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FORELIORD

The SEDL Regional Exchange (SEDL/RX) Project has provided information and
technical assistance services since October 1976 to educators in five states:
It is one of seven Regional Exchangés in the nation-wide Research & Development
Exchange (RDx); funded by the National Institute of Education; which lists as a
major goal the dissemination of information about educational research and development
(R&D). To assist in accomplishing this goal, the SEDL/RX staff designed and sponsored

was shared during that day and a half meeting, this document; A Regional €onference

on Validation: How; What; and Why was compiled.

This confererce, like others sponsored by the SEDL/RX, provided opportunities

for sharing, communication, and growth among researchers, clients, and users of the
knowledge and products of educational research and development.
James H. Perry

Executive Director
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PREFACE

This document may be different from other conference syntheses; as it includes
the process for creating the conference as well as the conference content and the
evaluation of it. The SEDL/RX staff recognizes that some readers may be more
interested in process than product, while others would rather concentrate on
content. For that reason, we direct you to the follc
follow your interests:

Planning Information::. i iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiaiaaiiioPlanning Summary
Conference Prepardtion DOCUMENTS . . ..vueeennenen... Section I
CONFETENCE COMEENE DOCUMBASS . - v eennrennseaneennnss Section 11

Conference Evaluation DOCUMENTS. . «veeeereeeennnnnns Section I1II

ix



PEANNING SUMMARY

On April 19 and 20; 1979; the Regional Exchange of the Southwest Edicational
exemplary educational programs; products; and practices. This conference, the
"Regional Validation Conference," as it was called, brought together State Educa-
tion Agency (SEA) personnel from six states, the USOE Region VI, and resource
in detail on thé topics which most concerned the individual states.

This paper is more tnan a report of the proceedings. It represents an
attempt to document niot only what happered, but why. The SEDL/RX;staff hopes that
itself and its evaluation results; we can provide a guide for others who may attempt
the same ora similar project. We hope to save a few steps; avoid the reinvention of
any more wheels, and perhaps answer two major questions, "When the attempt is made
to disseminate information through a conference, can any effects be identified?”
and, "Can these effects be attributed to the conference?"

There are éékféiﬁ’brébiéﬁ§ inherent in such an attempt; The SEDL/RX staff
wondered if our evaluation forms were valid enough to get an accurate reading of
what happened. That led us to ask whether any paper fori can truly evaluaté an
event or process; which led to the ultimate, if existential, question, can anything
g/er be evaluated?

This is now known as the SEDL/RX Chinese Box Approach to Evaluation,; supported
by such axioms as:

e everything is Féiatii}és
< all solids are reatly liguids; i.e. don't take anytihiing
for granite,

s it's always something else,

+ things are never as they seem.

10




Daspite tnis brief descent to the Bottom Line of "Why bother?" the SEDL/RX

staff has rallied, and is determined to attempt this documentation.

The seed for sponsoring a validation conference was sown by the SEDL/RX
Advisery Board members during the staff's work on creating a Regional Program File.
In theory; the file would contain inforiation on exemplary educational programs in
gach of the states of the SEDL/RX service area: Arkansas, Louisiana, New Mexico,
Oklahoma, Texas, and later, Mississippi. In praﬁtice, the staff and Advisory Board
members realized that recommending programs for the file would be difficult until
state validation procedures were developed or refined. It became apparent; then
that an opportunity to examine the elements of effective state validation procedures
would not only be valuable for the States; but alsc would be a necessary first step
toward creating a Regional Program File, At the November 15, 1978 meeting of the

SEDL/RX Advisory Board, a regional conference on validation was, therefore, suggested:

o
Janis 0'Driscoll Schechter; Dissemination Specialist, became the SEDL/RX staff

coordinator for the validation conference. The first $tep was to survey each state
to determine as precisely as possible their specific needs. To do this, the staff
wrote to six people on January 16, 1979: the USOE representative and one representa-
tive from each of the five SEA's.* The SEA representatives who received the needs
sensing questionnaire were membters of a task force established previously to work
with Sharon Adams, SEDL/RX Dissemination Specialist, to create the Regional Program
File. Each task force member was d1rect1y involved in some way with the use of
exemplary programs in his/her state (see a copy of the request letter and questionnaire

and a list of people to whom these were sent on pages 15-18): The letter

*The Mississippi SEA did not jOln the SEDL/RX setrvice area until April, 1979 and so

was not included in planning for the conference. The first opportunity for the
Mississippi SEA to participate in any SEDL/R& act;y;ties ggsigg_the Aprii 18, 1979

Advisory Bodard fieeting, one day before the validation conference.)

2 11




described the background for the propcsed conference and the rationale:
It appears that SEA's are becoming more and more interested in
file building which includes awareness and recording of the
tion procedures and strategies are appropriate? What have others
done in validation?

The letter suggested a two-day conference at which a team of 5-8 people per
state, designated by each Advisory Board member, would come to Atustin to share vali-
dation concerns and strategies both as states and as a region.

The questionnaire enclosed with the letter asked for information on the current
status of the SEA's validation procedures; whether the SEA was satisfied with its
methods; what might be changed; issues a state team might want to consider at a
conference, suggestions for resource people and materials; and provided an open
question for other ideas respondents might have:

Respondents were requested to return the questionnaire to the SEDL/RX in 10
days, by January 26. They were aiso notified that they would receive a follow-up
call on January 22; to request suggestions for specific dates and to discuss any
problems encountered with the questionnaires.

The follow-up calls riot only served as a reminder to send in the questionnaire;
but 4150 allowed the respondents to say what they might possibly have been uncom-
fortable putting in writing. It became apparent during the phone calls that,
although possible dates for the conference suggested in the letter were mid-March
or early April, a more convenient time viould be mid=April, specifically April 19
and 20. It also became apparent that state team groups of 3-5 were more appropriate

; than the suggested 5-8.

12




Identified Needs

When the questionnaires were returned; SEDL/RX staff synthesized the informa-
tion, Tooking for elements the states had in common and for possible regional trends.
One conference could not effectively answer & large number of disparate concerns, SO
common ground was sought: '

The questionnaires/telephone calls revealed that Arkansas had a tightly
structured proceduré based on the IVD 'p”r'o"c’ess;' Louisiana had no validation procedure
but had a commitment from the Dissemination Task Force of its Special Purpose Grant
tG create one; New Mexico had no state validation procedure but did have a second
draft for a proposed process which the team would bring to get assistance in
reviewing it and recommendations for models and implementation procedures; Oklahoma
had a statewide validation process, used IVD forms, and was interested in refining
details such as site visits and reporting systems; Texas had a statewide validation
procedire for individualized instru:tion programs and was contemplating its expansion
to content areas rather than teaching techniques:

Objectives, Outcomes, Audience; Date

Once these needs were established, specifics such as audience, objectives; out-

was received through telephone calls. The Advisory Board eventually chose the
specific people who would attend the conference and notified the SEDL/RX of their
choices.

By February 1, the dates of April 19420 were established for the conference and
objectives and outcomes were written: While the conference was designed as a
regional forum, the objectives did not include attention to regional validation

13
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procedures: Rather; a regional approach to the conference seemed the most logical
selves individually and getting some perspective of themselves regionally. As

the evaluation shows, however, interest in a regional validation procedure did
emerge.

Consultants on the needs sensing questionnaire received favorable responses
in general; and a few otners were suggested. The SEDL/RX staff wanted the confer-
énce's resource people to provide both national and state perspectives and so,
using the questionnaire as a guide, proceeded to call possible consultants and
confirm their availability. During February and March, the staff confirmed the
services of Dr. William Hinze of the U:S: OFfice of Education's Division of Educa-
tion Replication; to discuss his involvement in the creation and revision of the

document in final draft.) Ms. Christine Dwyer, of the RMC Research Corporation,
agreed to speak about the IVD process from the perspective of her study of five
states' validation procedures: Mr: Bud Grossner; Manager of LEA Services for the
111inois State Department of Education; would discuss I11inois' validation procedur:

and Dr. John Osborne; Supervisor of Experimental and Demonstration Programs for the

the CEMREL/RX). 1In addition; Dr: Preston €. Kronkosky; directer of SEDL's Field
Services and Dissemination Division, which houses the RX, and Mr. Jack Lumbley,

evaluator for the division, were asked to provide their perspectives about 1iving
through the JDRP process. Dr. Ben Harris, professor of educational administration

at The University of Texas at Austin, was contracted to serve as a participant/

5 14



observer. Harris' purpose was to listen to each speaker; be an tunobtrusive
observer in each state team meeting, report to the large group the second
morning on similarities; differences; underlying themes, and implications for
the SEDL/RX in addressing state concerns. Because some of the SEDL/RX staff had
speculated whether a regicnal validation process would be an issue, Harris was
also asked to provide an analysis of potential planning steps toward regional
validation. Contract letters to consultants included lengthy details of dates,
fees, rationale, state perspectives revealed in the questionnaire and purposes
and lengths of requested presentations: (See sample consultant contract letter,
page 27.) |

Material Resources

Ih addition to human resources, printed resources were also located during
February and March. Linda Reed; director of the Research and Development lnterpre-
document on the state-of-the-art of validation as reflected in current literature:
SEDL/RX staff sent her a brief bibliography of relevant resources; and continued
contact with her during the creation of the paper. SEDL/RX staff also requested,
in February, a copy of THE STUDY OF THE TBENTIFICATION; VALIDATION, DISSEMINATION
(IVD) PROCESS (the results of Christine Dwyers' research) from the U.S. Office of
Education, but a copy did not arrive until after the conference. Dwyer brought
miltiple copies with her to the conference. Plans were also made to provide a
display table of materials available through the SEDL/RX Resource Center (see pages
§9-107 for information on the display and papers made available by presenters). Plans
also called for a preconference packet mailed to participants {detailing travel informa-
packet at the conference (see page 97), and a resource area for materials difficult
to duplicate. A1l teams were expected to bring a work plan, that is, some idea of

What they wanted to achieve while there and how to do it.



Collaboration

Co’laboration with CEMREL'S Sharon Koen1gs, Director, Training Program for
Women and Minorities and CEMREL/RX staff member, also begsn 1in February and
continued through the conference. The CEMREL/RX had been interested in the
validation issue and was considering a conference of its own: When the €EMREL/RX
staff Tearned about the SEBt/RX's p]ans for a eonference; the éEMﬁEL/RX prov1ded
financial support to bring consultants John Osborne and Bud Grossner to Austin,
and to allow Sharon Koenigs to attend. These three representatives of CEMREL's
Regional Exchange hoped to gather ideas and perhaps a conference model for
CEMREL/RX's clients.

By March 3; a tentative agenda was ready: Each morning would begin with a
half hour of coffee, juice, pastries, and conversation. At 9 a.m. on April 19,
states would introdiuce themselves with a brief description of their work on valida-
tion. They would be followed by national perspectives; a multi-state ﬁéFShéétiVé;
with a JDRP hearing.

After lunch, states were aliotted the afternoon to work on their own projects
with the support of one consultant serving as a resource to the group. #An optional
presentaiiéh on evaluation procedures and techniques was scheduled for 3 p';’m;

by participants. Information on the National Education Practices File would be

provided by Sharon Adams,* then the remainder of the morning would be devoted again

to state team work and to reports of their work: The conference would end at noon.

educatlonal programs, practlces, and materials:

7,,
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The final agenda did indeed follow the tentative agenda, with the addition of

jstrators, agreed to present the optional session on evaluation from the LEA perspective.

(see pages 39-85 for texts of presentations). As it turned out, state groups were SO
involved in their work that no one attended the optional session:
Evaluation Plans

At a February 23 meeting, the SEDL/RX staff discussed progress on conference

details; including an evaluation plan. Discussion centered on previous SEDL7RX-
sponsored activities which the staff knew had affected participants, but for which
there was rig documentation. The staff wondered if what appeared to be cause-effect
relationships could ever be accurately traced, but decided to try. The evaluation
of the conference, a second one six weeks later, and the use of an objective parti-
Cipant/observer to observe each state team and provide a perspective for the region.

In o .ditici, SEDL/RX staff members would each be assigned to work with one
state team to get a better understanding of its progress and observe their activities
with the resource person assigned to the group. The staff would also Tisten for
informal comments about the conferencé made in group work or in conversation:

This evaluation plan expanded on April 4; when the SEDL/RX staff met to discuss
evaluation procedures. '1f we were to know if the conference had any immediate effect,
we would first need to kiow how participants felt before the conference began: A
pre=test was therefore suggested and the SEDL/RX Research Assistant in evaluation
designed one consisting of 12 questions (see page 113). The questions asked for
participants' opinions about State validation procedures and various elements of
them, such as replicability, on-site visits; and the training of validation teams.
The pre-test also asked about the establishment of a regional validation procedure:

The same 12 questions were then added to the original conference evaluation form,

17
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creating a post-test to determine if the conference had any immediate effect on
opinions. The pre-test was administered the morning of the first day. It was
intended to be given immediately upon ééﬁVéﬁfhé; but was unfortunately overlooked
antil about one hour into the conference. The post-test (see page 115) containad
34 questions, including four open-ended questions with space for written answers:
page 117). Results of the formal evaluation begin on page 123.

Plans for a follow-up evaluation six weeks after the conference were delayed by
the intervening requirement to write a proposal for renewed funding of the SEDL/RX:

their use of data or materials from the conference (see page 121). In the meantime,
however, informal followup via telephore calls and requests for services indicated
that the conference had made an impact. In New Mexico, for example, a third draft
of the state's validation procedures was sent to Jack Lumbley for his review.

tumbley met with the New Mexico team in August to create the final version: In

Texas, the state team wrote a paper at the conference outlining the pros and cons
of extending its validation process to content areas. At the May 21 meeting of the
Demonstration Schools Network Advisory Committee, the paper was discussed and the
decision was made to expand the process.

On May 11, Dr. Ben Harris, the participant/observer; met with SEBL/RX staff to
share his perceptions of thé conference (see page 145).
The Site

The site for the conference was relatively neutral--the 5th floor conference
room at SEDL. Having the conference at SEDL provided a unifying element~-partici-
pants could become more acquainted with the SEDE/RX home, be away from the distractions
of an SEA; and also be close to their hotels and other downtown Austin attractions for

their free time.

18




€ommunication

Throughout the planning periodjiclose contact was continued with the task
force, the SEDL/RX Advisory Board; the participants; the resource people; and the
SEDL/RX staff. As each stage progressed; the conference coordinator notified the
on April 5, for example, a letter (see page 33) was mailed to participants
giving them details about the hotel, conference site, reimbursement procedures;,
and travel costs. The letter explained that each team needed to choose a spokes-

person to present the state's introduction the first morning; and asked them to

materials table; shared with other states; or given to them. Original plans to
distribute Linda Reed's paper on the state-of-the-art with this letter were changed
when the paper's revisions were not ready. The letter therefore informed partici-
pants that the paper would be available at the hotel when they checked in. Parti=
cipants were encouraged to read the paper, use it during the conference and give
comments on it to SEDL/RX staff, either orally or in writing.

Support Services

One crucial, but often overlooked, element in conference planning is the role

of support services for the conference coordinator. The SEDL/RX Senior Secretary
was responsible for typing everything related to the event: contract and other
letters, packet contents; agenda, evaluation forms, and so on. She was also
responsible for name tags; arranging for refreshments, making and changing hotel
reservations, occasionally providing transportation to and from the airport, and
processing expense forms. She also typed this document. Without accurate, creative,
and responsible -upport services available; a conference is in severe trouble; if

13
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Conclus ions
The regional validation conference was designed to provide human and material

resources; state team time and cross-team sharing; and an opportunity to create or
at least work toward a useful product:

The conferenceé also provided time for participants to hear resource people;
to question them in a large group setting, to work with them on specific issues; and
to take advantage of their expertise during the state team work. This provided the
opportunity for airing various viewpoints. Keeping the state teams down to a maximum
of five people provided manageable numbers both for the teams and for the conference
as a whole. Scheduling the conference for a day and a half allowed participants to
be away froii their oifices for as short a time as possible and still benefit from
concentrated study of an important issue. The days could have been scheduled to

begin earlier and end later, but relaxation time is also integral to work, and free
time allowed participants; planners; and resource people to get to know one another
more informally:

In summary; we have found several core elements which are important in planning
and conducting a conference:

« conduct the needs sens1ng in a var1ety of ways to be certa.n final

results will be valid:. For example, if participants are different
from the peop]e who originally recommended the conference; .check
with participants for their viewpoint: In additien 1look for verifi-
cation from relevant print sources if available;

kriow the levels of awareness of participants and match human and
material resources to those levels;

» base the conference on specific participant needs and organize it

to meet those needs as efficiently as possible;

+ give yourself extensive planning time (4 - 6 months is not excessive);

establish frequent; ihfbkﬁétiVé; and accurate communication with

11
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get adequate funding to pay for such things as participant/ B
presenter travel costs, consultant fees; reproduction of materials,

cansider physical comfort as well as intellectual stimulation. Provide

adequate time for breaks, lunch, starting; and stopping, then stick to
the schedule;

this conference was designed to include both regional and state needs,

so small- and large-group time was allotted;

it is possible to give participants "homework" in advance, request that

they finish it before they come, and expect them to do it. It requires
persistent emphasis that the work is important and will be dealt with
specifically; and it is then imperative that the assignment be used at

the conference and not simply referred to or overlooked antirely;

participants can determine their own activity for a period of time at
the conference if the conference coordinator involves them in early
planring and keeps in nearly constant touch;

an objective participant/observer who is more observer than participant
(in this case, Dr. Harris) can be valuable if care is taken to choose

the person carefully;

it is tempting to look forward to the close of a conference as the end
of productivity on the topic, It is therefore easy to "lose" any
hoped-for effects which might occur as a result by not following up

with participants several weeks later. Evaluations administered the
last day of a conference can only register immediate reactions. Follow-
up evaluations provide participants time to consider new_ information
with the distance of both time and space and also to imp lement new
approdches.
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211 East 7th Street, Austin. Texas 78701
515/476-6861

Southwest Educational Development Laboratory

THIS LETTER SENT TO THE FOLLOWING PEOPLE:
Dr: Sara Murphy, Arkansas
Dr. Ron Dearden, Louisiana
Mrs. Susan Brown, New Mexico

Mr: Vaughn Aldredge, Texas

Mr. Georgea Blassingame, USOE Region VI

_ The_SEDL/Regional Exchange has appreciated your help on the Educational
Program File Task Force, and we would like to ask your advice again.

_ The SEDL/RX Advisory Board has expressed interest in a two-day regicnal
conference on validation procedures for exemplary programs. We are proposing

to bring a team of people (5-8 persons per team, designated by the state's
SEDL/RX Advisory Board membér) into Austin to consider validation concerns and

Strategies. It seems appropriate to share and to learn both as a regio:, and
as an individual state, So we've suggested a team approach:

_Why have a velidation conference? It appears that SEA'S are becoming more

and more interested in file building which includes awareness and recording of
the state's exemplary programs--many of which are non-JDRP and non-Title IV C
programs and projects: As thoughts turn to evidences of effectiveness and
replicability, questions arise: What validation needs do we have? What vali-

dation procedures and strategies are appropriate? What have others done in
validation?
Answers ta these questions are not easily found. The Exchange suggests that
- one way of finding these answers might be to consult as a region with selected
resource people and sample state models, and then to take some time to work with-

in each state group to concentrate on its own needs. But to find the right

resource people; to review the most appropriate models; and to raise the most
significant validation i55u€s; we need your heip.

. May I ask you to take some time to respond to the attached questions? We
ask them because we are interested in designing a conference that you will find
useful and worth your time to attend. You may prefer to attach already-prepared

material in answer to some of the questions; at the same time, you may wish to .

write short answers to others. Please return your responses to me by January 26,
if possible.




I am planning to call you on January 22 to sound you out on two things:
* Dates suggested for the 2-day conference; week of March 19-23
or the week of April 2-6;

Any difficulties or concerns regarding the attached questions:

I will be glad to discuss any other matters of 1nterest regard1ng this
conference at that time. ;

I appreciate your dealing with all of this paper; and I know your perspect1ve

will be truly helpful in designing this cunference:

Sincerely;

.ég_:ﬁ.) Agnes

: Janis 0'D. Schechter

Dissemination/Linkage Tra1ning
JdS/ta
Enclosure

cc: Preston C. Kronkosky
Sharon Adams
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REGIONAL EXCHANGE

PLANNING INFORMATION FOR SEDL/RX VALIDATION COMFERENCE

Please describe the curren: status of validation procedures in your SEA:

Is there a statewide process, or are there several processes in use?

Is your current method of handling validation satisfactory? What would
you like to change, improve; or delete? . — -

The SEDL/RX Advisory Board has expressed strong interest in a region=wide

~gathering of people interested in validation: It has been proposed that a

team from each state might consider validation issues; in general, and its

specific state needs in particular. Would a team from your state be
interested in: (please check all that apply)

O A discussion of important validation issues and Concerns; such as-
(please 1ist)

O Description of various validation models currently in use-

8 Time for your state team to work on your own state validation concerns

together; with a resource person if desired.

O DiscuSsions concerning a regional validation procedure for the SEDL/RX

Education Program File.

H Other (please explain) -
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proposed National Program File. Would a discussion of our region's partici-
pation in this pilot test be of valiue to you during this conference?

The SEDL/RX has recent]y been se]ected as a p1]ot s1te for a test of the

Suggested resource people:  Bill Hinze of OE, whu is currently revising

Sharing Educational Success; a description of the IVD process; Greg Benson,
Director of the National Program File; John Osbarne; Director of the Dissemi-

nation and Utilization Division of the Michigan SEA;  Joan Miller, Coordinator;
Educational Programs and Studies Information Serv1geiffﬁgwfyork SEA;  Richard

Brickley for_the Pennsylvania Diffusion Plan:  Are there other resource people
whom we should consider for specific tasks?

SuggéStéd resource materials: JDRP's Ideabook Sharing Educational Success.
Descriptions of procedures_in Alaska, Michigan, New York, Pennsy]van1a, and

Texas. What other materials should be included?

Thesz are some of the possibilities for a reg1ona1 conference on validation.

What other items or concerns should we keep in mind as we go about planning

the conference?




OBJECTIVES FOR SEDL/RX VALIDATION CONFERENCE

in validation by g1v1ng them access to:

. know]edgeab]e and experienced people represent1ng

a variety of perspectives

. material resources represent1ng bcth po]1cy and

procedural aspects of validation issues

To prov1de the time and the environment for each SEDL/RX state team
to work on its own validation concerns:

. Wwith the opportunity for interaction with other
experienced people

. With a number of s1gn1f1cant matérial resources

close at hand

To arrange a forum where part1c1pants from the SEDL/RX region, a]ong

with other resource people with varying viewpoints, may exchange

experiences; information, and concerns about the establishment and/or

maintenance of validation procedures.

To begin to pool the collective knowledge of the SEDL/RX region

regarding validation,; and to begin to 1dent1fy from that pool the
essential elements of a validation procedure.

™
\§|

19



EXPECTED OUTCOMES OF THE SEDL/RX VALIDATION CONFERENCE

A1l participants will Have :

. increased their familiarity with issues; options;
concerns, and models in validation

. increased their familiarity with validation
procedures in the SEDL/RX region

State teams will have .

. engaged in some significant work on their own
validation concerns

. received some material resources which will be
useful back home as well as at the conference

. made contact with some experienced people
inside as well as outside thé”fégidh who may
. formed a clearer notion of the ways the SEDL/RX

could be of further assistance in their
validation work

SEDL/Regional Exchange staff will have .
. had the opportunity to assist clients in meeting
validation needs
: increased its understanding of specific validation

issues in each of its client states

: become better prepared to be of further assistance

Resource people will have .

. shared their perspectives on validation by being
information-givers as well as listeners and
helpers to individual states

. gained an understanding of the resources and

experience of SEA people in the SEDL/RX region
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Southwest Educational Development Laboratory
211 East 7th Street; Austin, Texas 78701

512/476-6861

February 27, 1979

RMC Research Corperét1on
111 Bow Street
Portsmouth, New Hampshire 03801

Dear Christine:

This is to follow up our phone conversation today regarding SEDL/Regional

Exchange's Validation Conference in Austin, Texas on April 19-20.

Our Exchange serves five states: Arkansas; touisiana, Mew Mexico, Oklahoma,

and Texas; and they are each in a different stage of development with regard to a

statewide validation procedure. Nevertheless; they have requested a regional
validation conference which will meet both regional and individual state interests.

confronting that part1cu1ar state. While the teams are in Austin, tie hope to
present s1gn1f1cant resources 1n va11dat1on, and to prov1de thHe opportunity for

I believe that the perspective that you have from the work you have done in

validation would be of great interest to our states: I also think that the

individual state teams would profit from your assistance with their own state plans:

If you are able to be a presenter/resource person at our conference, we would

agree to pay for travel, meal, and lodging expenses plus a consultant fee of
-7day: We would est1mate those costs to be:

Airfare from Manchester, N.H. to Austin, Texas . . . . . $390.00
Other travel costs (includes travel to and from

airport). (0o ]0)
Meals for 2 1/2 days . « « « « « « « + « = = « = =« . . 4500
Lodging . : . & . < i : i i+ i s :iisoiiosiosos. 70:00

Consultant fee for 2 days onsite and 1 day preparat1on ;

ESTIMATED TOTAL . . $

As requ1red by our NIE grant; we would also need to have your social security
number and a copy of your resume on file.
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Ms: Dwyer February 27; 1979

" Plsase call me if you have any questions or concerns regarding any of the
above. I look forward to hearing from you soon, and I hope that we will see you

in Austin in April.
Sincerely /™ C‘\
Jrin sehse th

Jahis 0'D. Schechter

Dissemination Specialist
JS/ta

cc: Preston C. Kronkosky
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Southiwest Educational Development Laboratory

211 East 7th Street, Austin, Texas 78701
512/476-6861

March 28, 1979

Dr. Ben M. Harris o o
Department of Educational Administration

Austin, Texas 78712

Dear Ben:

1 am pleased to learn that you will be able to assist us with the SEBL
Recional Exchange's (SEDL/RX) Regional Validation Conference/Workshop

at SEDL; April 19-20; 1979. The enclosed yellow sheet identifies the
sheet identifies the Objectives for SEDL/RX Validation Conference. Also
enclosed is a copy of the tentative agenda for the Conference.

As we discussed, your role would be to:

afternoon so that you would "hear" the same things that

1. attend the presentation sessions Thursday morning and

the SEA participants hear (our SEA's are Arkansas, Louisiana,

New Mexico, Oklahoma; and Texas plus the appropriate

Education personnel from OE Region VI);

2. be an unobtrusive observer in each of the five concurrent
individual state team time meetings (1:30-4:30 p.m.) and the
‘Optional Session (if it materializes at 3:00 p.m.);

3. report to the group and SEDL/RX on Friday morning (during the
8:30 a.m. - 9:30 a.m. session and/or the 11:00 a.m. - 11:40 a.m.
session) on the questions or concerns that you observed/heard during
the Thursday afternoon sessions -- what were the concerns/questions
common to all 5 SEA's; 4 SEA's, 3 SEA's;

How were the SEA's similar? :

How were they different?

What seemed to be common underlying themes?

What are the implications for SEDL/RX in addressing the concerns

on an individual state basis? on a region-wide basis?

4. advise me (Friday afternoon or at a later time) as to what you
see as odr next steps in terms of Region-wide Validation Procedures:
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br. Ben M. Harris

In addition, if your Thursday evening commitments permit, we wold be
pleased to have you as our guest during ‘the informal dinner and the
gnsuing continuing discussions. :

For your involvement in the above; we are budgeting the following amounts:
2 days of consultative services at § /day
lunch $5.00 and dinner $9.00 on 4719779

Total

14.00

$
Oh, by the way, our consultative services guidelines require that we must
maintain a written report for our files on the results of all consultations

charged to a grant or contract. This report must include, at a minimum:

1. The consultant's name, dates and hours of work, and- amount

charged to the grant;
2. The consultant's social security number;

3. B vita delineating the consultant's qualifications to
perform the work/services requested;
4. A signed Consultative Services Contract (see the enclosed);

5. The names of the grantee staff to whom the services are
provided; and

6. The results and/or products of the consultation:

furnish us with a copy of your analysis_and/or synthesis (it doesn't have
to be "smooth" or "polished"). That; plus our own documentation should

satisfy the requirements of item 6 above.

If at all possible, please contact me or Ms. Jan Schechter (512/476-5861

ext. 270 or_304) during the pericd April 9-12, 1979, to further define your.

proposed role with us. We are looking forward to hearing from you and working
with you.

Sincerely;

Preston C. Kronkosky

Director o o
- Field Services and Dissemination
PCK:bd

Enclosures
cc: Ms: Jan Schechter 30
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March 22, 1979

(This letter sent to Dr. Hillizm Hifze aid Ms. ChFistina Duyer)

. 1 am delighted that you will be able to be a resource person at our
validation conference in April. It seéms that interest in-our conference
has been shown by at least three other SEA'S outside our region; so ve

may have eight states and three Exchanges represented.

who are coming to the conference with all kinds of needs and concerns
regarding validation. From the planning inforination we received; we
determined that our people are interested in a state-of-the-art review of
validation, especially as it pertains to the development of state

Our main focus is, of course, the teams from the five SEBL/RX states

validation procedures. Also, they are interested in having individual

team time with a resource person to work on their own specific validation
concerns. With these items in mind; we have tried to design a one and

one-half day conference that cur clients will find useful.

Our major focus in the design of the conference is access to a variety

of resources and the opportunity to work with those resources on an
immediate problem or plan. I have enclosed our conference objectives,
expected outcomes; and tentative agenda. Please call me with any questions;

concerns; or suggestions you may have.

_In Jdanuary, a planning questionnaire was distributed to selected
people in our states. Allow me to review some of the things that were stated.

Louisiana: No validation procedures is in effect now, but a commitmert

has been_made by the Dissemination Task Force of Louisiana's
Special Purpose grant to construct one. They are especially
interested. in “funding procedures; housing and staffing,

and composition of the team." (I am assuming the last two
items refer to site visits:) Louisiana is primarily

concerned with an orientation to state validation procedures.
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New Mexico:

Texas:

March 22, 1979

"There is not a state validation process in New Mexico;

however, the first draft describing such a process has_been

written and reviewed by four staff members. As a result

of that review; a second draft has been prepared. Please
note; however; that this second draft has not been ,
reviewed by SDE staff as yet. Also the nomination and
self evaluation forms have not been designed. I will be
glad to bring these additional items with me to the
conferencé and share them With the other state represen-
tatives, prOV1d1ng the information has been reviewed and
approved by our SDE cabinet." "Our primary concern would
be assistance in reviewing the draft of our proposed

validation procedures and mode]s andrsuggest1ons for

jmplementing the procedures." (New Mexico' s draft is

enclosed)

Several people from Oklahoma responded to our quest1onna1re,
and T w111 attempt to summar1ze ‘the remarks 0k1ahoma

current,IVD forms. Oklahoma representatives have expressed
the following concerns:

. "We would like to shorten the forms"

. "We have a concern which relates to method for handling

those programs which apoear on their face to be effective;

but which have not been handled so that statistical

analysis can properly be applied

. Site visits: "1ength of v1s1t, size of team"
"Establish better relationship between state validation
results and reaction of national group to state report"

. "A need for a system for reporting so that reporting can

be compared without having identical validation procedures"

Texas has a statewide validation procedure for va11dat1ng |
programs using the individualized instruction teaching technique.
They are now contemp]at1ng an _expansion of that procedure

beyond the one teaching technique and are asking such questions

as.: i

"Should our expanded procedure build in the grooming of

the program for national validation?”

34
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March 22, 1979

Texas: : "What kind of emphasis on replication makes serse when

(cont.) there are no funds for statewide model programs?"

. "Should there be different kinds of evaluation" Is a
site visit always necessary?

. limit program to one or two content areas?
. or, don't 1limit the program at ali?"
. "What kind of follow-up should be built in after
validation?" .

~ . As you have no doubt realized, I have not included information about
Arkansas. Arkansas' team has a_couple of options in planning its work focus
for the conference, and it should have its plans completed by next week. I
will send you their ideas and concerns as soon as these decisions have been
made. I will also include matérial describing Texas' validation procedure
in the next mailing.

This is already the longest letter I have ever written, but let me add

a few more items: We have reserved a room for you at the:

Driskill Hotel

117 East 7th Street

Austin; _Texas 78701

(512) 474-5911
The Driskill does not provide transportation to and_from the airport (only for
Braniff personnel), and the taxi one-way should be $4-$5. Let me know when
you are arriving; and perhaps I can meet you at the airport.

~ Thank you for your patience in reading this letter, and I am looking
forward to working with you in April:

Sincerely,

Orlginal signed bv

JS/ta Jdanis 0'D. Schechter
L Dissemination Specialist
Enclosures SEDL/Regional Exchange Project
o (512) 476-6861, ext. 306
tc: Preston C. Kronkosky

Sharon Adams
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Lot Sducs .onilDL\ lopment Laboratory

[;

“"L Austin, Teras 78701

March 23, 1979

(Senit to all conference participants)

I am enclosing a copy of the conference objectives, expected outcomes,

and detailed agenda so that you can begin to prepare for the work in
Austin. Our planning committee stressed that each state team be given
time to work on its own validation concerns and needs and we have built.
that into the conference agenda on Thursday afternoon. . “A11 presenters in

in the afternoon. We will beg1n by tentat1ve1y ass1gn1ng a resource person
to a state, but arrangements can be made to give states access to every
resource person it wishes to consult. Also, members of state teams may be
of assistance to other states, if needed.

Along with the guidance of experienced resource people; we will have
several material resources for your use while in Austin. _Everyone will
receive a copy of a paper written for our_conference by Linda Reed, Research
and Development Interpretation Service; CEMREL, Inc. {St. Louis). Linda's
paper will present a state-of-the-art_perspective on validation. In addition;
there will be a resource area coataining validation models; reports; and
sample forms which might be useful as each team works on its own plan
Thursday afternoon.

workplan for the conference;, please do not hesitate to call me:. Perhaps

If the Exchange can be of any assistance to you as your team makes its

there w1]17§e7§grtglnidgcgmggts that we can make available, or perhaps

there are certain people that you know you will want tc have time with.

In that.case; let me know and that time will be arranyed as conveniently

as possible: it might be a goed idea for each state team to get together
before coming to Austin.to discuss_the ways_you can use the time Thursday
from 1:30-4:30pm_and Friday from 10:20-11:00am. You might want to be sure
you will have all the documents you will need; and perhaps consult interested

others who will not be able to attend the conference.
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March 23; 1979

validation resources and to allow you time to see how useful those resources
might be in your situation. Please let us know it there are other ways
that we can support you.

We see the conference as an opportun1ty to provide access to Some

As conference time approaches, I will be mailing you some addi tional

material plus information regarding SEBL's reimbursement procedures. If

you have any questions,; please call me.
I look forward to working with you in April:
Sincerely,
Griginal signed by

Janis 0'D. Schechter.

Dissemination Specialist
Js/ta
Enclosures

cc: Preston €. Kronkosky




SEDIRLR sl Developme ntLﬂ\oramny
!

AN “x.:ﬂuvfnk; Towas 72701

April 5, 1979

(Sent to all confarence participants)

- There is actually a hint of warm weather in Austin; and hopefully it will
continue through April 19-20. We are all looking forward to your participation
in the Validation Conference; and are trusting that the weather forecasters will
give us some support.

Enclosed is a copy of SEDL'S reimbursement procedures. We have made
reservations for you at:

The Driskill Hotel
117 East 7th Street

Austin, Texas 78701
Phone: (512) 474-5911

The Driskill does not provxde transportat1on to and_from the a]rport (on]y for.
Braniff personnel), and the taxi going_one-way should be $4 -~ $5. The Driskill
is a 5 minute walk from SEDL which is located at Southwest Towers; 211 E. 7th
Street, on the same side of the street as the hotel.

The conference will be held in the 5th floor conference room. We will post

signs near the elevators to direct you, and there will be several SEDL/Regional

Exchange staff members on hand to greet you.

, I have a request of you. Would you coTTect1ve]y select someone from your
state team to ]ntroduce the team members and g1ve a brief,; 5-minute explanation
of what your state is doing/or preparing to do in va]1dat1on Perhaps, also;

you might indicate how you expect to u.e your state team time: This will be our
first activity Thursday moruing (after the pastries of course!).

A tabie in tbe con?erence room w111 hoid resource matériaig avaiiasié fcr .

that describe validation work 1n your state. Perhaps you have a descr1pt1on of
your state's procedure, a catalog, or a policy statement explaining your

perspective:. Teams from other states may receive guidance from what you have

already learned: The materials may be loans for the duration of the conference

or they may be hand-outs. Be sure to let me know how you would like your

materials treated: I am enclosing a shcet describing a sampling of other
materials we will have available:

383
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~ _One_more item. I have made reference to a paper which Linda Reed, Research
and Development Interpretation Services, CEMREL, has written for the conference.

The paper, a state-of-the-art in validation, has Jjust been received in first draft
form. Revisions need to be made in the paper, and I will not be able to mail the
paper to you as I had hoped. 1 will, however; have your copy available to you when
you check into the hotel Wednesday night. Please ask for it when you register:
I think that you will find the paper to be a quick, readable stage-setting for

conference, and I hope you have a chance to read it and use it during the conference.

In any event, I look forward to seeing you soon; and working with you:

Sincerely;

Janis 0'D. Schechter
Héseimination Specialist
Js/ta

Enclosures

ce: Preston C. Kronkosky
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II. THE CONFERENCE




REGIONAL EXCHANGE
SEDL/RX VALIDATION CONFERENCE AGENDA

Asril 19-20, 1979

Thursday; April 19; 1979

8:30-9:00am Get Achéihted
(coffee, tea, juice; and pastries for atmosphere)
9:00-9:20 Introductions
Review of Agenda
9:20-9:50am Dr. William Hinze, Division of Education Replication (OE)
will speak about his revisions of the IVD Handbook,
Sharing Educational Success
9:50-10:00am Question/Answer period
10:00-10: 30am Ms. Christine Dwyer; RMC Research Corporation

will speak on the IVD process from the perspective
of her recent study of five states' validation
procedires (for the National Association of State
Advisory Councils)

10:30-10:40am Question/Answer period
10:40-10:50am BREAK
10:50-11:065am I11linois' validation bféééaﬁfé

Mr. Bud Grossner, Manager

LEA Services
I11inois State Department of Educat1on

11:85-11:18am Question/Answer period
11:10-11:25am Michigan's validation procedure

Mr. John Osborne, Superv1sor -

Exger1menta] & Demonstration Programs

Michigan Department of Education

11:25-11:30an Question/Answer period
ii:éﬁii:éﬁpm LUNCH
1:00-1:20pm "| iving Through and Living With a Validation Procedure"

Dr. Preston C. Kronkosky,; Director _

Field Services & Dissemination (FS&D)
Southwest Educational Development Laboratory (SEDL)
Mr. Jack Lumbley, FS&D Evaluator

Southwest Educational Development Laboratory
1:20-1:30pm Question/Answer period
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SEDL/RX VALIDATION CONFEF-NCE AGENDA

(continued)

Thursday, April 19, 1979

(continued)

1:30~4: 30pm

Friday, April 20, 1979

8:00-8: 30am

9:30-10:00am
10:00-10: 10aw
10:10-10: 20ani

10:20-11:00am

11:00-11: 40am

11:40-12:00 noon

Individiual State Team Time with Resoiirce Person

OPTIONAL SESSION; “A Jocal school district looks
at evaluation" Mr. Bill Reaves, former evaluator
with school district in Grand Rapids, Michigan and

currently an intern with the Texas Association of

School Administrators.

Eye Open1ng Ceremony ) , L
{coffee; tea; juice, and pastries will be essentia
elements in the r1tua1)

—

member will be asked to respond to twgfthree

pre-arranged questions, and then questions will
open from the floor

Sharon Adams will discuss SEDL/RX's part1c1pat1on
as a pilot s1te in the National Pract1ce F]1e, as

Question/Answer period
BREAK

Individual State Team Time:
Continue previous work, talk to resource peop]e,

discuss implications of the morning's sessions

€onference recommendations:

Based on exper1ences, resoureces; p]ans, what advice
wodld you give to people working on validation
procedures concerning issues;_scope, essential
elements; resources; purposes?

Closing Remarks (especially ones you won't want
to miss about reimbursement forms, conference

evaluation, and rides to the airport)
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PRESENTATION BY DR. WILLIAM HINZE

Back in 1968-69 when we were deeply entrenched in ESEA Title III,
Congress had given our program a commitment to do some dissemination and
we wrote into all the programs that were funded federally a percentage
or a certain sum of money--a line item--called dissemination. Some
money was allocated and was supposed to be spent for that purpose. Bit
we found that there was a lot of paper shuffling about other people
visiting one another and we weren't so sure that some of the processes
or products that were being distribited were really worthy of dissemination.
We felt that there had to be some way that we could determine the value of
the products which were being disseminated.

So we began to write to the state departments and say, "What method,
what way; do you determine whether or not a project has some worthwhile
material to distribute to other colleagues across the state? We found

that there were maybe thiree or four states that tried to do something

about determining the value of the prodicts or the processes which were
being funded federally but there was raturally no uniform way of determining
that.

50 we began to poll our group and say, "Now look, whatever you're doing
let's put it down on paper and give us a chance to look at it; why don't
you check with some of your local project people to determine whethér or
not they are interested in having some way of determining the value of
their effort?"

I don't know to what extent you're familiar with the way Title IIi
seesawed back and forth from the federal administration to state administra-
tion to partially state administered, partially federally administered, but
finally it ended up with 15% of the funds retained at the US Office level
for administration and 85% of the funds retained by the state. We thought
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that it would be well to get some uniform process and so we had the LEA's
and SEA's working with each other to develop what they thought was their
way of evaluating or looking at programs-

I am not using the term “"validation" yet because it wasn't really
coined at this point. We really didn't know what we were looking for at
that point either; and I can remember we invizea all the state education
agencies' Title III people to St. Louis and we had our first opportunity
to look at what was supposed to be a way of evaluating programs. To make
a long story short it was a year and a half of real hard work cutting and
pasting. We tore, literally cut and pasted, the book that was tentatively
written in St: Louis and came up with a handbook:. At this point the term

"validation" came about and we got the Identification, Validation, and

. IVD Handbook--and that in turn was sent out

Dissemination Handhook

to the states.
States reviewed it and sent us their comments for revisions and
ultimately it was printed in final form and disseminated to all the states.
Then we had to develop a training program: We developed ten regions:
They went back and trained their people within their region: We've trained
300-400 people in the effectiveness/success area, which is basically the
evaluation part of it; the resource specification; and exportability.
The handbook has probably gone through three revisions; this the
fourth one. Initially it was geared for Title III, but then we decided
that it was such a good document that we should include all other programs.

S0 we took out all the references to Title III, other than a little history,
and piloted it with Five Title I programs in and around the Washington area.
That was a real interesting experience because Title I at that point had no
objectives that were identified with any of their programs and the validation

effort is based on objectivity. So, Title I really had to write objectives
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for the project that they were piloting the process on. The process has
been used for other programs. Career education has used it, bt basically
we're trying to get it universally acceptable for any program that has

objectives and can get some hard data.

We actually started with seven projects about 1968. We sent a
consultant at World Wide Consultants in Salt Lake City about 150 projects'
evaluation data. He reviewed it and then selected 25 of the prograiis,
went to visit those programs; and ultimately came out with seven Title III
programs out of the whole nation that he thought were worthy of validation.
From there we got the idea to go on and expand the process to what it is
currently. Right now we must have about 200-275: We haven't had a great
deal of activity in validation recently because the jack of emphasis on

validation in our office has caused us not be as active as we should have
been. We haven't had a chance to keep tabs on the states as to how many
projects they have validated as such but it's closer to 275 than it is to
200.

Let me pass out these handbooks: Turn to the first page and in the
middle of it in big bold print put DRAFT. This latest revision was
generated in Seattle, Washington. This document as I said,; was developed
out in Seattle, and Dr. Al Ellwell was part of our team that worked on it
as was Dr: Bill McDougall, a professor of Education at the Washington State
University in Puliman: Dr. Bill Davis, one of the state facilitators who
is W6ﬁkihg in the Colorado facilitator function; and Leonard Nackman, the
evaluator for the state of Minnesota, were also involved; We literally--
again--cut and paste, wrote on the blackboard and erased and put it back
up again and came up with a docuient. I took it back to Washington; |
edited it and tried to put some finishing touches, then sent it out to

what I call the Torrid 19:
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A year ago we had a few bucks left to do some evaluation and we wanted
to get some first hand information from people who had been involved with
validation over the years. So I contacted 25 people and 19 ultimately
showed up. We spent two days looking over some issues and policy decisions
that had to be made relative to validation and; based on that group's work,
the revision reflects all of their attitudes. In May 1979, we're going to
have that same group. Nackman, Daviss and McDougall are coming and we're
going to put on some finishing touches. I'm going to share scme of those
ideas that we are going to incorporate in this document and hopefully that

Will be it. Then we will go through the process of getting it cleared
through our office of management and budget so that we can begin to do some
planning for training people in this version. I am a little reluctant to
say "this version" and yet we're trying to make this a little more compre-
hensive and a little more rigid in its outlook. On page one; a statement
111 be identified indicating that anyone who participates in this activity
Snclination to make it mandatory; it would have to be checked much more
rigorously by the office of management and budget. As such they have to
have some indication that it is a voluntary process, that people who want
to get involved in the validation effort are doing it of their own free will
arid that we are rot imposing this great document on them: As you well
kiiowW, those of you who have seen the previous document, this is not quite
as formidable and I hope that will definitely be a plus.

in the basic introdiction then, we have what the two validation
programs are. The term "validation" is used interchangably with "JDRP"
and "IVD" and I have a little problem with that myself. I don't know how
We can resolve that; I'm hoping we can make some kind of delineation and
not call them one and the same because they are not the same. JDRP (Joint
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Dissemination Review Panel) came into existence about five or six years

ago when Dr. John Evans approached OE Commissioner, Dr. Méfiéﬁ; former
superintendent of Pittsburg public schools with the idea of developing a

kind of good housekeeping stamp of approval for the Office of Education to be
put on 5ome practices or programs which the office felt were of value for
dissemination. So it was first the Dissemination Review Panel, made up

of Office of Education people. When the National Instituté of Education

came into existence and began looking at dissemination of activities, they
felt it only proper to include people from that office as well, so now

there are 11 people designated from NIt and 11 from OE who make up a

panel of 22 to pass judgment on programs: They only need seven for a quorum

and that's generally what shows up. That's how the DRP became JORP, the
Joint Dissemination Review Panel. I'11 get around to doing something about
conundrum and were going to have to work it out and I hope we can do it
without jeopardizing one or the other activities.

invo1ves those states which have detérmined that they want to Have ownership
of an IVD process. We had a request from the facilitator project out in
Colorado for those Eiéiéé which had what they considered to be their own
IVD process. Colorado was going to make an analysis, so I identified 13
that I falt had something concrete that they could send to the people in
Colorado. Ultimately they did get nine and when it was cut and dried, the
process wasn't all that different. It's basically the same IVD process
with a few little frills and innovations and the major thing is that they
were using in-state people as validators. We had previously considered

to deal wWith nepotism, or influence, or whatever, but basically that was
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the only difference, that more states had their own people doing the job:
Michigan is probably the most organized:. Basically it is the same except
a little more strict with the people they deal with at the LEA level. That's

On page six, we're hoping that we can expand the kinds of activities
that the JDRP will accommodate. They have accepted the idea that they can
only deal with the traditional research design comparing two treatments.
We're hoping that we can ultimately get them to accept process kinds of
programs, programs that deal in the affective area that would be great for
the gifted; for instance. There are all kinds of programs that we feel
should go through that panel so that we in turn could get them in our
National Diffusion Network.

On page nine; we had to acquiesce a great deal. We're going to permit
states to use in-state people. The pressure has been applied from above our
division that all states should be involved. If we have as many as 13 states
#hich have their own programs with in-state people as validators; we need to
incorporate them within our national effort: But what we're doing here in

item #3 is to recommend highly that team leaders be selected from out of
state, though in-state pecple can be used.

The next page deals with the levels of validation: We're expecting
that once a project is validated and it has the kind of material that is
needed to go through the JDRP; that it would take that final step and go
through the panel for that ultimate good housekeeping stamp of approval.
Then you as a state department could determine what level of activity you
would accept: maybe a process or product kind of validation, which might be
3 critérion referenced test instrument, for instance; or a handbook, or a
curriculum, or a teacher's guide:
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On page 27 begins the team reporting section; we're going to ask that
the team respond to the question; “Kere the data of such a nature? Kotice
Wwe have “yes" and "no." We don't have a Likert scale in this. It's
rather than using the point-system. Did the data reflect statistical and
educational significance? Was the impact on the educational area. of sich
a nature to warrant dissemination of a greater nature? You know, statisti-
cally if you have a large universe it isn't very difficult to get any statis-
tical significance and it might raise the kids' reading level by a month
for a two-year period of time which is net that great; but if you've got
enough kids that you've tested, that might be significant. So; we're
asking the people to Took at this particular item more carefully.

On page 34 we're going to address #3; that a plan for training staff
exists: Now in most cases when you are looking at a project that has been
in existence for maybe two or three years, their training manual is probably
in the head of one of the project directors and we're not going to make it

On page 40 is the final recommendation. We want the pecrle to be as
hard nosed as possible with this process. If a team says this project or
practice is validated, we want them to be able to say, "You have the
capability of passing the JBRP panel and it will go through." Tf they say,
"Nos we'll approve for state validation but it doesn't have the kind of data
that we think the JDRP would accept," we would like to think that the team
is going to have to get their halos shined up in good order and in some cases
play God: But we want the group to be highly qualified. You'll see the
document outlines some criteria for people who are to be trained in this

process.
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We expect to have as many as three to five people in each state who

would be trained and under the circumstances you could ship them from one

state to another. We would like to think that we could keep the group

relatively small, highly qualified, and well trained:

if there are any questions.
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PRESENTATICN BY MS. CHRISTINE DMYER

Let me first mention the NASAC study and I will give you some summaries
of the studies after I talk.
As part of a private contracting consulting firm, I get involved in all

manner of things and one of the topics that a number of us have been

tion processes for some special topic areas. We worked in Massachusetts to
develop a process which depends heavily on describing éSSéhtf?i eleiients
as well as evaluation effectiveness.

Another Title I effort that we dealt with was in Vermont and that was
a very different kind of process. There the identification of projects in
validation was left to the contractor to avoid some previous problems that
they had had. That again was within Title I and it was a product
evaluation/validation rather than a program.

And a third effort along those lines was to develop a process for
validation of teacher corps projects within our teacher corps network. on
the east coast.

Another area that I've been particularly working on in the last
year to year and a half has been tracing the experience of adopters over
two or three years; the adopters of JDRP projects primarily; but also
adopters of some in-state validated projects: We've been looking at the
experience that the adopters have had in implementing a project; in
replicating effectiveness, and also the retrospective opinion of the
éaéﬁféﬁé about the selection process, about the degree to which the
validated project met their expectations; the degres to which validation
was in fact accirate was important to them, etc: So I have a lot of
interest in that kind of experience: I'11 share perhaps a little bit of
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that with you as we go through the report:

I am also, from a very selfish point of views interested in validation
because I act as an external evaluator for several Title IV projects. I'm
pulling for them and I'm expecting that their designs are strong enough to

get them through our state processes as well as hopefully on to the JDRP.
So from that angle I also have that selfish interest.

The topic I am going to discuss now is the NASAC Study: There were
three basic purposes of the study: one was to identify characteristics of
projects which choose to enter the IVD and which successfully complete a
validation process at a state level. With entering projects, we were
looking particularly at evaluation experience, evaluation background. and
evaluation design. A second effort was to look at some aspects of the
current IVD mechanism as it existed in the states, particularly with the
focus on the validation of effectiveness: And a third purpese was describing
some of the characteristics of in-state diffusion networks. I am going to
concentrate on the first two purposes.

Let me tell you what states we looked at. When we say "state" or "state

the state level. We visited Florida, Washington, Minnesota, New Jersey,

and Colorado for that purpose. To get another perspective we visited some
developer-demionstrator projects; which have been JDRP approved. A1l but

one had also gone through its state validation process. The projects were
Project Host, which is a reading project; the Seaton Hall preschool in
Minnesota; New Model Needs from Ohio, which is a secondary values project;
Project Stem from Colorado, a math project; and Project Active in New Jersey

which is physical education for handicapped students. In addition to the
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some in-state adopters; and in many cases they were adopters who had
adopted the project after its state-level validation; not as a result of
its JDRP validation. So we tried to get the range from funding agent to
developer to validation team to disseminator to adopter to get the whole
spectrum. The generalizations that I'11 share With you are not intended
to be fully generalizable to all states or all experiences. They're a
snap shot view of some locale. ]

Let me Tist, with brief discussion, some of iheJcharacteristics of
the projects choosing to enter IVD: One of the things we found in the
states that we visited was that financial consideration played a major
part. It was sort of a no-choice decision for a lot of projects: Projects
had a sense that they wanted to maintain project activity either to do
further development or to spread the good word, really believing in what
they had done. In many cases, though money doesn't necessarily come directly

from validation, validation certainly increases the potential that a project

development, or to spread the word, and that was trie whether dissemination

was really tied to the process or not. For example, sometimes at the local
level a project was motivated to go through validation to build its credibility
within its own district, so that Tong term support in terms of dollars may
have resulted from the LEA, not from an external Source: Validation was

the stamp of approval which might help that to occur. As competition has
increased for development funds for new projects or for spin offs of other
projects, SEA's dollars for development of new projects have decreased.

More money has gone into dissemination so that the competition, the

dollars available for further development; is really keen and validation
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becomes more important if it does increase the potential to garner funds
from another source. IVD becomes; then, a route to funding support.

Another reason, another characteristic, of the projects that choose
to enter the IVD is that they have project directors who are very special
kinds of people. They are described to us by state level people as
innovators, sometimes mavericks within the system, education entrepreneurs,
people in education who had skills that in the past had not been required:
public relations skills. They definitely stood out and the project
director was certainly crucial in the decision to go ahead and enter the
IVD process or to become validated: The actual decision may have rested
With someone else within the system, but the project director's willingness
to go ahead and ability to carry it through were really key factors.
Incidentally; those qualities were ones that were frequently mentioned
later on by adopters as qualities that attracted them to the project: I
found that true in New Hampshire and Maine also in studying adopters. The
public relations skills; the innovativeness; the charisma; all of those
qualities attached to the project director have, for some adopters-=I'11
ad an editorial note--gotten in the way of looking at the projects, perhaps
from an evaluator's point of view.

Another characteristic was the role that state department consultants,
particularly Title IV-C people; had in influencing the decision to enter
validation. That was an area that we found varied tremendously among the
states: 1In some states, the day-one decision to fund a project influenced
whether that project wotld eventually go to validation or not. In other
words, the decision to fund a project was almost the same as the decision
that the project would go to IVD and all the necessary resources that would

make that project ready with evaluation information with materials, whatever,
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the project would be all set to go through. In Some cases; the state level

help came much latér and almost at the application and self-study phase.
The decision to do that depended sometimes on the assumed expertise of
the project director. Those without expertise might be given more help all
along.

One of the influences that that state level role had on the project,
or I think the area where it was most obvious; was in the selection of
objectives or the grooming or changing of objectives as the project developeds
S0 that when the project was ready to go to IVD there were onéctiVés and
irnformation to back up those objectives which would pass the process; thus
the process influenced the kinds of objectives the project has. In some
cases; people would tell us that as they got near the end they rewrote their
objectives so that they would be more in tune with what they knew the
process was demanding. A footrote here--the awareness of JDRP standards has
tremendously influenced that rnle. The emphasis, whether it is rumor or
fact,is on measured statistical significance. That rumor is spread out to
the hinterlands and to some degree the implication is that initial funding
decisions may be based on what is Tikely to be validated:

I find in New Hampshire that when I go out for a first visit to a

project; the first thing that a project will say is, "Can you help me get

Let's talk about what it is that you want to do." VYou may have run across

that experience in some cases too: There are a lot of feelings out there
about what is required now.

Aricther characteristic of projects choosing to enter was that the
previous experience with evaluation was really minimal. The staff really

course: Evaluation was usually .an externally contracted part of the project:

5155




It tended to be viewed as a necessary requirement as a way of assuring
validation. |

Another characteristic was that projects that decided to enter were
sometimes motivated by the desire to impress the folks on the home front,
to be recognized locally for what they had done. As the IVD processes
sxisted there was a lot of room in PR at the local level and many projects

. took advantage of this or saw this as a main advantage.

The final characteristic that I'11 mention revolves around dissemina-
tion. Projects that choose to enter IVD were very naive about what
dissemination really was all about. The view from bféjééf &i?ééfé?é was
that it was important to be veady to disseminate. Rarely was anyone ready
to disseminate and state department people indicated to us that projects were
rarely rejected for those reasons: So there is a feeling that you should
be ready; you should have some manuals readys; you should have thought
about your training, while in fact, projects rarely were ready and that
didn't matter. Now; I have to say that we're talking about projects
that went through IVD five years ago and the sophistication of what dissemi-
nation is has changed so rapidly that I would hesitate to say that was
true today.

Let me mention some of the characteristics of the current IVD
mechanism: First; the application phase; the self study phase. In retro-
spect, many project directors felt that the most valuable part of the IVD
process was doing the application, that marshalling all the forces and
getting all the material and documentation together to complete the applica-
tion was the thing that was most important in later  going to JDRP and
in packaging materials for dissemination. It was a chance to get everything
together and once people had gotten everything together there was also an
expressed feeling that we did something here that was important; it was an
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attitude that carried them through: In some cases in the application phase,
the self study phase, the state department role is very intense. A jot
department. The key activity at that application phase is selection of

the objectives: I don't think anybody would quarrel with that, that's not
really a surprise. One thing that we found was that people collected a

great deal more evaluation information that they used in an application.

It was selecting the particular kinds of measures; the particular kinds

of results, that were felt to be most helpful in getting through validation.
What about perceptions of evaluation needs for validation? The

discussions that we had most frequently centered around the evidernce of

effectiveness part of the validation procedures: Most of the project
directors we talked to have gotten a lot of experience. They're well
known in"‘the National Diffusion Network, but they still have a mystique
that they associate with evaluation and most of them felt very strongly
that evaluation had little to do with the relative merit of their project:
"There were evaluation results and they were important, we'll let somebody
else put it together for us, but I know the project is good for other
reasons." I'm sure that's the kind of dual feeling you've run into from
a lot of different quarters. So the project director looked at that
evidence of success validation in that way.

State department people were rather confortable with evaluation as a
tool. They saw the evidence of effectiveness as an important criterion,
a sort of a base line way to enter the door and the other kinds of informa-
tion, the testimonial, the observational, the attitudinal, as frosting on
the cake, more than the project directors did.

St-*e facilitators, in the long run, felt that initial validation as
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it related to evidence of effectiveness was not that important. They made
their decisions or made their comients to people about projects rot based
on evidence of effectiveness but on informal feedback from the network
that exists among facilitators, the information that they'd gotten from
adopters that had tried the project. Rarely did anyone look back to see
what the effectiveness claim was.

minimal interest. I've talked to lots of adopters for this study and I've
done interviews with probably 50 adopters in New Hampshire and Maine over
the last year, and very rarely is an adopter interested in the claims of
effectiveness. Frequently you'll hear adopters say, "I knew the project
was validated," and pursuing that I'd ask, "Well, what does validation mean
to you?" I don't think I found more than one or two people who had any
notion of what the validation process entailed. Someone had put the seal
on it; somehow it got there and somebody said okay and it was someone at
the state level.

The scphistication about validation is one of those areas that may be
changing. The first selection of a program for an adopter may not be a
very good way to judge the level of adopter knowledge right now. What
adopters were interested in when selecting a project were a couple of
things: I don't think there were any surprises. The key thing is
critical local need--that the project they were going to select matched the
nseds they felt existed in the home district of the LEA: And if you probed
a little, frequently you found that there had been some crisis; however
minor, that had precipitated the search for a new project. Be it low
reading scores, changing staff, a newspaper expose of what was happening in
the schools as far as drugs, vandalism, or whatever. Some crisis precipitated

a search for a project. That was the key element that adopters identified
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as important to them. Costs were secondary to adopters. If you think of
some of the criteria of exportability that relate to the validation process;
you might think of validation éx;sar“tabﬁ%ty in terms of what adopters

were saying they look for. Adopters are looking for a match to need:

Another thing they're looking for is the availability of some ongoing
relationship with that developer, with that project that is going to be
a demonstrator. That they're not going to be like a textbook company,
that there's going to be somebody there that they can go to when. they have
a problem. That was very frequently mentioned:

A third thing that adopters indicated as important to them was the
readiness of materials and the appeal of the materials that were available
from the developer. Uniqueness was not important to adopters. Adopters
said things like, "It's something I could have done myself if I had the
money or time." The first time I heard that; I was surprised; but I've
since heard it from a lot of people and a 1ot of contacts. I labeled
that as the one-step-away phenomenon. It would have to be pretty close to

take it and do it, 1et's not re-invent the wheel. Uniqueness was viewed
by state facilitators and state department people as limiting, and in some
cases a liability for diffusion. Of course it makes sense. A project that
is going to be unique is going to have fewer potential adopters:

A number of the people that we talked to also felt it was important

before making an adoption decision to be able to make an onsite visit.

in most cases that was feasible to do. We weren't talking to people from
Texas who had adopted an Ohio project. But my other experience in New
Hampshire and in Maine indicates to me that this is not true. So I don't
kniow what to do with that. We have many, many projects in New Hampshire
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and in Maine that adopted from other parts of the country and no one ever
the #i* of making an onsite visit: But in the NASAC study the adopters
that we talked to felt it was important to see it at the home base, make
sure it exists there: New Englanders just have more confidence in the
country; I don't know.

let fie mention a few characteristics of the evaluation experience of
projects that had gone through state validation. They tended to have
fairly traditional quasi-experimental design; some had control groups; the
data that they used was objective data; reporting either norm referenced
or criterion referenced test information: As I mentioned before; many of
them had collected attitudinal; observational information. They didn't
report it ¢ the time of the validation. The kind of evaluation needed
for the IVD they viewed as not the type of evaluation generally useful at
the LEA level. This was a special kind of thing: This isn't how we
usually evaluate the worth of our programs: This may be why we're having
trouble getting adopters to evaluate their replications.

I've mentioned exportability from the AA* level already. Some of the
considerations they thought were important were the potential match between
the things I méhtiOﬁéd before are the market place concerns: need; ongoing
support, materials, cost. “lLet us decide about the cost;" was what AA'S
were saying. "I'm not going to reject on the basis of cost unless it's
outlandish: We'll make those decisions:" [*Adoption/Adaptation)

The question of validation affording identifiable advantages to adopters
was one thing we wanted to find out--basically people did feel that it did
provide consumer protection. I characterize it along a couple of lines:
One thing it does, aﬁd I think this is very often skipped over; is outline
and define the project: The nature of the validation process--the application,
the self study phase, the explanation to other people--helps to define the
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elements that are critical to the project. It seems so simple, but those
of you who have visited a number of projects, or talked to a number of
people who are trying to express to you what their projects are all about;
will have some sympathy with what I'm saying. What are those key ingre-
dients? Validat<on helps the project answer that. It ensures the develop-
ment of reliabie documentation, so therefore it reduces risk. It doesn't
eliminate risk, but it reduces risk. There are significant cost reductions
who themselves become sharable products. ©One thing that validation has
done has been to identify some key people:

Another issue that we dealt with in the executive summary has been
incorporated into the new IVD manual and that is the relationship between

IVD and JDRP. That was the constant topic of conversation and one that
lots of people were upset about: too much dupiication of effort. Other
people were saying the IVD is a much stronger process than the JDRP because
it allows for the onsite visit and it's real people talking to real people.
Alternatives were discussed and across states that was a definite area of
interest.

One other which I'11 mention briefly is the 1ife span of validated
projects. In the states that we visited, validation had been going on for
awhile and projects that were validated quite a few years ago were still in
the market place. And there was concern expréssed by some state level
established for projects; that re-validation occur after a particular time
if a project wanted to continue disseminating. I think it was John Row,
the project director of New Model; who said; "If you were a textbook; after five
years you'd consider a textbook revision: Give us some time to revise and

come back again " On the other hand some people from states anc state
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facilitators were saying that lots of newer and great things have been
guys out and allow some room for new people to come in. So those were

to talk about or ask questions about but were on lots of people's minds.
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PRESENTATION BY [iR. 3YE GROSSIIER

Let me lead into my remarks by ta11ing you a story about the Cracker
Jack Dog Food Company, the biggest dog food company in the United States.
They called their annual meeting and had- an auditorium full of people.

The president is up before the group, giving them a very motivated speech,
and he asks the group, "Who has the best dog food in the United States?"
And the group stands up and hollers; "€racker dack Dog Food!" Then he
says; "Who has the best sales force in the United States in the dog food
business?" And they stand up again and yell, "We do, Cracker Dog Food!®
Then he asks anothér question,; "Who has the best management?" And the
Cracker Jack Dog Food people stand up and holler, "We do!" And the presi-
dent says, “Then would somebody tell me why our sales are so lousy?" A
dogs don't like it."

I use that because I may be &iffcrent from many of the other people
that you're going to talk to today. In my role with the state agency, I
see myself as the advocate of the dog, or the advocate of LEA, the user:

In 111inois we have a newly created department called LEA Services which is
a staff of about 100 people with the sole responsibility of bféVidihg
technical assistance to school districts. We're very committed to that
effort and we find that we are quite often thrown into the role of an
advocate for the LEA's. Many times that advocacy calls for us to take on
our own agency. In fact quite often, to be guite frank with you:

But it's because of that effort to deliver services to the LEA's that
we are extremely interested in dissemination. And of course you can't spend
much time in dissemination and not get involved in the validation process.
e don't have any probiems with the IVD process; we use it in ITlinois. I
think we have 38 or 39 projects in the IT1linois Diffusion Network:. We
utilize those processes and value them; but frankly in working with the LEA's
we find that holding to just those two processes 1imits us too much.
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What I have to say to you deals more with promising practices. The
stats of the art in I11inois right now is dealing with that question. And
we're just starting to deal with it: '

I'm going to give you a rationale as to why we're coming from where
We are; then give you an idea of the direction we're going, and then maybe
later téaa§ I can get into more specifics. We gave a lot consideration to
how we could approach this problem. The reason why we feel that it's imper-
ative that we do is that as the state agency commits itself to providing
assistance to school districts and in the development of our IRON--I11inois
Research and Dissemination project; which is an NIE capacity building
some magnitude. In the state of ITlinois alone we're finding that there are
a great deal of promising practices that are available and can be shared
With the districts. If we're going to put funds behind that {and we are trying
in every way we can to generate funds to support those activities) we make
one demand upon the LEA's: {We're trying to very seriously to honor the
integrity of the LEA's; to pass the responsibility on to them for having a
great deal of impact on the direction we do go.) We're requiring that they
go through some logical, systematic planning process. We're saying to
theii, "You enter into a planning process; needs assessment; resource identi-
fication, exploration of the alternatives, and we'll buy what comes out
of the process." We're saying to them that as you go through that process
and as you go through the identification of resources, identify and prioritize
your problems and come up With a number one problem that you would like to
address. Then contact the IRDN. As a result of a search through the IRDN
they may come up with 14 alternatives; of which there may be three IVD
projects. Maybe two or three projects are in the NDN but there may be

another Five or six resolutions to that problem or at least alternatives
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to be considered. Our dilemma is, what kind of validation do we put those
other promising practices to those other alternative resources through?

Philosophically, I personnally give some argument against some of the

points that Bill has made: We're finding that it's difficult to operate
in an advocacy role; in a very close involved role; and be sincere with
LEA's if we feel we have to protect them, if we take the role of protecting
them, becoming the consumer protection agency and saying to them; "You're
not capable of deciding what projects are good, so we'll decide for you
and then we'll make it available for you." We're saying that we're going
to involve them in assisting us in developing what those valuss are. What
is it that they value in a project? The other thing that we're saying

is that we feel the IVD process is a pass or fail. We think part of the
studies are saying that peorle aren't really adopting; they're adapting.
If that's the case then there are parts of.projects that can be adapted,
that are useful or of value, that are being eliminated because they have
failed the validation test. Now I think I'm hearing that you're moving
towards some flexibility around that--I'm glad to hear that, because I
think it would be interesting to do an indepth study sbout whether it is
adoption or adaptation that is occuring. It's been our experience that it
is a great deal more adaptation than it is adoption.

The other thing we're concerned about as we move with the IVD process
in the manner that we have in I11inois; is that putting 39 projects on the
diffusion network has become vVery expensive--extremely expensive: We use
out-of=state evaluators in the process, and the money that we're putting
in there has to be guestioned. Not that we're saying that it's not worth-
while and valuable for the projects that we're putting through that kind
of process. We can't affort to send visiting teams within the state, let
alone bring some from outside the state: So what we're saying is that if
we can identify some rank order; some instrumentation of what the values
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are that the user wants in an evaluation process; so that you Start at
those levels, there's no reason why a project will not reach an IVD level
so a Visiting team will come in. What we're saying is let's not eliminate
them if they're not obviously a project that merits an onsite visit. Of
course, there's generalizing, there's heavy emphasis given to research and
evaluation design that's going into snme of these processes; and we're
simply feeling that too many good valuable resources are bein_ :iiminated
because of that.
the LEA's to share the responsibility for a state-wide dissemination
effort, is that we don't feel the state agency should become the sole
evaluator of promising practices. And we think through a mutual, coordinated,
collaborative effort, we can get them deeply involved:

We've tried something else that we've had a great deal of success with,
cooperative consultants: For example; metrics is a big hot item in our
state. Ve at the state agency were faced with a decision: do we hire five

metrics specialists, put them on the state payroll, use them for three

years and let them become obsolete, and then try to find something for them,
or do we develop somehow the capacity to respond to 1;000 districts who
must, by a certain date; do something in metrics? We came up with the idea
of creating what we call a cooperative consultant cadre. We identified
75 LEA math teachers and university math professors/instructors, brought
them to the state office, and gave them three days of inservice on the
policies and guidé1inés relative to the direction we wanted to go with
metrics. We asked them to contribute five days of their time. We in
return pay for their substitute; if it's required; and pay their expenses
to go to other districts. Our staff at the state agency then brokers
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those 75 people into districts. For a multitude of reasons that's been

extremely successful. There's notoriety for the people involved and it's

cooperating consultant. We've got a peer relationship activity going on,
and we've broken down the credibility gap being a state official coming
that to include more LEA involvement, and alsc work on the identification
and validation «of promising practices, to duvelop the instrumentation; the
process to enable that to accur.

To summarize, given the commitment we have made to working with the
districts; we have to have a more comprehensive model; we've got to go
beyond IVD and JDRP. I don't want to be perceived as negative to the IVD
or JDRP. It's not that at all, we're just feeling that it falls short of
what we want to do, what's being dictated to us by funds, what's being

dictated to us relative to our overall program.
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PRESENTATION BY DR: JOHN OSBORNE

Michigan has been actively invelved with the concept of validation
since 1973. We have participated in the.national IVD process; we have
people who are trained in that process; and we've had projects that have
been classified by the JDRP. We have not had projects in the last twod
or three years that have been nominated for IVD by the Michigan Departient
of Education. There have been some reasons for that. We found that
every time we nominated a local project for national validation it was
costing between $1,000 and $2,000 to pay for the validation and then it
might not get classified. We found that local politics sometimes was a
problem: We had one experience where the validation procedure was qguite
embarrassing to all parties invalved because of local politics. To go
through the process of IVD and be nominated to the JDRP--assuming that
you get by the JDRP--doesn't mean any funds will be available and a lot
that process, got a certificate, and there were no funds to respond to all
those questions and calls for materials that were coming in from throughout
the country. Then we had projects that were going through the DRP that
eventually got funded but the level was very small. In terms of our
salaries in Michigan a $30;000 grant may pay for 3/4 of the time for an
individual to work on the national scene. So for a lot of reasons school

state board of education directed our department to come up with a proce-
dure to do the same or a similar thing as the IVD and the JDRP: One of
the first things which the state board of education did was to develop a
Classification Committee. Now this committee is similar at the state level

to the JDRP. 1It's headed by our deputy superintendent, and its members
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include the head of research and evaluation, the director for planning;

the associate superintendent for elementary and secondary education; the

associate superintendent for extended learning (because we get involved
With professional development); and the assistant superintendent for
schos1 and community affairs.

One of the charges made to the Classification Committee was to seek
successful programs throughout the various funding agencies in our department.
In other words; not to focus on Title IV-€ or Title III, but to begin
getting Title I projects surfaced as successful practices to be promoted by
the state board of education: Our process is actively pursued by the state
board and the staff of the department of education. We are in an advocacy
role. We are advocating those things that are successful. We want to bring
that to the attention of school peopie throughout Michigan and to do things
systematically that will encourage school districts not to adopt; not to

adapt; but to install: Now to you; “installation" may be a weasel word but
I'm tired of defending “adoption" and “adaptation." 1 think "installation"
lets anybody put the context they want to that word.

programs from our own state process called Chapter III; which is similar to
Title I but with a different client group, we have one or two from vocational
education; about siv from special education, two from career education, and
we re in the prosess of nominating five from the area of professional
developient. So our efforts have been to go department-wide and not focus
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Earlier I mentioned cost. We can have a validator come into any of

our projects and it will cost about $125 for a day and a half of work.
We add appropriate department staff to the validation team. If it's a

math project, a math consultant goes along and verifies that it's a good
math approach and so forth. The team leader of that validation visit is

an evaluator. Again; we're trying to demonstrate throughout the state that
our student data show our programs are successful: In other words; they

do make a difference in the achievement level of youngsters.

Some of you were asking questions earlier of other présentators about
How the JDRP evaluates those reports, what criteria are uséd,.ahd what
procedure is used. I would respond by saying that Michigan's procedures
is similar and I do have hand outs to pass out to you and I'11 walk you
through it very quickly. (Séé page 71 )

We've only nominated projects for classification that have been state
or federally funded up to this year. The Classification Committeée has coiie
up with four levels or categories that a project or program goes through.
One is the planning mode, that's the P, one is the developmental mode, that's
the D, and one is the experimental or replication mode, that's the E. The
second D is the demonstration and the I is the installation where we
demonstrate and have school districts install. We have criteria for whether
a district has reached the completion of the planning phase.

After a project has gone through a developmental mode, be it a Title I,
is sent out to do an onsite visit utilizing a form to determine whether the
project has merit for being seiected to become a demonstration site for the
entire state of Michigan. We're not saying it's not a promising program

at that point. That part of the state may indeed have use for that, but the
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We're attempting to address state-wide needs as they appear at the present

is judged to have met the developmental criteria

t

time. If a projec
successfully, it is nominated for classification, the commiitee examines
it--blesses it so to speak--and it says; "You are now an experimental site."
In the developmental mode, a project does have an experimental design. A1l
of our projects have experimental designs in that developmental mode: And
when we make a determination that indeed we want to nominate it, they've
+"ready proven to themselves and to our staff in the department that they're
successful in raising cr zffecting student achievemer* in a st?iivé manner.
In the experimental moze; we give a school district resources to go
into a different district to replicate that program. And this is where we
ditfer with iné faderal approach in some respects. We look at exportability

or veplicability not in the sense that the project can be picked up and
used by another school district, or that it can be cost effective; because
school dist~icts will make their own determination about that. What we're
interested in as a state education agency is whether or not the results are
exportable: And we will not take anyone's word for that. That is why we
go into a different district. Let's say we have a project in Austin and at
the end of the developmental mode it has been judged as successful. We
would give San Antonio a period of time, normally at least one year, to
implement that program and see if they have comparable results. Not

exact, but comparable. And during that phase, the original developer site
is acquiring experience in how to conduct inservice training--and that's a
question always asked but is seldom demonstrated in most IVD approaches,
state or national==but we'rc going to have evidence after a year that

indeed a school district can provide inservice training. During that year,
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they will have the opportunity to pull together all of their packaging:
We're giving them the resources to package the training module so that
everything is ready: '

After the experimental phase is completed, we then do the onsite
validation and verify student data, comparing it to the original site. Do
they have comparable results? If the answer is yes they are nominated for
demonstration status.

If a project makes it through this whole process and becomes a demon-
stration <ite, then our department provides funding averaging about $75;006
per year for a minimum of two years to demonstrate state:widé5 provide
inservice training, and to provide follow-up to anyone who installs that
program. In addition, we have $5,000 grants for school districts to install

a demonstration project.

further than I11inois although we haven't put those PEP's in a package:
We do have 10 regional supy.emental centers in our state that are being
funded with supplemental funds to identify on a regional basis promising

educational practices. One of our centers has come up with a folder as
one approach to identifying PEPs.

Every single teacher in that county (intermediate school district)
gets this folder. In it are recommendations for sharing ideas, sharing the
program. and information on the nomination procedure. There is a revie
team mentioned in the folder which communicates from the teacher back to
the intermediate sciiool district or the regional center: The idea is to
to begin sharing classroom ideas. From that we'll begin to identify
promising educational programs and practices.
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Maybe they need this form: °“I need help in getting an idea going."
This is being administered by one of our centers that is very much into the
marketing approach: They have these things on display at all the malls,
they have radio spots; billboards, and so forth throughout the county.
Another county, a regional supplemental center, talks about what a promising
program is and then they have a process by which local districts can nominate
a program. They have site visitation forms. In other words, in that county

the curriculum people, the assistant superintendents, and directors of

schiool districts and they go out at their own expense and conduct an onsite
verification-validation process and begin identifying on a county wide
basis those programs that are promising to their region. Our intent then
screening them out; and come up with which of those 300 are programs tha:
have application to all the school districts in the state; not Jjust on a
regional basis but throughout the state. We would then encourage them to
apply for classification and we would provide funding if they are anywhere
on that continuum. Maybe they are Jjust at the planning stage. They already
have an idea developed but they may not have the necessary evaluation data
to be classified. We would provide fiscal support to those di~" icts to

acquire the data to be classified and be nominated as a demonstration site.
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PRESENTATION BY DR. PRESTOM C. KRONKOSKY

There are a number of things you should csnsider today; tomorrow; and during
the next weeks and months as you work through and continue to refine your state's
validation process. First, since you are associated with a state education agency,
there is a book that is going to cause you lots of problems. The book is called

The Literacy Hoax. Its subt:icle is; The Decline of Reading, Writing and Learfing

in the Public Schools and What we can Do About it. Its author is appearing on

many of the national TV "talk” shows. He claims that he has the solution to
today's probiemg of American education. That means he's got the solution many of
the people in your legislature are going to adopt; perhaps adapt; and that's
going to cause you and state education agencies and everybody associated with
public education in the country; lots of headaches in the next weeks, ionths, and
years.

The thing that is so dangerous about this book is that its author claims to
have identified all the problems that all the experts with all their PhD's have
not been able to identify. Furthér, he has come up with very simple; down to
earth, practical solutions that can be put into effect tomorrow. And in the

and reading and communication scores dramatically. If you haven't read it, this
earliest convenience to read it.

Second, I'd Tike to express publicly my appreciation to Linda Reed of the R&D
validation. I believe everyone received a copy of it last night and I know you
stayed in your rioi 1ast night and read it: It is an excellent contribution: I
know Linda Reed would appreciaté receiving your constrictive comiments and fsedback.
It's another example of how within the Research and Development Exchange a couple
of the contractors from time to time are ahie to cooperate. Further, we appreciate
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Sharon Koenigs and Dane Manis of CEMREL's Regional Exchange making a number of
our rresenters today available to us. That's another form of collaboration and
sipport.

Third, 1'd 1ike to alert you to another paper. As you read Linda Reed's
synthesis you will note that she makes reference to the Rand Study--all eight
volumes--but prokably the one most of us will read thoroughly is Volume 8 since
it's a synthesis of the eéarlier seven volumes. And since the entire eight
voluiies constitute several thousands of pages most of us won't take the time or
the trouble to re.d all of them. That also means a lot of other people are only
going to read Volume 8 and unfortunateiy many peopie will simply éaopt thie
conciusions that Volume 8 advances as being totally accurate.

[ beljeve that there are other points of view that can be drawn from the
data presented in the first seven volumes and that there are other points of view
that could have been expressed in a summary volume such as Yolume 8. One such
point of view is that expressed by Lois-ellin Datta of the National Institute of
Edication. 1 do not have her paper in final form; I have only the version which
existed as of December 28; 1978. Its title is: "Damin the Experts and Full Speed
Khead: An Examination of the Cases Against Directed Development and for Local
Problem Solving." So, if you're involved in evaluation or validation in any way,

think you'll be very interested in reading Dr. Datta's summary and intevoretation
of the Rand Study, which does differ from that presented in Rand's Volume 8. If
you allow people to accept the position expressed in Volume 8 as being totally
accurate, a lot of you, make that nys," will be in unemployment lines very soon:

When you add that document to the previous document, The Literacy Hoax, I hope

we're all intelligent enough to fill out the unmemployment claim forms:
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Fourth, as a student of the change process and a student of dissemination

excellent syntheses of some of the various aspects that all of S concerned with
evaluation and validation must be aware of as we grapple with this question of
implementation. Increasingly we have evidence that it is wrong to draw conclusions
until we have evidence as to whether or not that innovation has in fact been
implemented and, if s0; to what degree. Perhaps there is validity to the argue-
ment that no innovation can be replicated 100% in its second or third or fourth
replication site. Some experts say the best you can hope for is about 80%.

In any event, in the Review of Educational Research that on the cover says

Spring, Volume 47 issue, 1s a long article by Michael Fullan and Alan Pomfret,
"Research on Curriculum and Instruction Implementation:" I think it's one of the
best current statements about what is happening in trying to measure implementation:
If you have not had a chance to read it; I urge you to read it before you go too
far in trying to develop a validation process that doesn't take into account some
measure of implementation.

The article reviews a number of ways to view implementation. Hot the least
of which happens to be that pioneered by Drs. Gene Hall and Susan Loucks at The
University of Texas Research and Development Center for Teacher Education. Those
0f you who have been working with the SEDL Regional Excharige for some time know
that we've been trying to acquaint you with Gene and Sue's work. I'l11 be the
*“hat you read as widely as you can from a variety of sources as to different
methods of how you can look at implementation. BSut please don't make the mistake
that we've been making for the 1ast 10 years and assuiie that you can draw a

conclusion about the effectiveness of innovation simply by looking at pupil change
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scores Without knowing whether the treatment has in fact been implemented.

Last but by no means least, one of the currant catch words, fads, in-things,
whatever you want to call it, is ethnography. In fact, one wag recently said
that the real name for NIE is the National Institute of Ethnography, because if

chance of having the propesal funded than if you leave that word out: (héﬁémbéf
about 10 or 12 years agos; if you put "innovative" in your proposal title how that
increased your cnances of getting funded? Well the word to use now is athnography.)
There is a Tot of argument concerning whether you can use ethncgraphic
techniques as a form of evaluation. I am probably the only person in the world,

and I'm sure the only person in this room; who'l1l admit that he's not an expert
on ethnography: I can't even speli the word withoat looking at it: In fact, I
‘don't think I even knew it existed until I picked up this issue of Review of

Educational Research. So if your knowledge base corncerning ethnography is as

entitied, "The Use of Ethnographic Techniques in Educational Research."

You may want to consider this article as your iatroduction to the possibility
ness. Maybe it doesn't always have %o be the classic pre/post, grade equivalent,
change scores, etc.,--you may want to considur this instead: Though I understand

from talking to some of the "experts;" there is a lot of argument as to whather

you can use this approach as a valid evaluation technique in imnlementation research.

Now to the main point. Our laboratory has served as a sponsur of a Follow
Throiugh model for 11 years. As you well know, Follow Through is the most. documented

research and development effort the United States of America has ever engaged in:
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It's also the most expensive. As of this time, the U.S. Of* . o, Tyu~ation has
expended in excess of $500 million or the MNalional Follow .- ui.gh Program. Fifty
million dollars of that total amount has been spent on the evaluation of the
National Follow Through Program.

If you read certain newspaper headlines in the summer of 1977, those headlines
said, "Follow Through a Failure." Unfortunately, theré wére several other
paragraphs; but most people didn't get past the lead paragraphs (at least not
certain editorial writers). Many persons preferred to say that the U.S. Government
spent $500 million and it all went down the drain. What the officiai USOE press
release tried %o say was that about 85% of the 22 educational ﬁédé1§ that were
involved in the program either produced no significant difference or unfortunately
had a negative effect upon the achievement of the pup'ls involved: Later paragraphs
said that thres of the models, or about 15%; did Shuw JoSitivé significant changes
in pupils' achievement.

There is another very important point. A1l of the materials, at least all of
those used in SEDL's Follow Through Model; which happens to be one of the three
successful models, had gone through a very rigorous, every expensive, very time-

We knew when we first began to put those materials into our Follow Through Program
classrooms that the materials "worked." They "worked"” in our design-test class-
rooms; they "worked" in our pilot-test classrooms; and they "worked” in our field-
test classrooms. We had a rigorous evaluation design and "hard" evaluation Ja*a
that confiriéd that. The strange thing was that when you put those same materials
into 200 classrooms, spread over 19 elementary schools in seven school districis
These were the same materials we had previcusly developed. We knew they "worked,"
they were excelient, the best available anywhere. Why didn't we get uniformly
positive results?




Perhaps the foregoing is why the U.S. Office of Education several vears ago
decided that its efforts in the late 60's and €arly 70's, the so-called Panel
Review of Products (PROP) (some of you were associated with that), was not the way
to tell the educational consumer whether a particular innovative instructional
material was worth their time and money and the involvement of their children.

It takas more than just excellent materials or products: It takes products
successfully implemented in a classroom situations

Unfortunately, as Follow Through demonstrates, excellent products in one
classroom produce one set of pupil effects, whilé the same excellent products in
another classroom produce an entivély different set of pupil effects. Something

in the classroom situation causes or permits the differences to occur. The

differences may be "caused" by the teacher, the principal, the pupils, or something

else for all we know. But, it is obvious that you cannot take products that have
gone through an elaborate R%D process and guarantee that they'ré going to work
everywhere. $o what you have been about for a number of years is something we do
need to continue to be about: We must validate programs and we must try to.
identify exemplary practices.

A iember of our SEDL staff has been given the responsibility of working with
SEDL's seven Follow Through project sites and trying to prepare them and their
panel (JDRP). Jack Lumbley is one of the few people in the country who has had
the "privilege" of working with as many as five p?ojéct sites to go before the
JDRP. The five sites range in size and complexity from San Diego, Texas to the

Los Angeles UniTied School District, the second largest school district in the
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vots and we are ready to submit it for a second time. We are ready to submit
(or resubmit) the fifth one in the next week or two, and as Jack has the time in
complex school district. I personally believe that by August of this year, we
I think is a very good record. But what we're able to demonstrate is essentially
that the same products produce different results with similiar sets of children
in different classrooms. That is something your validation process mist be
prepared to address. |

Good luck to you. If we at SEDL/RX can be of assistance to you in the next
two days or two years, please do not hesitate to give us the opportunity to work

with you. Thank you.
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PRESENTATION BY MR. JACK LUMBLEY

On s&veral occasions I have had the privilege or distinction of having
sat before those persons who compose the JORP panel at any one time. It's
always extremely interesting to say the least: There are presently 22
persons who constitute the overall membership for the JORP. Generally, at
any or time, seven persons generally show up because that's all they have
to have in order to convene a presentation session. I have a present
listing of all of these 22 persons {rom OF and NIE and 1'11 be happy to
provide any of you Who are interested with this.

The present chairperson of the JDRP comes from NIE; John Evans:

From the experience that I've had before the groups; the chairperson is an
extremely influential person in terms of his or her conduct of the session
and in terms ultimately; of one's success or failure. The reason for that
is at the beginning of each session the chairperson has the responsibility
for a brief description of the actua] presentation itself: That description
is often times the first that the other persons on the panel have even
heard. Sone of them may come completely unprepared and depend combletely
upon the synopsis provided by the chairperson. Because of that, it's often
the case that the chairperson has compiete control of the discussions, the
questioning, and 50 on and can often sway the ultimate outcome. Perhaps
to me that is sometimes the case.

As Preston %ﬁaiééféa; the evnerience that I've had personally has been
with the school districts themselves; with the LEA's who have been installing
our Follow Through approach. Also, those school districts drastically
differ in size, resources, and sophistication. I specifically point that
out to give you an indication of the fact that the jobs that I have done
with LEA's have almost aiwa''s been after the fact, that is, whatever data,
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whatever evidence there is of program success, are already collected and
already exist by the time that I arrive and it's my job to take what-
evei there is and to try to place it in a sensible form which will sway
this body of persons to approve the project.

That fact stands in opposition to some of the statements or suggestions
which appear in this document which you all received from CEMREL. It is
suggested in there that one should begin planning to approach’the JDRP
almost at the same time that you actually begin your project, that is you
have to begin thinking about a plausible design for evaluation from the
outset and be prepared to do whatever is required to obtain thuse sorts
of data which presumably would be Successful in convincing the panel. Well
in these cases, that has not happened because the designs were already
firmly entrenched before I appeaired on the scene, and I took whatever they
had and shaped it up. There are some common pitfalls also stated within
the same paper; which perhaps you would find interesting if y u'11 look
over them. They are pitfalls in the sense of some rather iion sense
suggestions as to things which ought to be considered and avoided in pre-
paring the presentation and actually defending the preseniation before the
panel.

The JDRP is interesting and is distinctive of the other processes of
validation which are presently around in that it is completely data based.
The actual presentation has to take the form of a soundly developed
experimentation paradigi. Thers ar: nt opportun.ties ror any site - isits;
obviously. Wnatever the pan:lists decide will be determined excliv ively
by whatever it is you are able to cram into those 19 pages that you are
allowed for your presentation: So trings have to bz wary thoughtfully

constructed; thoughtfully defended, becaiise that's your only opportunity.
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Panelists generally are concerned with things sucn as statistical signifi-
cance, which I suppose you all are acquainted with. They're a.s0 concerned
w'*h something they call "educational sianificance," which is something I
Jever tSdght about in my greduate statistics courses. HNobody ever
discussed educational significance; I suppose it wasn't of any concern
But the people on the JDRP do express interest in that. And it's up to
each presenter to devise srie way of converting statistical evidence to
some statement concerning cducational significance. There isn't a sét
pattern “or doing that; you have to be able to do that yourself somehow.
Generally the evidence takes the form of student outcome related data.
John; [John Osbor:~] something that you said today in your presentation
was interesting to me because you indicated that your state had opted to
bypass the JDRP because cf vour interest specifically in child outcome data:
That is principally the kind of evidence that this panel finds especially
convincing:

There is aisc an obvious concern with the &aient that presenters can
incicate some degree of transferability or generalizability of the rroduct,
*he ¢ :graii, from i.s initial implementation to Some otner point in the
fuiure. These people sit on this panel % somehow £ass a iudgment on
products/practices/programs and it is ‘ndeed tne case that if they approve
you, that causes you to be eligible, sometimes. rcr additional federal fun-<
to spread the word about your projec.sprogram/practice: Because < t it
there is an obvious concern for &Jme ability to 4demcas<rate the extent thac
you believe t~at your srojes* 17 3t 75 transferred some place else, can
expect to accrue the same results to the participants that it is exposad
to as i* first did. So you ha‘e to ba eile to address that concern as well and

sometimes tnat is not easy:
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Specifically, in terms of the structure of a presentation, it's
always interesting o me to deal with a new School district because it's

the saiie material, the same implementation, across all sites, but the
effects are not the sawe. So obviously, that has the implication of
influercing your specific set of claims of effectiveness for this project/
program. The procedure thut I try to pursue--and it has paid off in the
past--is to spend a considerable amount of time examining whatever data

are presently available and try to devise some conceptual whole from that
corpus of data and specifically to come up With the strongest set of

claims of effectiveness that I can with the caveat in the hack of my head
that I have to have some zvidence to spcciiically back up every single

claim that I'm interested in proposing. in that sen:2, each of the presen-
tations is completely distinctive: It'. "~ zi*ing to me to start from
scratch and to try to devise a unique set of claims for each of the<s
presentations; which 1 hopevully can back up with whatever evidence would

be raguired for them. 1 say that simply as an indicatiin of, almost as a
refutation of, the statement I often times have seen that purports to say that
there is some single way of preparing a presentation: That isn't the case.
You actually have a wide degree of freedom in constructiny a presentaticn.

Tuz ~nly conzern is that you construct claims of effectiviness in such a
way that you have whatever evidence is required to back them up. As I
sugpnie all of you are aware, there are some rather obvious advantages to
going .. cugh this trial by fire because approval places you wit:in the
NDN, “t puts a description of your program/project/practice/product, what-
ever, into the NDN catalog which receives wide distribution across the

Couniiv; and also it qualifies you, thesretically, for additional funds

from the USSE to spend in spreading the word about your validate< program.
So those are tiie advantages. There are the vbvicus disadvantages as well:
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But depending upon your own conceptions, I think the advantages outweigh

the disadvantages.
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PANEL DISCUSSION SYNTHESIS

The panel discussion; ot the morning of the second day of the conference,
was moderated by Ben Harris: Panel members were Christine Dwyer, William Hinze,
Preston Kronkesky, Jack tumbley, Bud Grossner; and John Csborne, each of whom had
covered the folloving topics.

The Teacher

The teachei was not often mentioned, if at.all, in state team discussions.
It is important to keep in mind the teacher or the classroom as the unit for
validation and not focus exelusivaly on administrative concerns because it is the
teacher who must:

* " 1ow the essential elements of the innovaticns

* understand why all of those elements are jmportant;

* understand the purpose; use, and value of evidences of effectiveness

zna the feacher's role in collecting the evidence; and
* d:termine the feasibility of the program in the classroom.

When *o Validate?

There must ba a distinction made between the var:-us stecges during the lifa

of a program: the development, the validation; and the dissemination stages. Tao

often, the distinction is lost and pressure to validate a program still in the
developmental stage results in compieting meither of the first two stages satisfac-
torily. Fmr.k and Peterson, among otk rs; have concluded that the implementation
process ta“es thrase to five years, and orly at tiat time can one begin to collect
meaningful eveluation data. Jne strength of Miciiiqan's state program is that it
classifies appropriate programs as evverimerital. Arkansa: :1so facludes a stage
during which the project completes its dnv.lopmental activities, in this case within
& yoar: Arkansas; like Michigan; requires that a program not be replicated until

it is validatad.
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Who Should Vaiidate?

In connection with the stages of a program, the question arose whether only
a second gelieration program should be vaiidatéd and/or disseminated. Second
generation program directors, while possibly not aware of the details of a program's
creation, may be more objective about program effects than the developers. Second
generation sites {that is, adopters) may have a clearer insight into implementa-
tion problems and needs; and know more 1hout matching a school's needs with an
already develcped 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 "prove" whether the program can be transpc-ted, and
therefore validated, and ierefore disseminated!
Paper File or Program File?

The temptatio~ to validate a program based oi:ly on developer-writer descriptions

plus examination of program products shouid be resisted. Ask whether the program.
the process; or the product is to beé validatéd. The validation questions which
need to bé answered will differ for each category, and the usefulness of the
validation data wiil differ accordiiigly. Paper files--ctollections of reports,
brochures, teaching materials; ani the 1ike--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 operatior. of the program in a school, and its ef<ects on
teachers, students; and schoo! rovtine. Paper files will not show whi ier imple-
mentation is oscurring in all classrooiis, or whether the manner of implementation
differs sigrificantly across cl:ssrooms. So-called program files, on the other
hand, address these questiuns because they will provide for on-site visits either
through a visiting validstion team curi.g the valida~ n process; or by the
establiz'imert of demonstretion sites during the dissemination stage. Obviously,

staffir 4 budgct limitations on validating activities must be considered, but
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the most productive use of available funds might be to begin a pilot-test of

the on-site visit to determine how useful it is to .he pu-pose of the validation
procedure. The state may certainly trust an LEAié description; but will not
really know a program until it se«~ it in action. Paper descriptions are simnly
limiting.

Why Validate?

That there are saparate $ets of qusstions which must be asked depénding on

whether a process or product is being validated leads to current implementation

is not pure adébtih . there is only adaptation of a program to someone else's
needs. Whit then are the iﬁb]iéatiéhs for diffusion? What conditions are
necessary to reprudicé a program in as nearly the same staté as it was originally
vaiidated? Is this possible? Is it possible to describe accurately that “original
state" ar "~ validatior merely the approva} of one frozen moment? Even

,rogra=s changc. If everything is relative; is validation

-
=S

First

[{e N

itse f va. If there appear to be more questions than answers, and if the
questions are diffiéﬁ?ﬁ to answer; it is because the panel and participants; in
the end, asked the questions that now have no answe-s. As ways of determining
essential characteristics of innovations are developad, and then ways of assessing
their implementation in the classioom emerge, perhaps some of these ‘juestions will

be answered. For now, the auzstions reflect thz current validation dilemma:



SUMMARY OF STATES' COMFERENCE WORK*

Tng ~agicral validatinn conference was planned to provide each state with the

time to work a5 a unit toward its special goals in validation. Each team based

its work on needs stated during the pluaning stage and on relevant information from
conference presentations. On April 19; teams met together from 1:30-4:30pm and
on April 20, the teams worked from 10:20-11:00am. The following reports summarize
the work of each state's team.
Arkansas

At the time of the conference; Arkansas had a validation procedure based o the
IVD process. Prograims are rated in one of four ways: approved by the JDRP; approved
by the IVD and moving into the JDRP process: completing the developmental stage and
moving intc the national validation process; and showing merit but not judged on
potential for validation: LEA's may consider projects in any category except the
third. The state team worked with SEDL/RX evaluator Jack Lumbley and was most
concerned With revisions within the currer: framework, specifically with suggestions
for increacing liie state's Succéss with tie . P process: The team was interested
in and wiliing to share its process and JDRP exparisnce with other state tean
members:
Louisiana

At the time of the conference, Louisianz had no validation procedure in effect,
but did have a commitment by the Dissemination Task Force of its Special Purpose
grant to construct one. The team was interested in funding procedures; housing

and staffing, and composition of on-site visit tean Its crientation was toward

state validation procedures.

*The Mississippi SEA sent one represen*at1ve to the validaticn conference who sat
in with several qroups as a participant-observer. The lississippi SEA oia2d the
SEDL/RX service erea in April arnd so was not involved in the planning pricess
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At the conference, the state team worked with Bud Grossner, Manager of LEA

assessment, and I11inois' multi-point scale for ranking programs according to

- - - - - -

the value of their various components.
The team eventually decided that:

* consideraticn should be given to developing a state process
rather than adopting the IVD process;

* therc¢ is a need to develop and maintain a file on educational
programs and that the validation process will allow potential.
users to assess their applicability by using specific evaluative
criteria:

® the program file needed to be expanded from NDN programs to
state validated programs and that the file should also include
practices; processes; and products;

® consideration must also be given to ecriteria for validation,
training project directors and evaluators to study projects
“hroiughout the state to deterrine their appropriatness for the
Frogram File, and,subsidizihg local school systems for disseminating
their projects after vslidation.

At the time of the conference, Hew Mexico nad no state validation process,
cat did have a second draft of a proposed process ready. The team's primary concern
Was to gat assistance in reviewing the draft and to get suggestions for implementing
the procedures.

“* the conference, the team worked with resource person Christine Dwyer; fom
RMC Research Corporation. Discussion includecc: .

* criteria for validation;

* the iength of the proncsed appiication form;

® th2 possihility of azsocialing the vciidaiiorn process with the SEA's
~cereditation cycle;

* e oneec TO* a sitpi.. . ¢ calidreoLn models
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the d1ff1cu1ty of 1nc1ua1ng on-site visits when funding is limited;

* elimination of commercial products from consideration for validation and
the need for guidelines establishing at what point a program is defined as
commercial;

* what makes A nomination form :itcciive? Can Such a for act as a

screening «uoyize before the findal application form;

° by whcu a « unen will a program be nominated?

what are the implications for valication when a program appea-s to have

achieved its goa]s, but its conten‘ is innaccurate or ccntains race/sex/
age/handicap biases
In addition to discussion; the team received Bwyéf‘é éﬁééifié observations

The team also requested that Jack Lumbiéy; SEDL/RX evaluator, go over its %{hai

draft and provide additional comments aicd guidance. A mid-to-late summer meeting
was tentatively scheduled for completion of the final draft for Lumbley's review.

Ok lahoma

foris though its process was not forialized. Team members were interested in

specifics, such as:
* reducing length of forms;

prob]em~ w1th statis t1ca1 dna]ys.

* size of on-site teams;

* 4improving feedback to state about areas of improvement for state programs

which do not receive JDRP approval;
*- the need for a system to allow repcrts to be conpared Wfthéﬂt haVihg
identical validation procedures;:
Tre team worked wWith resoiirce person Ur. William Hinze, of the U.S. Ofiice of
Edication's Uivisior uf Replication, and began working on a written description of
the rocedurs -urrently followed, the details of which could luter be amended and

fu walized.
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Taxas

At the time of the conference; Texas had a statéwide validation procedure
o individualized inc:.ruc-ion techniques and was contemplating an expansion of the
procedure beyong .idb *. contént areas, especially guidance and counseling; special
education, and staff development. The team came to the conference with such
questions as, what purposes are there for vaiidation? Should the expanded procadure
build in the grooming of the program for national validation? What kind of emphasis
on replication makes sense when there are no funds for statewide model programs?

At the conierence; the Texas team worked with resource person John Osborne,
Supervisor of Experimental and Demonstration Progiams for the Michigan State
Departmsnt of Education; the team concentrated on writing recommendations about the
pruposad change from individualized instruction to content areas to present to the
Advisory Committee of the Demonstration Schools Network on May 21; 1979. Several
issues and questions arose:

* If the TEA moves from individualized instructic. to contént areas,

will it have tn change application forms to account for i*fferent
kinds of evaluation data? (Most team members said "yes. !

* Should thera be separate criteria for exemplary programs ir sepavare
cuntent areas? (Most team members were uncertain and borrowes “:UL/RX

inforsiation on Alaska's separate criteria to review:)

* As the number of exemplary progrems grows; the yearly task of reviewing

them becomes inrreasingly difficult to manage. What solutions are

available?

* Should the praosent system of validatinrg for one year only te changed
to every two yearit (Mi,t team merders were undecided.)

of effect veness can be required? i're demonstration sites for staff

development for guidarice/counsel: 'g programs possible? Practical?

* Be.auso o copias of cemonstration site products o= brochures are
xept at TEA, interested people are reverred to a contact person at

the site. Collection of products ard brozhures was recommended.
* More assistance with prometici and dissemination shoula be offered
to demanstration sites, 1¥ time and meiey Hermic.
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* Before final validation ipproval is given, dissemination materials should

be submitted to TEA to complete the application.
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LIST OF PARTICIPANT PACKET ICHMTENTS

Each participant at the Regional Validation Conference recieved a packet of

the f0110w1ng information:
* 4genda;
* objectives;
* expected outcomes;
* bibliography of resources on validation from the SEDL/RX Resoirce Center;

* nne copy of Issue Jn,315seunnailon+442réé£iiiénersgAeeessgtegKnewledge

Base, by Ann E. Matthews, riortrwest Regional Exchange;

* Cchart of resoui'ce people and SEDL/RX staff #<signed to each state team
group;

* information sheet on the SEDL/RX;

* information sheet on SEDL;

* map of 1mmeﬂ"ue conference vicinity, with nane and location of 5uggested

restaurants for lunch;

* reprint from a local city guide listing restaurants (by sty]e of food

served), movies; recreation centers; and tourist attractions;

paper and péhti].




MATERIAL RESOURCES
The validation conference provided an opportunity to make available a variety
of resources. The following pages list:
* sample resources for validation;
° resources on validation from the SEDL/RX Resource Center;

* resources distributed by conference presenters.

\fay
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SAMPLE RESOURCES FOR VALIDATION

The SEDL/Reg1ona1 Exchange will have several material resources available for

your use during the Validation Conference. Many of them will be available for loan
after the conference; if you desire. Below is a sample of the materials which will

be available. A complete list will be ircluded in your conference packet when you
arrive Thursday morning.

Pathways to Success: A Resource Manual for the Dissemination of Successful
Educational Programs. Dorothy Soper. New Jersey State Department of Education.
Trenton, New Jersey: September 1974.

The manual describes the New Jersey state plan for dissemination of educational
programs. It includes the theoretical rationale as well as descr1pt1ons of
the validation procedure and dissemination requirements:. Validation in New.
Jersey requires a commitment by developers to disseminatien; _and dissemination

efforts of validated programs are. supported by T1t1e Iv-C. ~In addition;

The Joint Dissemination Review Panel IDEABOOK: G. Kasten Tallmadge: U.S:. HEW:

NIE and OE. Washington: October, 1977.

Panel and has two purposes:

1. "To illustrate the many ways to gather convincing evidence
of the effectiveness of educational innovations."

2. "To suggest how to bring current evidence of effectiveness
together in a succinct and forceful manner."
Included are many examples and models pertinent to evaluation techniques:

Packaging Your Educational Program, Draft Version. _Fred S. Rosenau and ____

Diane H: McIntyre. OE: Far West Laboratory. San Francisco: January,; 1977.

"This handbook for educators focuses on the processes that a validated
exemplary project should follow when its staff is preparing for statewide

,,,,,,,,,

or national diffusion." "We believe that packaging is only one part of the
total diffusion process. When we speak about packaging we mean the planning

preparation, production, and putting together of all parts of an effective

program so that it will then be transportable to other sites:

el
(#9)
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A BIBLIOGRAPHY OF RESOURCES ON VALIDATION FROM
THE SEDL/RX REGIONAL RESOURCE CENTER

A Bouguet of Reading Activities: Pick an Idea.
Prepared by the Oklahoma Reading Council and 6klahoma €urriculum Improve-
ment Commission under the auspices of the Gklahoma State Department of
Education. Oklahoma State Department of Education. Oklahoma City: 1975.

This book is "a compilation of descriptions of activities used by teachers
in Oklahoma." It is a collection of practices; listing objectives; .
materials, procedures and variations and gererally comprising less than

a page / activity.

Denionstration Schools in Individualized Instruction, 1978 - 1980 Visitors
Guide. . . L , o o
Texas Education Agency: Division of Dissemination: Austin, Texas: 1978.

then lists program descriptions of the 106 state-validated programs by
Education Service Center region. An index is also available by subject

and by level. The program descriptions are approximately one page in
length and include all contact information. Other materials from Texas'

system will also be available during the conference.

Getting It A1l Together: The JDRP Process: S
Or. Ann A. Bennett and Dr. Fred L. Fifer._ Technical Assistance Brokerage
(NDN/USOE): Capla Associates. Rochelle Park, New Jersey: 1979,

Subtitled "a guide for the utilization of the submission process to the
USOE/NIE Joint Dissemination Review Panel for review and approval of

exemplary educational programs to be included in the USOE National
Diffusion Network," this guide book was originally designed as part of a
TAB package on JORP submission which includes a pre-post test and a two-
hour workshop. The book sets out "to explain basic JDRP assumptions and

clarify subsequent panel processes" to produce a "well formulated; explicit;
step-by-step procedure for assisting school districts wishing to submit
Tocally developed educational programs" to JORP.

dohn J. Ford III, et. al. Developed for the National Learning Disabilities
Assistance Project under funds provided by Title VI-G of P.L. 91-230.
NETWORK. Andover, Mass.: 1978.

"Product development is the process of transforming an initial idea into
a usable product. A product is distinguished from other materials by the
fact that it can be used without direction or assistance from the._ ,
developer. This guide is intended to assist in the development of such
products."
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A Handbook for Validating Michigan Educational Practices. =
Michigan Department of Education. Lansing, Michigan: March, 1977.

"This handbook serves to structure the Michigan Validation process for
all service areas in the Department of Education." "There are five sec-
tions to the validation handbook. The introduction contains the purpose
sibilities; the third section is the validation report; the fourth section
is the onsite visitation form, and the fifth section is the validation
worksheet."

The Joint Disseminatis v e . : o
G. Kasten Tallmadge. U.S. HEW: NIE and OE. Washington: October; 1977.

The Ideabook is specific to the operation of the Joint Dissemination Review
Panel and has two purposes: ‘

1. “To illustrate the many ways to gather convincing evidence

2. "To suggest how to bring current evidence of effectiveness
together in a succinct and forceful manner:"

Included are meny examples and models pertinent to evaluation techniques.

Packaging Your Educational Program; Draft Version. ,
Fred 5. Rosenau and Diane H: McIntyre. OE: Far West Laboratory. San

Francisco: January,; 1977.

“This handbook for educators focuses on the processes that a validation

exemplary project should follow when its staff is preparing for statewide
or national diffusion.” "We believe that packaging is only one part of the
total diffusion process. When we speak about packaging we mean the planning
preparation, production, and putting together of all parts of an effective

program so that it will then be transportable to other sites."

Pathways to Success: A Resource Manual for the Dissemination—of Successful
Educational Programs. L ] - , -
Dorothy Soper. New Jersey State Department of Education. Trenton; New
Jersey: September 1974.

The manual describes the New Jersey state plan for dissemination of.
educational programs. It includes the theoretical rationale as uell as
descriptions of the validation procedure and dissemination requirements.
Validation in New Jersey requires a commitment by developers to dissemi-
nation, and dissemination efforts of validated programs are supported by
Title IV-€: 1In addition; programs must be certified as cost-effective
and their maintenance must not increase a consumer district's per-pupil
expenditure: Also available will be New Jersey's catalogue of demon-
stration sites.
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(R I S.E. ) Pennsy]van1a Department of Education. K1ng of Prussia, Pa.

“The projects described in this booklet were developed by local school

districts, intermediate units; and nonpublic schools throughout the

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania: They were submitted to the Pennsylvania
Diffusion Panel,; whose members reviewed them according to a predetermined
set of criteria. The Panel is made up of educators from the Pennsylvania
Department of Education; local school districts and higher education:"
Materials 1ist projects and give a brief description of the 5-stage

validation procedure.

A Practical Guide fo Measuring Project Impact on Student Achievement.

Y.S. HEW: OE. Washington: 1975.

This guidebook is one of a series of monographs developed by OE "to dis-

cuss methodological issues in the area of educational program evaluation."
This particular monograph "deals with only one Central aspect of prOJect
evaluation, measuring cognitive achievement gains. . .the entire focus is

on obtaining as clear and unambiguous an answer as possible to the question,
"How much more did pupils learn by participatirg in the pruject than they
would have learned without it?'" "The purposé of the guidebook is to
provide those concerned with project evaluation with the basic too]s they

o obmmlen e T Vs mrmerimd - ot i iAo b T m e T v e o i

ation studies.

need to conduct technically sound, interpretable evalu

A Procedural Guide for Validating Achievement Gains in Educational Projects.

U.S. HEW: OE. Washington: 1976:

This guidebook i one of a series of monographs on Evaludation in Education;
each ihtéhdihg to répréééht différ1ng V1éwpd1ht§ Thé V1eWD61ht of_ th1s

results and selecting exemp]ary projects based on them." "Review and

appraisal of an evaluation's procedures are presented in a series of steps.

The handbook thus leads the reader systematically to a judgment of whether

or not the evaluation's results are valid: It also offers suggestions
for correcting those reau1ts when certain measurement or analysis prin-

Program Assessment Instruments: Criteria for Excellence.

Alaska Department of Education. Juneau, Alaska: 1978.

Materials from the Promising Practices in Education file in the Program

Development and Dissemination Unit of the Alaska Department of Education.

Separate program assessment instruments have been developed for each
program area. Available for your use will be:

1. Prom1s.ng Practités 1n Educat1on Management Fermat (Record
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Program Assessment Instruments in Secondary Reading Programs,

N

Bilingual-Bicultural Education, District Inservice Program
Development

3. Assessment and planning Handbooks in Reading and Math

®* Successful Ventures in Contemporary Education_in Oklahoma 1976, Volume XI.
Selected and arranged by Oklahoma Curriculum Improvement Commission under
the auspices_of the Curriculum Section. Oklahoma State Department of
Education. Oklahoma City: 1976.

”Vo]ume XI of sgssessfulgﬁeaiuresAlngcgnxemporary Education in Ok]ahoma

is dedicated pr1mar11y to reading with some miscellaneous articles.

'Yentures' "is a review of some most 1nterest1ng and meaningful .innovations

in the c1assroom and significant innovations in the teaching_and learning

process." The book is sponsored by the Oklahoma Curriculum Imprcvement

Commission wh1ch has as one of its principal funct1on5 "the d1ssem1nat1on

mation, and operat1ve attacks on school prob]ems

ADDITIONAL RESOURCES

* Dr. William Hinze will present the revised edition of Sharing Your
Success.

* Ms: Christine Pwyer will present the_ Executive Summary of the National
Association of State Advisory_Councils Study of theé USOE 'Identification,

,,,,,

Validation,; Dissemination {IVD) Process.

Other materials will be available such-as information about SEDL/RX's

Southwest Educational Program File, Arkansas' Guide for Program

Selection (va]1dat1on eligibility), an overview of the validation

procedure in Washington State, and sample cata]og; of ex~mplary programs.

In addition, fiche of some articles cited in Linda. Reed's paper. will

be available; and we'll even have a reader with which to view them!

el 1
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RESCURCES GISTRIBUTED 5Y CONFERENCE PRESEHTERS*

* "The IVD Process--Myths and Facts Relevant to Prospect1ye Po]1cy Directions
For Exemplary Educational Programs Replication: MNASAC Study of the USOE
'Identification, Validation, Dissemination (IVD) Process.'" Executive

Summary. HNational Association of State Advisory Counc11s Portsmouth,

lew Hampshire: February 1979. (Distributed by Ms. Christine Dwyer.)

° A Procedural Model for Evaluating Educational Programs in the Grand Rapids

Public Sehools:" Curriculum PTanning and Evaluation, Grand Rapids Public

Schools. Grand Rapids; Michigan: ; (Distributed by Br: Jdohn Osborne.)

* “The Search for Quality Control in Dissemination of Educational Products
and Practices: A Look at the Literature and Major lIssues." Draft, hy Linda
Reed CEMREL; Inc. St. Louis; Missouri: April 1979: ({Written for the
conference and distributed April 18th.)

* "Sharing Educational Success: A Handbook for Validation of Educational

Practices. Draft. United States Office of Edication, ‘Hational Association
of State Advisory Council Chairmen, State Departments of Education.
Washington, D.C:: n.d. (Distributed by Dr. William Hinze.)
®* Packet of sheets from Michigan Department of Education (distributed by Dr.

John Osborne):

. project classification procedure:

. criteria for project classification

. éxpériméhta] and demonstration centers program nomination

criteria for prOJect classification;
. project classification abstract;
. project classification worksheet {experimental);
. project classification worksheet ({demonstration);
. chsite visitation form;

. team visit form.

*Single copies of these documents are available from:

Regional Exchange Project
Southvest Educational_ Development Laboratory
211 E. 7th Street.
Austin, Texas 78701
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VALICATION WORKSHOP PARTICIPAITS

Resource People Ms. Christine Dwyer -

RMC Research Corporation

111 Bow Street o I
Portsmouth, New Hampshire 03801

Mr. Bud Grossner
I17inois Office of Education
100 North First Street

Springfield, I1linois 62777

Dr: Ben M. Harris o
Department of Educational Administration
College of Education

Education Building 310 . -

University of Texas at Austin

Austin; Texas 78712

Dr. William H. Hinze =
Senior Diffusion Specialist
HEW/Office of Education

ROB #3, Room 3606

7th &."D" Streets, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20202

Ms._Sharon Koenigs

CEMREL; Inc.

3120 59th Street :

St. Louis; Missouri 63139

P.0. Box 30008 o
Lansing, Michigan 48909

Arkansas- Mr. John Bess State Education Bldg.
Mr. Maurice Dunn Capitol Mall S
Mr. Emil Mackey Little Rock; Arkansas 72201
Mr. Don Wright
Louisiana Ms. Daisy Black L ) S ,
Mr: Dan Carr State Department of Education
Dr. Ron Dearden P.C. Box 24063 o
bDr. dim Bwens Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804
Ms. Yvonne Warner
Mrs. Sue Wilson
Mississippi Mr. Clyde Hatten
state_Department of Educa*ion
P.0. Box 771 . .
Jackson; Mississippi 39205
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MNew Mexico Ms: Susan Brown _ ; o o
Mrs. Dolores Dietz State Department of Education
Ms: dudy Kraft Santa Fe, New Mexico 87503
Mr. Frank Romero :
Mr. Rene Salazar
Mr. Dan Sanchez

Ok lahoma Mrs. Wilda Copeland

State Department of Education
Room 3-32, Oliver Hodge Bldg.

2500 North Lincoln Blvd.
Oklahoma €ity; Oklahoma 73105

Dr: Kenneth Elsner
Department of Education
Central State University
Edmond, Oklahoma 73034

Dr. Amelia Goreéna _ _ )
State Department of Education
Room 4-76, Oliver Hodge Bldg.
2500 North Lincoln Blvd.
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73105

Dr. Ware Marsden

1923 Elvin Drive

Rt. 5; Box 197

Stillwater; Oklahoma 74074

OE Region VI Mr. B.F. Peters

USOE/HEW Region VI _
1200 Main Tower Bldg.
Dallas,; Texas 75202

Texas- Ms. Mary Boyvay _ - B

Mrs. Virginia Cutter Texas Education Agency
Mr. Pat Martin __ 201 East 11th Street
Mr. Bi11 Scannell Austin, Texas 78701
M=. Ann Shaw

SEDL/RX Sharon Adams -
Nancy Baker Jones SeDL
Preston C: Kronkosky 211 E: 7th Street___

Jack Lumbley Austin, Texas 78701
Karen Olsen

Jan Schechter
Morrie Schulman




III. EVALUATION OF THE CONFERENCE




SS#

. _(pre-test) ,
VALIDATION COHFERENCE QUESTIOMNAIRE

Please rate statements 1-12 in the following manner: 1=strongly disagree, 2-disagree,
3-neutral, 4-agree, 5=strongly agree.

Rating

~

o
An SEA validation procedure is a necessary stratégy in advancing

school improvement:

A projact, in order to be validated by SEA, must offer "hard evaluation
data" as an indicator of program effectiveness:

It is the responsibility of the SEA to educate LEA project directors
concerning the potential hazards in preject design and evaluation:
Replicability should be an essential criterion in a validation procedure:
It is absolutely essential that on=site sisits be made to projects

being considered for validation.

It is the responsibility of the SEA to train validation teams for

design and evaluation:

promising practices as well as "exemplary" programs.

An SEA validation procedure should groom exemplary programs for federal
validation procedures.

It is the responsibility of the SEA to support LEA developers in their

efforts to disseminate their SEA-validated programs.
An SEA validated program should receive federal funds for dissemination:
I favor the establishment of an SEA validation procedure for my state.

I favor the establishment of a regional validation procedure to be

used on a voluntary basis.
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SS#

~__  (Post-test)
VALIDATION €ONFERENCZ PARTICIPANT QUESTIONNAIRE
Please rate statements 1-30 in the following manner: 1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree,
3=neutral; 4=agree; 5=strongly agree.
Rating Statement
_ 1. I was informed of the objectives of the conference in advance.
2. The objectives of the conference were appropriate.
3. The objectives of the conference were achieved:
4. The confeérence increaséd my familiarity with issues; optionss; concerns;
and niodéels in validation.
5. The conference increased my familiarity with validation procedures used
by the other states in the SEDL/RX region.
informative:
7. My SEA may use the services of one of the resource persons from
the conference in the future.
8. My SEA team engaged in Significant work on our validation concerns
at the conference.

NN

9. The material resources provided at the conference were and/or will be
useful.

_10. The resource person at our SEA team work session(s) provided
valuable assistance:

11. Setting aside time to work privately with my SEA team was valuable:

12. I now have a clearer notion of the ways the SEDL/RX can beé of assistance
to my SEA concerning validation.

~ ~13. The conference was well-organized.

~ 14: The conference was relevant to my needs:

15. It is important to exchange educational experiences, information; and
concerns with other SEAs in the region.

16. 1 favor my SEA'S participation in a regional program file.

17. 1 favor the estabiishment of & regional validation procedure o be
used on a voluntary basis:

18. I would like a follow-up validation conference at the SEA Tlevel.

19. Action which should be taken by my SEA as a result of thé conference
is clear.
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Rating (cont:) Statement

31.

32.

33.

20. It is the responsibility of the SEA to educate LEA project directors
concerning the potential hazards in project design and evaluation.
21. It is the responsibility of the SEA tu train validation teams for

design and evaluation: .

22 A7pféjéﬁf;”iﬁwﬁﬁaéfwﬁéwBéwiéjiaéfé&,5y7éﬁ”SEA; must offer "hard evaluation
data" as an indicator of program effectiveness:

23. SEAs  should systematically collect information on IEA or LEA developed

promising practices as well as "exemplary" programs.
24. Replicability should be an essential criterion in a validaticn procedure.
25. It is absolutely essential that on-site visits be made to projects

being tonsidered for validation.
26: It is the responsibility of the SEA to support LEA developers in
their efforts to disseminate their SEA-validated programs:
27. An SEA validation procedure is a necessary strategy in advancing school
improvement.
28. An SEA_ validation procedure should groom exemplary programs for
federal validation procedures.
29. An SEA-validated program should receive federal funds for dissemination.
30. I favor the establishment of an SEA validation procedure for my state:
Which State Education Agericy or other organization are you representing at the ;
conference?

What was the most valuable aspect of the conference? the least valuable?

Most valuable: o
Least valuable: , o

Please share any other reactions you had to the conference (i.e., perceptions
regarding individual speakers,; the structure of the conference; etc.).

As a result of this conference; I will
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VALIDATION COMFERENCE PRESENTER QUESTIONNAIRE
Please rate statements 1-10 in the following manner: 1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree,

3=neutral; 4=agree; 5=strongly agree.

ating Statement

0

1. I was inforined of the objectives of the confererce in advance.

2. The objectives of the conference were appropriate.

The objectives of the conference were achieved.

During conference planning; the type of assistance that I was to provide
was made clear.

B~ w

5. The information that I was asked to present at the conference was
relevant to the needs of the part:cipants.

experience of SEA peop]e in the SEDL/RX reg1on

Rating

7. The conference was well-organized.
8: The participants at the conference learned new and useful information.
9. The format of the conference (presentat1ons, 1nd1V1dua1 consultation;

panel discussion) was effective.

— -— 10. The state team that I worked with engaged in significant work on
validation concerns.

11: Which state team did you work with? _ _

12. How did you feel about perfqrming the various_roles at the conference?

(i.e., presenter, panel riember, and individual consultant)

13. Please share any other reactions you had to the conference:




REGIONAL EXCHANGE
VALIDATION CONFERENCE RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. What advice would you give to others; especially other SEA's who want to
develop a statewide validation procedure?

.,

2. What resources should be consulted?

3. What issues must be considered?

4. What is a workable scope for a statewide validation plan? Should there
be a 1imited scope at all?

5. What essential elements do you advise in a validation procedure?




6.

What other recommendations do you have?
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R!GIONM. EXCHANGE

SEDL/RX REGIONAL VALIDATION CONFERENCE
FOLLOW=UP

Have you had occasion to use any of the information or mater1a1 from the

Regional Validation Conference?

g yes
- : 0 no
Please explain R

Do you have plans to use any of the information or material from the Regional
Validation Conference in the futiure?

O yes
L 0 no
Please explain . _. __ o

Please comment on_the conference paper, "The Search for Quality Control in

Dissemination of Educational Products and Practices: A Look at the Literature
and Major Issues," written by Linda Reed.

If you have been involved in work on your own state validation plan since the

conference; have you encountered additional issues; problems; resources; or
questions you would like to share with us?

0 yes
Ono -

If yes, please explain I

Please briefly describe the status of validation work in your state.
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6. Has this status changed since the validation conference? If so, can you
attribute thdat change to the confererce in any way? How?

Thank you for your time. We appreciated having you at SEDL in Austin, and hope

to work W1th you aga1n If you have anv quest1ons or concerns that the SEDL

* Dr. Roland Carpenter, Arkansas . . . . . . . . 501/371-1287
* Dr: Ron Dearden; Louisiana : : & : : : : : : : 504/342-1151
* DBr. Jimmy Jones, Mississippi . . . . . . . . . 601/354-7329
* Mrs. Dolores Diétz, New Mexico . . + . - . . . §6§/§§5254ﬁ1
* Mr. Jack Craddocks Oklatoma . . . . . . . . . 805/521-3331
Mrs. Virginia Cutter, Texas . . . . . . . . . 512/475-5601
* Dr. Harold Haswell, HEW/USOE Region VI . . . . 214/767-3711
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REGICMAL VALIDATION CONFEREMNCE

Evaluation Findings

Purpose of Study

Objectives and expected outcomes for the Regional Validation Conference, formu-

lTated during the planning and needs assessiient stages, are presented on pages 19 and 21.
The evaluation of the workshop, which consists largely of determining if the objec-

tives and outcomes were attained, will include the following elements:

* an analysis of participants' responses to & post-workshop questionnaire

(page 115) designed to measure their impressions of the adequacy of the
abjectives and format of the conference as well as the degree that they

felt objectives were achieved and expected outcomes were realized;

* an analysis Jf presenters’ responses to a similar post-workshop
questionnaire {page 117);

statements which relate to various issues that were highlighted by the
RDIS synthesis paper on validation. These statements were administered
prior to_the workshop (page 113)and on the post-workshop questionnaire:

Changes on participants' views on key issues in validation are offered

as evidence of the impact of the workshop. The presentation of the

statements prior to the workshop served additionally as advance organ-

izers for topics to be addressed at the conference;

* incoming correspondence regarding the conference;

* on-going monitoring of the efforts of each state concerning validation
to determine if the workshop had an influence on the resaurces the states
use;

* a synthesis of recommendations offered by workshop participants.

Bnalysis of post-workshop responses: . participants.

Twenty individuals responded to the post-workshop questionnaire and rated 30
statements on the following five-point Likert Scale: 1=strongly disagree; 2=disagree;
3=neutral; 4=agree; 5=strongly agree. Means and standard deviations were computed
and responses to pertinent questions were analyzed by state to assist in future
planning. The following results were obtained for those statements having nc pre-

test equivalent:

* Participants agreed that they were informed of the objectives of
he conference in advance (X=4:6), that the objectives were appropriate
X=4.6); and the objectives were achieved (x=4.1):

115
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* The majority of participants concluded that the expected outcome
of increased familiarity with issues, options, concerns, and. _

models in validation was achieved (%X=4.35). A smaller mean (3.8)
was obtained regarding the second expected outcome of increased
familiarity with validation procedures used by other states in the
SEDL/RX region. Apparently the conference was not as successful
informing participants of validation procedures used by other states
in the region as had been desiired. This statement recorded the
lowest mean of any on the questionnaire.

* Pparticipants responded that the presentations by the resource people

at the conference were informative (X=4.15) and that the material
resources provided were or will be useful (%X=4.05): Fourteen indivi-
duals felt their SEA may use the services of one of the resource _ _
persons at the conference in the future (X=4.0), eighteen (x=4.3) felt
their SEA team engaged in significant work on validation and eighteen
(X=4.5) felt the resource person at their SEA team sessions provided

valuable assistance. A mean of 4.4 was obtained for the statement
"setting aside time to work privately with my SEA team was valuable."
A breakdown of four of these questions by state is presented in the
fo. wing table:

Mean Rating

B ARK LA NM OKEA TX
My SEA may use the services of one of the R o
resource persons from the conference in 3:33 5.0 4.25 3.25 3.5
the future. 4 ]
My SEA team engaged in significant work o o o o o
on aur validation concerns at the 4.0 4.8 4.0 4.25 4:5
conference. N A N A NN —
The resource person at our SEA team work o I S .
session(s) provided valuable assistance: 4.0 ,,,,§i9,,,,fi?§,,,,fi§ 77777 774;9
Setting aside time to work privately 144 sa | 2.0 | 296 1 E
with my SEA team was valuable. 4.33 | 48 | 4:25 | 425 | &5

Did participants form a Clearer notion of the ways the SEDL/RX can be
of assistance to their SEA concerning validation as expected? A mean

of 3:9 was obtained for this statenént; all agreed with the statement

with the exception of three individuals who gave a neutral response
* The conference was perceived as well-organized (X=4.25) and relevant to
the needs of the participants (X=4.3). Most respondents favored their
SEA's participation in a regional program file (X=4.15).

124110




. Most voiced support for a follow-up conference at the SEA level

(x=4.05) and are clear about action which should be taken by their

SEA as a result of the conference (X=4.0). Responses by state to

the Tlater statements which have 1mp11cat1ons for future SEDL/RX's

efforts are included below: .
Mean Rating
L ARK LA NM | BKEA | TX
I favor my SEA's participation in a 4.0 4:2 4.5 4.5 4.5

regional program file.

b= - S - S A S S M T NS S D e 5w T T 6 e S e S TS W e T T R e A el T v o e e T o o S it e . . 2 e P (P o > - oy T . S (o o . — -

I would 1ike a follow-up validation

_conference at the SEA-Tevel: 3.33 4.8 3.5 4:75 3.0
Action which should be taken by my_SEA 3.67 1.4 3.0 4.0 4.5

as a result of the conference is clear.

Responses to the post-workshop questionnaire thus indicate the conference was
successful in meeting specified objectives: The most valuable features of the
workshop were said to be the presentations eé the resource people (Bud Grossner

Virtually all participants responded that as a result of the conference, they will
work with their states to establish or improve a validation process or framework.

Analysis of post-workshop responses: presenters

Three of the four presenters responded to the post-workshop questionnaire
which contained three open-ended questions and ten statements for each presenter
to rate on the following five point srale: Il=strongly disagree; 2=disagree; 3=
neutral; 4=agree; 5=strongly agree.

The presenters responded that:

* they weré informed of the objectives of the conference in advance (X=5);
* the objectives were appropriate (X=4.6);
* the objectives were achieved (x=4.2);

* the type of assistance that they were asked to provide was made clear
during conference planning (X=4.6);



The information they were asked to present was relevant to the
needs of the participnts (X=4.3);

The conference helped them gain an understanding of the re
and experience of SEA people in the SEDL/RX region (X=4.3);

the conference was well-organized (X=4.6);

the participants learned new and useful information (X=4.0);

the format (presentations; individual ccnsultation, panel discussion)
was effective (X=4.3);

the state team that they worked with engaged in significant work on
validation concerns (x=3.8).

The presenters generally felt comfortable with performing their various roles

at the conference (presenter, panel member, and individual consultant). One

presenter reported liking the role of individual consultant the best, while another

would have preferred more opportunity to offer technical support:

Other reactions to the conference included the following suggestions:

cross team sharing in a small group context;

identification; as a large groups of kéy 15SuUes at the beginning of the
conference;

workgroups oriented around a few topics related to validation such as
training for validators, verification forms, etc.;

similar conferences should be performed by other RX's.

Analysis of pre-post changes in attitudes towards validation

At the beginning and at the end of the conference; partiCipants were asked to

rate twelve attitude statements conceérning validation. The five point scale

described previously was used (from strongly disagree to strongly agree).

Pre- and post-workshop questionnaires were matched for fifteen participants.

A t-test for dependent samples was performed to determine if the conference influenced

the attitudes of those in attendance: Presumably; if the conference did increase

familiarity with issues; options; concerns; and models in validation as was expected;

there should be some changes in participants' attitudes towards those issues, options,

concerns, and models. A probability of .05 or less was required for significance.

Table

1 presents the results of this analysis.
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Table 1

- _ PRE % POST X ANALYSIS SUMMARY

An SEA validation procedure is a necessary T o B ,
| Strategy in advancing school improvement: 4:5714 4.571%4 Pre=post
A proaect, in order to be validated by SEA,
must offer "hard evaluation data" as an - - o
| indicator of program effectiveness. 3.6429 4.1429 Post>Pre*
It is the responsibility of the SEA to
educate LEA project directors concerning
the potential hazards in project design . o
and evalvation. | 4.2857 | 4.4286 Post>Pre
Rep11cab111ty houlgfbefan essential o o - _
criterion in a vaiidation procedure. 4.2143 4.3571 |  Post>Pre
It is absolutely essential that on-site
visits be made to projects being - o
| considered for validation. 4.4286 4.5 Post>Pre—
It is the responsibility of the SEA to
train validation teams for design and o
evaluation. | 3.8571 | 4:8571 Post>Pre**
SEA's should systemat1cu11y collect
information on IEA or LEA developed
promising practices as well as "examplary" o o
programs. 4.0 4.07 PostSPrei
An SEA validation procedure should groom
exemplary programs for federal validation o o o
procedures. 3.7143 4,1429 Past>Pre
It is the respons1bii1ty of the SEA to
support LEA developers in their efforts to - o
d1ssem1nate their SEA va11g§39979599rgw§77777 4 2}43 4.2857 Post>Pre=
An SEA validated program should receive L o L
rederal funds for dissemination. 1 3.5714 | 3.8571 |  Post>Pre
I favor the establishment of an SEA o o e
validation for my state: 4.8571 4.7857 Pre>Post= )
1 favor the establishment of a regional
validation procedure to be used on a S - -
voluntary basis. 4.3333 4.0 Pre>Post

* nc.05 Rating scale: I=strongly disagree

** p<.01 2=disaqree

= approximately equa] 3=neutral

d=agree

5=strongly agree
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As can be seen from the chart, after the conference, participants agreed that
“a project, in order to be validated; must offer 'hard evaluation data' as an
indicator of program effectiveness" to a significantly greater degree than before
the conference. Attendants also reported agreeing that "it is the responsibility
of the SEA to train validation teams for design and evaluation" significantly more
following the confererce.

Changes in responses to a third statement regarding the role of SEA validation
procedures in grooming programs for federal procedures approached significance.
on the participants:

Incoming correspondenice regarding the conference

(See attached copies of letters from: Dr. Johrn Osborne; Mr. Dan Carr, Ms.
Christine Dwyer, and Mr. Dane Manis:)
validation Conference Recommendatiens

In an effort to identify tihe essential elements of a validation procedure from

the pool of collective knowledge in the SEDL/RX region regarding validation
(objective 4); participants at the conference were asked to complete a questionnaire

entitled “validation Conference Recommendations.” The following is a synthesis of

number of individuals giving that response:
1. vihat advice would you give to others, expecially other SEA's who
want to develop a statewide validation procedure?
. study present validation procedures in existence (3)
. identify goals (determine purpose of validation) (3)
. start small to insure maximum suceess (1)
. stick to a strict ahbiitatidh of procedures in place (1)
_ don't be concerned about assessing potential exportability (1)
. get SEA “cabinet" level support for statewide validation
procedures (1)
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. think of the process as dynamic (changeable) not as
"the answer." (1)

2. What resources should be consulted?
. resource people from other SEA's (4)
. USOE (2)
. publications and reports (2)
. state processes in the region (2)
. regional labs (1) |
. libraries of colleges and universities (1)
. consultant firms (1)
. national validation procedures (1)
. new and old IVD handbooks (1)
. the Ideabook (1)

3. What issues must be considered?
. audiencé and intended use of the validation procedure (2)
. the purpose of the validation procedure (3)
. motivation for validation (1)
. types of programs to be included (1)
. the degree of specificity of self-reporting (1)
. the degree of flexibility in following a validation procedure (1)
. the scope of validation efforts (1)
. criteria for validation (1)
. content of validation (1)
. dissemination of validated programs {1)
. motivation for replication (1)
. extént of replication (1)

. replication audience: regional or state (1)
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. individuals to be involved in the validation process (1)
. the needs and resources of the state (1)
4. What is a workable scope for a statewide validation plan? Should there be
a limited scope at all?
. should be unlimited (2)
. 1imit to two or three program areas in the first year (1)
. limit to title programs on a voluntary basis until the
plan is operationalized and accepted by practitioners (1)

. include two sets of requirements (national and state) (1)
5. What essential elements do you advise in a validation procedure?

. a carefully stated procedure (2)

. simple and concise forms (2)

. training for validators (2)

. needs assessment to reflect the need for program development (1)
. planning outline with developmental stages (1)

. visitation (1)

. procedure to describe programs (1)

. detailed effectiveness section (1)

. criteria that reflect a) minimum standards for the entire

program; b) values of important components of the program (1)
. dissemination requirements (1)
. staff development for adopters/adapters (1)
. validation lifespan (1)
. revalidation procedures and prucesses (1)
. similar elements to current IVD process (1)
. strong support at state level (1)

. workable dissemination network (1)
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€. What other recommendations do you have?

. "A follow-up conference with more concréte direction as to
what tiie region plans to do towards meeting objectives of
validation:" (1)

. "Procedures need to be built in to validate the validation

plan" (1)

. "Consultants, linkers, dissemination specialists, OE, NIE, etc.,

need to address; redefine, and clarify the purpose of validation--'

'to have impact on the education of children'-~there has been too
much emphasis on selling a product. We need to question whether
this is a necessary or admirable activity."
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STATE OF MICHIGAN

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION ... o s

; , Mol 2BORS BARBARA ROBERTS MASON
tansing, Michigan 48909 * President
NORMAN OTTO STOCKMEYER. SR.
Vice President

JOHN W. PORTER : DR. GUMECINDO SALAS

Superintendent of [ o Secretary

Public lastruction May 21, 1979 BARBARA-DUMOUCHELLE
Tré/?.\'ﬁ'r?r

NASEE Delegite
SILVERENIA Q. KANOYTON
ANNETTA MILLER
DR. EDMUND F. VANDETTE
ovemo:

W'LLIAM G, MILLIKEN
Ex-Officio

Ms. Jan Schlechter

Dissemination Specialist

Southwest Educational Development Laboratory
211 East 7th Street

Austin, Texas 78701

Dear Jan:

procedures to be of interest: My kncwledge base was also

increased as a resuit of interacting with the presentations and

the representatives in attendance from several states:

I enjoyed getting better acquainted with you and other
staff from the SEDL/Regional Exchange as well as to your mission.
The Validation Conference was an excellent example of how the
idea of the exchange concept can be applied. Both you and
Sharon Koenigs from CEMREL/Regional Exchange, are to be commended

for your efforts:

___Sincerely,  _

orne; Supervisor
xperimental and Demonstration
Ceriters Program

JRO:bk

cc: Preston C. Kronkosky
Sharon Koenigs
Dane Maris
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NORTHWESTERN STATE UNIVERSITY OF LOUISIANA
= NATCHITOCHES. LOUISIANA 71457

DEPARTUMENT OF

SEconvauy EDucaTiON

May 15, 1979

Ms. dan Schechter
SEDL/Regianal _Exchange Project

211 East_7th Street

Austin, Texas 78701

Dear Jan: 7

I just wanted to take a few minutes to express my sincere
appreciation for all you and the others at SEDL did for the

group at the recent validation conference. [ enjoyed every.
moment of the conference and profited immensely from it. You

had the best conference that I have ever had the privilage of

attending: My compliments to you and everyone else involved.
I have read Linda Reed's paper and found it well organized and
very informative. As a person "new" to the national and state

from topic to topic somewhat confusing and difficult to follow,

mainly due to my inadequate background. I am not sure what

audience the paper is prepared for, but anticipating a broad

population of interest; the definition of some terms used would
be advantageous to the reader: Otherwise; I feel Linda has

done an exceptional job. I do hope that when. the paper is
finalized, I will have the opportunity to review that manuscript.

Again, please accept my thanks for a job well done. Extend to
all _the members of SEDL my deep appreciation for all they did

to make the conference the success that it was. I hope that
Iccess for you.

the future holds only happiness and

DBC:es

Equal Employment Opportunity Employer
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111 Bow Street  Portsmouth, New Hampshire 03801 * Telephone: (603) 436-5385 436.5381

April 27, 1979

Jan Schechter B
Southwest Educational
Development Laboratory
211 East 7th Street
Austin; Texas 78701

Dear Jan:

Just a brief note to let you know that
I enjoyed my participation in the récent
validation conference., I espec1ally
appreciate all the things you did to make

the two days easy and pleasant for me.

I aiso enciose my brief responses to

Si?p?f%eﬁg'
Y M

Christine Dwyer
Research Associate

Cb/kéw
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CEMREL

An Educational Laboratory

, Inc.

Preston Kronkosky, Director
SEDL Regional Exchange
211 E. Seventh Street

Austin, Texas 78701

Dear Preston:

It was certainly our pleasure to participate with you in the SEDL

Validation Conference April 19 and_20. Sharon reported that it was an
excellent; well-planned meeting. It serves as.a fine example of

collaboration across RDx contracts; educational laboratories; and state
departments of education. We look forward to additional opportunities
for collaborative work in the future.

Enclosed are copies of letters sent to Bud Grossner and John Osbornie for

your records. As agreed, we are supporting their participation in the
conference:
Again, thank you for the opportunity: We look forward to seeing you at

the RDx meeting in a week.
§i@¢ékéiy;
6§)ﬂ44J?(:%7Ldb1uL<2/
Dane Manis,

Director

Midwest Regional Exchange

Sharon S. Koenigs
Resolrce Coordinator
Midwest Regional Exchange

alr
Enc.

g0 somSieet
St.Louis, Missouri 63139
Tek(314) 7812900
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SEGL/RX REGIOMNAL VALIDATION CONFERENCE

) uVqu

Twenty-six individuals attended the SEDL/RX Validation Conference. Each
delegation responded to a follow-up questionnaire distributed to participants 14
weeks after the conference and designed to examine the impact of the two day meeting.
A total of twelve questionnaires représénting six states and the Gffice of Education
were returned; two of which appear to représent the responses of entire state groups:
Reactions to the six questions on the follow=up instrument are presented below.

1: Have gou had occasion to use anyg of the information or material from the Régibhél
Validation Conference?

At least one participant from each state responded affirmatively to this

question; a _total of ten positive responses were obtained. Participants

used the information or materials from the conference in the following ways:
in déVé]bpihg a draft validation plan;
. in revising state validation plan;

. in assisting school districts in p]ann1ng programs for future va11dat1on,

. by distributing copies of materials to the director of federal programs,

Title IV-€ and to the state facilitator;
. as resources for a committee review of the state validation process;

. in ga1n1ng perspect1ve on what other states are do1ng in the area of
va11dat1on (i.e., criteria and procedures to validate programs) and/or
OE aims and policies;

. by sharing the information with other SDE personnel;
. by sharing the information with others in the Office of Education.

TWo participants from different states reported that they have not been involved
validation plans.

2. Do you have plans to use any of the information or material from the Regional
Validation Conference in the future?

A1l twelve guestionnaires contained positive responses. Part1c1pants intend to
use the information and materials in planning state validation processes and

models; in comparing their state plans with other states, in ad3ust1ng forms and

on-site visits, in obtaining resource people in the future, and in providing a

bibliography of resources %to others in the State Department of Education.
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Please comment on the conference paper "The Search for Quality Control in

Dissemination of Educational Products and Practices: A Look at the Literature

and Major Issues;" written by Linda Reed.
A1l returning quéstionnairss praised Ms. Reed's paper. Characteristic comments
Were:

. “...A very comprehensive review of procedures which have been/are

being utilized. The concerns addressed are very relevant."

"Helpful in understanding ways of gathering evidence of success

and acteptable kinds of validation resultc
"The paper is well written: We will be using many of the approaches
described as we start to look at validation...."

"Excellent paper that will be useful to us...."

"{it) Gave a good overview of the staté of validation and some of the
probléems that need to be resolved."
conference, have you encountered additional issues, problems, resources, or
guestions you would like to share with us?
Six positive responses were obtained for this questicn; participants cited the

following areas of concern:
. the degree of involvement that the SDE will have and when it will occur;
. the ifportance of monitoring programs before they are submitted for
validation to ensure that proper statistics will be acquired;
the difficulty in evaluating non-classroom types of programs and

programs covering multiple academic areas of which include both staff

development and classroom instruction:

The six states in the SEDL/RX region are in varying stages of involvement in
validation: One state reports being in the early stages of work in validation.
Another has formed a subcommittee which _has been receiving information and.
materials on validation and will be staffed full-time next year to devise a
state plan. A third State reports a draft model and process for validation

are ready for review. Anotheér us@s the current IVD process while a fifth

uses IVD materials and validators trained by OE. The remaining state in the
region is substantially revising its process to expand into all areas of
classroom instructional programs and non-classroom programs such as staff

development, school communication, guidance and counseling: learning resource

centers, and community education:
129
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6. Has this status changed since the validation conference? If so, can you
attribute that changé to the conference is any way? How?

Three states report no changes since the .conference. A fourth reports no

substantive changes at the current time, although materials from the conference
generated discussion between departments and a written plan now exists where
none did before. Another state claims that as a result of the conference,
considerable progress has been made in developing procedures for state valida-

tion. The remaining state in the region reports a change in status, "but the
impetus and efforts had already begun."
Conclusion

The responses of participants who atténded the Regional Validation Conference
to a follow-up questionnaire reveal that useful information and matérial were imparted
at the conference. At the least; the workshop served to stimulate discussion of
validation within the State Departments of Education in ihe SEDL/RX region and within
the Office of Education. Each state has found the information from the conference
useful and all who completed the questionnaire plan to use the information or

materials in the future. Two states report a change of status in validation work
since the conference; and one attributes progress in developing a state validation

plan to the validation conference.
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REPORT BY DR. BEN HARRIS: POST CONFERENCE OBSERVATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Dr. Ben Harris, professor of educational. administration at The University
of Texas at Austin, served the SEDL/RX as an objective participant/observer. It
was his responsibility to attend the conference, sit in on each staté's teari
session as an unobtrusive observer; and; in general, provide a perspective aboit
how the SEA's were similar, different; what any underlying themes were, and
recommend how the SEDL/RX might further aid the SEA'S in their work toward state-
wide validation procedures. On May 11; Dr. Harris met with the SEDL/RX staff and
offered the following observations and recommendations.

Observations

In general; Harris said the conference was a good set of experiences, that
participants were appreciative of the opportunity to share with each other and to
get input from others. Its problem, as usual, was time. The conference was too
short and he observed some participants feeling rushed and attempting to go back
home with something.  The danger with this, Harris said, was that the product
might not hold up: He also recommended more interaction among participants earlier,
to allow them time to sit in mixed groups and trade "war stories" and rationale.

Dr: Harris alsec made specific observations about each state: Arkansas is
involving more state-level and out-of-state people in its validation process than
LEA or "grass roots" people. Though the state's process is itself well strictured;
Harris commented that involvement was limited to a few and that only national-calibre
programs were considered; to the exclusion of state-level or district-level programs.

Oklahoma and New Mexico each were moving toward the restrictions of a
paper rather than program file; using descriptions from the district rather than
on-site visits. Both states needed to consider the impact of such paper-
centerac files on tihe validation process in contrast with pecple-centered valida-

tions. How can such programs be fairly or completely pictured on paper?
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And what if poor programs have excellent writers, or excellent programs poor

writers? The document collection route puts a great deal of faith in the

document, and this may be unwise, especially if one later wishes to parlay

the collection into something more valuable, more descriptive. Oklahoma, he felt,

needed a clear set of effectiveness criteria and one unified set of state procedures

instead of the current tendency for each LEA department to use its own. (NOTE:

In late July, the SEDL/RX staff 1eéarned that New Mexico had changed its perspective

and added an on-site visit component to the draft of its validation manual.)
Louisiana appeared interested in the I11inois model; an extensive process which

makes use of regional education service centers throughout the state. A state like

Louisiana, which does not already have a regional service center system, would need

to consider large scale reorganization to adopt a model which depends on them.
Texas' established plan was advanced to the point that the team was ready

to work on a rationale for expanding it to include new program areas such as

inservice education as well as instructional techniques. Because of the state's

long experience with a validation procedure, Harris felt it needed the Teast

guidance and observation, although it could use a bit more paper file documentation.
Mississippi sent only one SEA observer to the conference as this was its second

aCtivity with thé §EBL/§X (thé %irst héd been an Advisory Board mééting the day before)

was nearly finished.

Recommeridations for SEDL/RX

®* Consider developing training programs for validation, perhaps creating

training modules which would allow participants to analyze and sort out

good; poor; and unclear data. Other topics could be "how to use an
observation 1nstrument,“ ”how to construct an evaluation instrument;" "o

Consider how the SEDL/RX staff can help the states to think carefu]]y about
what they dre daesigning, to ask them first to define what they want in their

final product.
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* The validation process begins with the completion of a developmental

design; then moves into an experimental or field-test stage: A program

can then be attempted by other sites; during which various elements of
the design can be monitored for adaption and adaptation: After this
information is collected; project designers may then be able to sift the
elements of the program which are esséntial to its success. In light of

Under what conditions will it and will it not work? Might it be the
0

case that we can only specify when a program does not works or is not

in place?

® Follow up this conference with state-wide conferences in which regions

of the state could come together to discuss the state process, experience
a mock validation session to learn first hand what is necessary for

success, and consider what they would want to see at an on-site visit.

® Consider preparing a synthesis of effective inservice techniques for use
in implementing néw programs. Such a synthesis would help SEA's_aid
LEA's to design inservice to fit their needs as nearly as possible, and
would also be a valuable resource for any educator interested in
implementing change.
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What teachers do with students and materials and equipment to facilitate
learning is the heart of any program of instruction: Many programs tend to be
defined and described and hence validated in terms of what is taught; how students
respond, or what is learned. Important as these may be as ways of detailing
program realities, diffusion depends on describing a way of operating and especially
on ways teachers perform. No validations that neglect this are 1ikely to be very

useful:



