and prov1de 1nforma] eva]uatdon ass1stance or
~ - guidance on request.

Finaily,:there appears to be a trend toward requiring validated

projects to bé revalidated after a set period of time. Seven




states currently have—reva]idation‘procedures in operation‘andeanother

ten states-are considering the initiation of program revalidation’

<

procedures.

>

'

_The above summary provides an overview of extant state implementaton

procedures for va]idating exemp]ary'programs. The\actua] hunber of
¢’

programs reviewed and va11dated 1s described next..

~

f S . -
'3 -
V

Roughly three-~fourths of the states'(N¥32) invo]de\in validating - .

exemplary programs review hetween 1 and 10 projects per year. Only:

twelve. states[rgpiew 11 or more projects per year. of these

approximately thrfe-fourths of the.states (N-29)~wa1idate between 1

\
and 5 programs per year. Another n1ne states validate from 6-10
projects per year and six states va]idate-]] or more per yeat. Based

on conservative mid-range estimates, therefore, between,200 and. 250

(S
*

State Orqan zational Arrangements and Support for the D1ssem1nat1on of

» Val 1dated Programs

*Further examination of the 0verv1ew Chart revea]s that 1n the great

" majority of the states ‘(N=37), state IV-C staff have primary

responsibility for the 1mp]ementation of the state's va]1dation
program.. In seven states the- responsib1]1ty for 1mp]ement1ng the
va]idation process‘rests with dissemination unit staff program

deve]opment staff or research and‘deve]opment staff. In the majority

of the states, one to three staff are required to'manage the state's.

il

state exemplary projects are va]1dated annually in the Un1ted States. .

»
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E states to support financiaHy thesdissemination and adoptioz

-
-

validation effort.\ In'most cases these staff have other ‘-' C
/N
responsibilities and work on va]idation re]a;ed tasks only on a

part-time basis. A handfu] of states however, invo]ve up to as many
r <.

as twenty-five of their staff in the va]idation effort stnict]x:on an .

gs&needed basis for brief periods of time.

LS . ’
- 4
» . " . -

Overall, there appears to be a fair]y consistent pol1é} among the

* » ~

exemp]ary projects once they are validated Twenty-seven s ates, over *

ha]f‘of the states invo]ved in va]idation, reported that they provided
support to both the deve]oper/demonstrators (D/Ds)" and the

L4

adopter/adapters (A/As) of va]idatéd programs.{ Title IV-C monies .

~,constitute the primary source of support for 0/Bs and A/As. D/Ds are ., \‘ o

° usually provided the greater amount of suppont to assist with the\V

a2

reproduction of materia]s, the conduct of. dissemination acti?ities,

and the partia] support of‘staff sa]aries for dissémination P -

Y

"8
activities. A/A grants most.commonly range between $5, 000 and $10, 000

and are intended to support staff deve]opment and- other start-up’ e -
K costs, such as related materials costs. SN I .y
. ) o . , ¢ e
.t < $* - T, i .

The Overview Chart a(so reveals that most‘;tates,require that D/Ds ‘
'operate at, least one year as a demonstration site (N=40)'and provideﬁigk
materials and genera] assistance to authorized A/As (N=43)&1 Only a_

faw states (N=9), however, require that D/Ds actively mOnitor or’

+

evaluate, in some way, implementation of exemp]ary programs by A/As,




.

Jhew0verview Chart illustrates that most states utilize state
cataiogs;'workshops, conferences, and_various kinds of print media,to . -.l
disseminate information about vaTidated programs. . .
\. . . : . | ‘:_. P
: . ]

State Collaborative Activities v o - _

-Close to three-fourths ofﬁthe'states reportediy are involved in some

form of cooperative activities with other’mearby states. The

—_

cooperative activities, however,: center pr1mar11y on imp]ementation of

the validation procedyre (e.g:, use of other states validatorsd and -
information sharing/activities (exchange of state cataiogsf joint

participation in conferences). Few, if any, states cooperate by the

"actual sharing of; validited programs. There has been discussion of'

, the-crossas%ate use of vaiidated programs. At present political
v
barriers and lack of" incentives have nuiipfied prospective activity in

. that direction. S . - - .
g ) S : >

The aoove.description'conpietes‘tne generdl overview of state validation
practices current as of Jnne 1981, as.obtained from the RDx soryey study. "In
large part the great majority of states reported that they wered"buiiish" on N

the process of va1idating exemplary programs. The states also‘shdred a number

o s © 4

of conderns and recommendations. C é> e " -

- The. concerns and recommendations voiced regarding both IVD and JORP are

<

indicative of the states' strong interest in the -validation process ‘and should

be viered accordingiy . .

v L “
Al -
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' ‘ Coricerns ' R S
‘ The primary concerns centered on three key jssues: (i)5the tension
Fextant between the extreme rigor qf~ahe JDRP process and the
'variability implicit in states’ 1mp]ementa£13n of the "softer" IVD
process, resu]ting in- inconsistent federa] and state va]1dat10n
po]icies and cqhyomitant dugiication of LEA validation efforts; (2)
the lack of sufficient funding or limitations on funding which inhtbit
dd1t10na] dewe]opment work by D/Ds, adequate monitoring and fo]low-up
" of D/D dissemination and A/A 1mp1ementap10n activities, and more

widespread’ intrastate dissemination of validated projects; and (3) the

general observation that the d1$§eM1nat16n/diffusion of validated IV-C -

-
s

programs is an apparent add-on in the minds of federal planners.

*
J .0 ~
- oy

. " Recommendations

A number of recommendations or suggestions were made in four -general

1

areas.

. - Coordinatjon'and commundcation,;eke/the1fooi of several
.'\" ~ recommendations: . . o .
- There should be more and better communication with federal
officials in the regional off ices.
- Funding shou]d be made .available to encourage contiguous states to
7 work together for validating programs. . -
- The encouragément of use -of one set of criteria by all states’
woudd permit sufficient reliability to a]]ow»easien-adoption ’

across state‘lines.




" - D/Ds should receive more support for §ngoing development

[

i

-

N
+
.

IVD criteria should be accepted by all ESEA categorical programs.

State/regional/national catalogs of programs should include data

about use of projects by adopters.

' / - -

Several suggestions concerned JDRP and the’scope of JORP_progranms:

- JDRP should look at prog}éms in career education, nutrition

education, child development, etc.
. _ . : Ll
- JORP should_ipclude programs developedyin non-public schools.

.
/

- JDRP should mandate site visits. : -
- JDRP should encourage-broé}ams to subniit other than just those ‘

.that .are student -achievement-oriented. - “~

: ‘ . P
- JDRP'should examine innovations of a program developed by a&bpters.

-

- JORP and IVD should be more closely married.

Several recommendations concerned fundingf
activities.
-. Funds should be dedicated to encouraging regional activities. -
- The f'{ve-yeuar funding ﬂm‘i{: should be re-examined.
.= IV-C funding should be increased ‘as more LEAs become involved.

A number of recommendations Centered on diffusion efforts:

- Cataloﬁ% should be ﬁpdated and non-functioning programs
M A )
eliminated. NON files should also be updated.
- Adopters shou]d be followed up 1n a systematic way.

- Re-tra1n1ng should be provided for adopters periodica]]y.

10

~
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. As\ evidenced\by the above summary, state interest in and concerns about
extant procedures for va]idafing exemplary.programs is quite vital. The
present déscriptive stud& wds ju;t a first step, éerving to identify 9nd focus@a
that interest. ~A logical next step would consist of federil and state .
follow-up regarding the concerns and recommendations cited in this rgport. In
addition, it is gécommenged that funding_pe strongly considereg for,
éescriptive and 1mpécf'étud3esﬁof state diésemination efforts. The presept
study was limited to descripﬁng extant state validation procedqreé, issues,.
and concerns. Thefe'{; a pfessing need espegialﬁy in this period of
declining resources, for further 1nformat10n about short- and Jong-term D/D
and A/A behaviors, to identify ways to 1mprove the dissemination and use of

v

validated exemplary programs. ] ‘ . .

T 10




Chart 1. OVERVIEW OF CURRENT STATE VALIDATION PRACTItES
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‘ The RDx Collaborative Effort on the validation of Educational Programs and
3 - A N R \

"

Practices includes four products:

¢

Survey of State Procedures for the Validation of Educational Pr6 ;ams, by
_Linda Reed, Ed Patrick, and David Holdzkom. St. Louis, Missouri: CEMREL, Inc.,

for the R&D Exchange, 1981,

Survey of State Procedures for thé Validation of Educational Programs.
Executive Summary, by Linda Reed, Ed Patrick, and David Holdzkom. St. Louis,

ssouri: REL, Ipc., for the R&D Exchange, 1981,

Control in Dissemination of Educational Products and

e Literature and Major Issues, b nda* Reed
MR &L

Yy
» Inc., R&D Interpretation Service; 1981, ¥

Validation of Educational Programs, Practices and Products: An Annotated
BibTiograph , prepared by Karen Temmen, Mary Ann Isaacs, and Sandra Ruder,
St. Loud

ouls, Missouri: CEMREL, Inc,, for the R&D Exchange, 1981,
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SR © Research and Development Exthange'(RDxx

ML

‘ Regionai Exchanges (Rx) .

. (800) 624-9120

Appa]ach1a Educationdl Laboratory (AEL)

V25325

. P.0. Box 1348

Charleston, West Virginia
Director: Sandra Orletsky

CEMREL, Inc.
3120 59th Street,
St. Louis, Missouri 63139

(314) 781-2900
~ Director Carol Thomas

McREL

4709 Belleview

Kansas City,. Missouri 64112
(816) 756-2401°

Director: .Susan Everson -

‘Northeast Regional Exchange (NEREX)
" Maxrimack Education Center .

101 Mi11 Road
Chelmsford, Massachusetts 01824
(617) 256- 3985

. Director: J, Lynn Griesemer

Northwest Regional Educational
Laboratory (NWREL)

300 S.W. Sixth Avenue -

Portland, Oregon 97204

(503) 248-6800

Director~ Joeqsascarelli

Research for Better Schools, Inc. (RBS)
444 North Third Street .
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania- 19123

(215) 9300

Director: Richard McCann

4

. ...~Southwes Educational Devel opment ,

Laboratory (SEDL)
211 East Seventh Street
Austin, Texas 78701
(512) 476-6861 ’

Director: Preston Kronkosky -

~ -
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SNRL Research and Deve]opment

' 4665 Lampson Avenue

" Los Alamitos, California 90720
- (213) 598-766]

Qtrector: Roger Scott -
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>

Central Supporf Services

System Support ‘Service

] Farswest Laboratory for Educational

- Research and Deve}opment
1855 Folsom Street
San Francisco, California 94103
. (415) 565-3179

Director: Stanley Chow

R&D dInterpretation Service
CEMREL, Inc.

3720 59th Street L
St. Louis, Missouri 63139 .
(314) 781-2900 ~

Director: Linda éeed )

Resource and Referral .Service

National Center for Research in .
Vocational Education .

1960- Kenny Road"

Columbus, Ohio 43210 »

(614) 486-3655 . - -

'Direetor: Jay Smink

Dissemination Sypport Service.
Northwest RegionaT“EgucatiohaW
Laboratory..

- . 300-S.W. Sixth Avenueé

Portland, Oregon 97204
(503) 248 6800 '

Director: Joe Pascarelli 7
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