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Chap*er 1

Tntroduction

purpose oXf the Report

Tn +his report, we Teview the qualitative research
methodologies enployad by CSE'S Tvaluation Usz2 Project overl
+he last =ix years. The report is neither a paean to
gquali*a* 1 ve methods nor an attack npor them, Tt reprssents

a2 self-examination of our best efforts to apply gqualitative

+echnigne=s to an important, and reasoratly complex,
oducational research problem: *the study of evaluatiorn
information use in local schools. OR the whole, all of
these qualitative methodologies have proven useful,
although +*hey have not besn without difficulties and
1imitations. In the report, *the ressarch methods are
described and critiqgued.

The Te are dunal reasons foTr such a review. FPirst, the
rime seams Tight for a methodological r¢assessment.
snthusia sm for gualitative methods rurgeoned in the late
1973's and has ebbed a bi%, since then, Some regearchers
have taken gqualitative methods to task based upon
discoura ging experiences ({(2.9., ¥iles, 1979). The C3E
cxperience has been less discouraging, although not without
ite lessons. It seens appropriate, and potentially helpful
+o others, to share %*hese gxperiences.

second, the CSE Evaluation Use Project has bad the




IS

opportunity to apply sevyeral qualitative research
strategiess. The Project's usa of interview-based case
studies, participant observation, and semi-structured
ipterview surveys constitutes an uncommcnly broad
sxperiential bass, which others may find useful to axanine.
The Exper fence Base

since 1975, the CSE Evaluation Use Proiect has
completed three major studies of local schools' use of

syaluation information. The £irst study -- acktually a set

of similartly conducted gualitative case studies -- eYamined
evaluation in five ESFA Title I {compensatory education) cr
T7itle IV—C {innovative) prograns. Repeated, open-ended
iptervie ws vere conducted with the evaluators and with
adpinistTators and staff of the five programs, and an
evaluation history of each program Was developed. In
additiorn , the interviewess wWere asked tc explain the uses
made of the evaluation findings. A narrative report on
aach program (i.e. "case") was critiquned by the

iptervie wees and other reviewers. After all five case
studies were completed, a Cross-casSe analysis was prepared
(Alkin =% al,, 1979).

Thereafter, two further studies were conducted, this
+ime within a single urban california school district
(Metro Unified School District). Omne, the fvalnator Pield
s+udy (Daillak, 19890}, used participant observation and

iptervie ws to trace the work »f three on-staff svaluators



within M=%t ro. Over ths 1979-80 scheol year, the
evaluator s' work was observed, and institutional influences
upon the 1 ¥ work were irvestigated.

The other study, the Usar Interview Survey {Alkin et
al,, 19823, administered a loosely-structured one-hour
interview to sixty-five school evaluation "oconsupers”
(principals and their subordinate administrative staff)
within twenty-two schools. The interviewses were

questioned about recent progranm planning »r decisionmaking

activities, and about their attitundes towards evaluation.
yritten =ummaries of the (tape-racorded) intervievws ware
prepared by *he interviewer and by an independernt
tape-listener., These summaries then were used to develop
several @mnalytical papers.

The study methodologies are reviewed in three chapters
+o fnllow., A brief epilogue summarizes our experiepca with

the meth ods.

5]

The Problem:

valuation Upderutiliza*ion

There is substantial evidence that program evaluatiorn
findings are seldom used by local school decisionmakers,
such as <district staff, progras directors, oT building
principa 1s (Pavid, 1978; Kennedy et al., 1980), despite the
fact tha+ evaluation ac*ivity is required of wary federal
or state catagorical aid programs. Local school districts
generall y comply with the letter of the evaluation

requirements imposed upon *+hem. They cocnduct the student




actievaeme Nt testing regnired by funders, and they arnually
assess @2a<h program's success in meeting its prespescified
sbjective=s. But schools do rot seen to attend to or u1se
the evalu=ation information they generate, at least not
sigrificamtly.

nes<arch has attempted to Adocument the precise axtent
of local =evaluation use, *o identify explanations for use
or disuse , and *to determine ways %o increase =valunatinn

use. Some researchers have *ried to improva evaluation

research methods in order to make evaluation data
objectiverly more accurate and, they hope, more useful.
0thers h=ave =xamined tha interactior betwesen evaluatinn and
client systens, believing that evaluation use is decided
more by *he decisionmakers®' attitudes and intentions than
by objec Eive properties of the information itself.

our rTesearch has emphasized the latter approach,
focusing primarily on social, political, and organizational
explanations for sevaluation utilization. To assess complex
socio-or «ranizational interactions, we have relied heavily
on qualitative studies of evaluation settings rather than
anploying nore reductiopristic approaches, such as

guantita tive or simulation-basad research.




Chapter 2

Tvaluation Case Studies

RESEARCH DESCRIPTION
T 1975, when prior research on svaluation use was
scant, it seemed important %o examine evaluations, in an
axplorat ory vay, in order to discover the factors that

aight account for evaluation information use {or disuse) by

(d

ocal school decision makers. If a few plausibly importarnt

-

actars were to emerge from these initial studies, than

-+

hey migh* be investigated in later research. For #xample,

-

i€ evaluation report formating appearsd to affect
informa*ion use, then later Tesearch night examine the
merits of alternative procedures for reporting an

evaluation's findirgs to decision makers.

s

Choosing %the Case Study Method
v+ seenad logical to favor either survey or field
research methods for *he initial, exploratory studies.
Yeither f£ield axperiments nor laboratory simulations
appeared appropriate. Finld axpariments seema2d premature.
paper-and-pencil simunlations could have been instituted
more guickly, at lower cost. Program circumstances,
ovaluati on findings, and reports all could bz simulated.
3y introducing systematic variations into the simulated
evaluations, one could =2xplore the effects of proposed new

avaluationr methods. Hovever, we hesitated to try building




3 simula* ion for a phenomsnon about which so little was
known.

surveys and axploratory field studies remained as
plausible research strategies =-- and both had their
advar*ages. OQuastionraire and interview surveys could
reach larger numbers of respondents, providing a mors
rapresentativs view of evaluation. Exploratory field
atudies —-— case studies, in-depth interviewing, participant

observat ion, and related methods -- could provide nmore

Aetail=d tTesearch data, however.

For our purposes when *he initial research was
planned, case studies based on detailed interviews scemed
+5 be the most desirable approach. The argument for
axploratory field studies has been made often bafore:

Sociologists usually nse ...[field research]
when they are especially interested in

arder starding a particular organization or

subst antive problem rather than demonstrating
rela* ions between abstractly defined variables.
They atteapt %o make their research theoratically
mearingful, but they assume *that they do nnt
know enough about the organization g priori

+5 identify relevant problems and hypotheses arnd
that +*hey must discover *these in the courss

of the research. {Becker, 1958, 652-653)

tnvestigating evaluation situations through
naturalistic field research thus had much to offer, but the
problem of deciding jus* what shape the field research
cffort should take remained to be decided. Should there be

participant obsarvation, or would interviews be the better

approach ? How should the sites be found, how long wonld we




spend with *them, and what, if anything, should we look forz

These guestions were resolved as described balow.

Case Study Procedures

e

Ass is typical in gualitative field research, exact
procedura } details varied from case to case. WNevartheless,
+the ma jor procedural steps and their sequence wWere quite

similar across the cases.

Overview

The case studies were primarily interview-based and

retrospactive (i,e,, focusing on a previously completed
evaluation). Several in-depth interviews were conducted
with t+he operational staff and the avaluator of the progranm
selected for study. To supplement thes interviews,
documentary evidence, such as program proposals, evaluation
reports, and so forth, were reviewed., The research sought
+o discowver the way tha* an avaluation, arnd *he findings it
produced , had fit into the program's total operations. A
primary concern was to discover whether an evaluatioan had
influence:d program activities and why i* had the inflnence
{or lack of influence) it did.

Ir s=evaral cases, ones Or more year-long evaluations
had been conplated and a follow-on svalvation was in
progresse 1o these cases, *he interviewer construcied an
account of the completed svalua*ioas in the usual fashion
{describ«d below) and als> updated this account at

intervals to reflact contemporar=ous developments,




The fipa 1l product of each casa study was a narrative case
report suraparizipg the study £indings. Program context was
described 3 one or more =2valuations were racounted;
evaluatiom influence, if any, was described; and ths casse
was brief 1y aralyzed, focusing on plausible explanations
for the odserved dagree of evalunaticn influence.

After all five case studies were completed and reportad (a
matter oF two to three ysars! work, since the studiss were

bequn at Staggered intervals), an integrative anpalysis was

prepared. mhis reanalysis isolated a number of common
factors — — that is, ones recurring across sevyeral casss --
which se<=ned *o encourags, constrair, or in some other way
Affect ewvaluation information use in the cases studiad.
gimilar Fachtors were clusterad until a final framework of
factors influencing evaluation utilization was produced.
The case s*tudy narratives ard the framework vware published
together as the concluding product in the initial resnarch

phase (s«=2 Alkin et al., 1979).

sit«e Selection. Only local school programs

receiving ESRA Title I (compensatory aducation) or Titls
IV-C {inxmovative progranmn) funds were selscted. The choice
of local FBSFA Title I and IV-C programs reduc=d *the
potentia 1 program diversity somewhat, yet still provided an
apundant program pool from which to choose sites. In

addition , FSTA evaluations {(required as a condition of
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furding) mccount for much evaluation activity in local
education=1 agencies.

neca 1u1se only a small number of studies were to be
copduct=d {five in all, galected ona at a time over two
years), e laborate e fforts at randomized sampling wers not
andertaksmn. Instead sites vere jdentified either through
contacts in the public schools or from among %he
respondents to an earlier mailed survey which the

ryalygation Use Project had conducted in Califorria school

districts. The major critaria for site sselection wers:

{a) the exxistence of a Title I or IV-C‘program ir at least
jts secorrd year of operation, (b) geographic proximity, {c)
willingness of site personnecl to participate, and {d) a
zubjecti we assessmant of the Program's suitability for the
study.

A pTogramn which met the first cr

%.Jl

terion would
necassar ily have gone through at least one full annual
evaluati on cycle; thus, the jnterviews could

retrosp= ctively trace the impact of the complated
evaluati on (s} ard also axamine any cngoing evaluation
activities. The sacond criterion, geographic proximity,
mearnt sinply that *he program had to be within reasonabls
travelir g distance of our LOS Angeles base -- effectively,
+ he Southern California area. The host?'s

within

will

fad

ngnass to participate voluptarily was a third, zrucial

criterior. We had no powar to force surselves upoar 3any



sctool =i*e. DPotential hosts had to be persuaded to

cooperate with the research. AS a consequence, Some amount
of self-selection was inevitable in the case study.

mhe ¥€inal criterion, a subjective judgment of
wgpitabil ity," vwas complex. AS the cases were selected, an
cffort was made to diversify the sanmple withir the broad
parameters set by the other criteria. ¥We tried %o select
programs of varying types: two were Title I, three were

mitle IV—-C; three were in large, urbar districts, two in

smalier, sSuburban districts; two cases involved iInternal
evaluators who worked full +ime withir evaluation urnits of
their school districts; in two other instances the internal
evaluators were district employees who Were not part of arn
organized evaluation unit; and in the last case, the
evaluator was an outside consultant. Besides strivirg for
diversity, we sought tec avoid programs which might be
micleadingly atypical -- for exanmple, a district!s showcase
sffort, %reated markedly differently from its other
federally funded programs.

Tni*+ial Contacts with Site Personnel. First

discussions *ypically wers with the selected program's
eyvalnaitoi. {In only one case was the prograas director
contacted first). Typically, the first contact was a phons
conversa tior in which the proposed study's purposes and
methods were outlired, 1In =ach case, the person contacted

agreed toO further digcussions, usually through cne or more

19




persoral meetings but also occasionally involving an
exshange of letters, Thess initial discussions quickly
drew in %+ he program director, the evaluator, and perhaps 2a
school oFf Ficial (such as a priancipal or district
administrator), as well as CSE project members {(typically,
the proje<ct Director and the interviever).

The initial personal meetings intrcduced the rescarch
to praogram administrators. We +ried to proiject a sincere,

nonjudgme ntal interest in their program and its evaluation.

Anonymity was promised %o the participants: 1in any
research Teports, pseudonyms would be substituted for the
nages Of cities, districts, schools, programs, and
individuals, and other identifying elements would be
disquised in ways which would preserve anonymity without
significantly distorting the facts.

None of the sitas ipitially cortacted daclined *o
participate, geveral factors probakly contributed to this
high par%icipation rate. Selecting sites through
professional acquaintances certainly play=d a key rol=, as
3id the xTeputation of the senior researcher and the
sponsoring agencies.,

pata Collection. None of the meetings with subjacts

ware tap=-recorded. ¥Written notes uere taken, and the
intervie wer expandad and elaborated these notes atter
teaving *he interview situation. An effort was made to

keep the interviews flexible in format and informal in

1




rone, Ini_tial interviews were particularly wide-ranging.
Later, as the interviewer hecame more familiar wiih the
case deta 3_1s, the interviews often focused on questions
prapared En advance by the interviewer.

TIn rEe first meeting, the interviewsr regquested copies
of major IPTrogram documernts, ipcluding funding proposals,
program p A Ogress re ports, reports of previously completed
eyaluatio=s, and any other documants the program staff felt

would be ZAnformative. The documents provided an "official™

descript i on of the progran and its evaluation, and they
4ere used as background for subseguent interviews.

Afte=T *the introductory meetirg(s), a round of private
{ptervie w s was conducted #4ith the site program directorT,
the progz”am evaluwator, +he principal, and any others
actively involved it program decisicn making. 7In these
intervie s¥s, the informants were encouraged to describe the
prograr =and its evaluation iz their own words. TUsually,
the inte ¥ viewer simply indica*ed our breoad interests -- the
historyy contex*, and events of the progran and its
ovaluation, and the evaluation's influence upon the program
-- and * Then the informant guided much of the conversation,
with th= interviewer asking clarifying questions.

The evaluation literature did sauggest that certain
factors would influence =svaluation use: the background and
+rainirg of the irdividuals involved; the svaluation's

purposes and procedures; personal interactions during the

12



avaluatio®; and the manner in which evaluation findings
wers comm =iLicatad, If these factors were no*t covered in
the infor awant's spontaneous remarks, the interviewer raised
thep lat==x in the interview.

No s ingle interview could fully cover all the topics
of intere sS*. Fach interview had +o be limited *o an hour
or two in length, and, b=sidas, the need for ¢larification
often bec-=anme apparent orly latar, after interviewing other

informant S. Therefors, key informants were usually

intervie wed several times, The multiple interview sessions
appeared +o0 increase the rapport between the interviewer
and the i nformants,

Tp+* = Tviaws with the evalua*or and the program director
frequent 1Y indicated potential nzw interviewees -- for
axample, A particularly influenrtial teacher, principal, or
counselnr. These new informants, when interviewed,
somatime == suggested contacting others. Thus the interviews
fgnow-ba X led".,

case Apalysis. The multiple interviews provided a

fairly detailed description of each case. The informants!
differing vantage points generally complemented one
annther, #ach filling in a part of *he total picture of
evaluation in the program being studied. Event

descript 1 ons could be "triarqulated™ {Guba, 1978) by

comparing different acconnts of the same actiomns or events,

conflict 3ing descriptions were not a compon problem; the few

13




apparant «onflicts were raesolved through followup contacts
with thos« involved,

once +ha set of interview data appeared complete -- 2as
avidenced, for example, by considerable redundancy in the
data rece ived -- the interviever prepared a firs* draft
cagse repoTt. Several steps were then followed to refine
this draf* and insure the final report's accuracy.

First, the CS? Project Director reviewed the svent

descrip*t ions for consistancy, completeness, and

P
plausibil ity. Frequently, this review raised questions
+hat tha =xisting data could not resolve, To provids
answers, further personal intervisws or telephone
discussions were held with +he informants, and the draft
report was revised., This cycle of review, supplemesntary
data col Tection, apd revision was repeated until a dra £t
satisfac¥ory to the CSF Project was developed.

mho cas2 report draft was next circulated to the
intervie wees themse lves for comment. A r2port CoOpy was
given to each key informant (evaluator, school project
director , etc.,), and a personal inpterview was conductsd
after al lowing the informant one or two weeks to reviey¥ the
repoTt.

Phes informants were extremely helpful reviewars. They
jdeptifi<ed factual errors and suggested alterpate data
interpre tations. Where necessary, additional data ware

collecte d +o thrash out con*roversial peints. Thern, based

14
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apon all “-he jnformation available, the case report was
edited into final form. The final report conformed to aach
informan®t ¥ s perspective on som2 points and differed oOm
others. A1ll in all, it represented the Project's best
affort a*+ a balanced and accurate case presentation.

Aas a final effort at fairness, ard to give readers 2
petter seemse of the study's accuracy, the key informants
+hen were asked to respond t2 ar open-ended guestionnaire

assessing the final case study report and general issues

pertainin g to ovaluation utilizatioh., Their resSponses were

excerpte 3 and lightly edited (with their approval) to
produce yrarrative memos, appended to each case Teport.
Thus, the last word was given to the major characters in
aach caS &

copparat ive Analysis of the Case Studies.

BY 1978, five cases had been individually apalyzed. It
seemed ds@sirable to review all +the cases in otrder to
identify common forces upderlying evaluation use.

Thee comparative apalysis began with a review of th=
five cass € reports and an attempt to reduce their detailed
narratiw e data to more marageable capsule summaries.
project sStaff members ipdepsndently developed a set of
wysiliz=a tion concept-cards® for each case., That is, 2
separats: 3x5 card vwas prepared for each critical context
factor, even:t, situation, or participarnt in sach case.

criticality vas judged subjectively, based on the

15



importance== that the factor or event seemed to have in
jeterminiz=g the way the evaluation was performed and the
way its £33 ndings vere used.

Next , the Project team met +o discuss each casse,
comparing anrd merging the concept-cards they had develop=d.
The mergexd cards were then arranged schematically or 2
bulletin ®Doard to illustrate the flow of events and
influepces that seemed *o characterize each case. Firally,

+he schemas for the five casa2sS Wwere compared in a search

for aralo gous elements or patterns.

pel = +ad elements did appear across thea cases, YFor
example, 1in most of 'the cases there weTe card entries which
related *0 evaluator credibility. Together, the Proijsct
staff A4i =cussed, grouped, and labeled the card groupings
ap*til, u 1timately, about *er broad categories emerged. The
categori =s formed the first version of a frameswork for
aralyzin g evalumatiorn situat ions. The catagory labels

captured the terms useful for explaining why the

evaluations studied had heer influential or had had lit+le

shi fting from the corcept-cards Lo a new format of
taped gI" OUP discussions, the Project members refined the
+eptatiwve framework, in the process reconfiguring scme of
+he oricyinal categories. These intensive discussions
occupied several weeks. gradually, the analysis

s+abili=z=d, First at the category leval ard ther at the

16




level of c=omponent elements (termed wproperties”, followirng
Glaser & = trauss, 1965). The final version of the
framework 1is given in Appendix A).

A pa X amount concern was to 1ink the framework tightly
to the ca=es to avoid imposing any rreconceptions on the
data, Mu<h of the group discussion centered on whether the
data supp=rted the categories as then stated, and whether
soma othe x formulatiop would conform moze closely to the

case find ings.

17
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CRITIQUE

Review of the Case Study EPUrposes

The r—esearch's initial assumption was that evalanation
was not wery influential., This assumption reflected
prevailing opinion, as expressed in Bany published
complaint = about evaluation urdsrutilization (e.g., Guba,
19693 ManT, 1972). With the Fvaluation Case Studies, the

Project hoped to explain why school progranm evalunations had

1nfluence=d program planning and decisionmaking SO
minimally . In the process, it hoped to discover ways that
evaluator s and program managers might increasse avaluation's
usefulne 55 3.

capwassing tha literature, one could compile a long
1ist of mmotential causes of evaluation underutilization,
some orgmnizational, sonme procednral, and some
inpterpec ssonal (c.f. pattan et al., 1975). But there was
1ittle ewidence unierpinring this potpourri of causes,
hecausa, prior to 1975, evaluation influence and use had
received 1lit*le study.

mhe casa stuldies were to explore school settings in
order to discover which, if any, of *+he hypothesized causes
of evalun ation disuse appear=d significart, to identify any
other im portant causal factors, %o document evaluation
stra*egi es used by practitioners, arnrd to determine how

extensiwvely evaluation information was used in several

18




PTCgransS. T+ seemed likely that case studies, producing
detailed descriptions of a few school evaluations, would
fyrther tIiese ends economically and expeditiously. It was
expected % hat subsequent studies -~ for example,
experimn®s enploying in-basket written simulations --
would r=F Ane the case studies! conclusions. The case
stndies?! <detailed descriptive data could, in fact, be us=24
+o devel o p more realistic simualations. The case studies?

explorato Ty nature, underlined by the expectations for

followup work, partially relieved our apprehkensions about
enployincr gualitative methods, which were then Tather
uncommon ib educational studies.

research DPesign Decisions

sevesral design decisions sharped the rasearch. Oue vas
+he fupd =mamental decision to employ case studies rather than
coje othe»r research strategy. Thereafter, a decision was
made o ==xamine already completed evaluations, i.=., %o
conduct xTetrospective studies, rather than *o follow the
urfoldin =y events of a current avaluation. Firally, the
decision was made to collect primarilysgqualitative da*ta
(nairly, narcative accounts of events) %hrough intensive,
oprn-end =d intarviews with a few local evaluation
particip ants.

casse studies were not th2 only research osption
corsider ed. Simulatior studies -- emplcying written

situaticon portrayals, mock Treports and memoranda, etc. --

19




gers cons3 dered as a means of experimentally investigating

the factor s influencing 2valuation use. Based upon advice
and our own judgment, simulation studies were deferred,
first temporarily ard then irdefinitely. Ini+ially, not
epough wa = known about school program evaluations to be
able to d=velop simulations in which onre could place
corfidenc=. Later, after the case studies were comple ted,
i+ appeared tha*t interactions amonrg evaluators arnd clients

yere cruc ial to utilization, and, because the se

interact ions resisted labporatory S1imulaTiodn,

studies w=Te set aside.

Que s=+ionnaire surveys vere alsc congidered, Indsed, 2
spall), pilct survey was administered Yo memrbers of a
californ ia evaluation society. Baut evalnation influence
and info rmation use seemed to elude measurement in the
questionzzaires, and few inteoresting results emerged. An
ini*ial pregram of case study research seemed the most
desirable option. Tha case studies would permit
conversa*ions with evaluation participants, allowing for
jptersive questioning about evaluatiorn information us= and
its cont ributing causes. Insights developed in the case
studies could target later research +*oward the most
product ive issnes.

practical and theoretical considerations combined roO

yisld a retrospective case study approach. Information

use conl d be assessed fully orly at +he conclusion of an

20



syaluatiorr, after all the evaluation findings had hean

Teporteda The literature hinted, in fact, that an
avaluatioT's full impact might not be felt until several
months a £ *er the evaluation Teport's release (Davis &
salasin, “1975). Consequently, a contenporaneocus study of
an evalua®*ion, from its inception until the final stages of
atilizat Lon, could take substantially mcre thar a year to
completes 2 retrospective study, howsver, could begir

several m#onihs after the evaluation's completion, whar

utilizat 3 on night be fully apparent, and gquickly construct
a historvy of past events, The retrospective approach
proeised faster results, at lower total cost. These
advantage S *o the retrospective strategy carried the day,
even thoxrgh it was clear that retrospective data would not
be as complete as that available in a contemporarnaous
study.

onc =2 a retrospective approach was chosen, many other
details ¥=211 into place. Observations were ruled out,
except a = current observations might shed light on past
evants, Documentary evidance would be examined, but could
be expec £ed to be rather limited. Participan*s!
recollec +ions were the major resource from which to davelop
the case data. Although recollections could he tapped
throngh <uestionnaires or fixed-protocol interviews,
informal open-ended interviews szemed tc be the most

axpaditi ous meass to detailad case descriptions. Mor=mover,

21




—

such inter-viaws let *he irtarviewees unse their own words
and thelr CWD organizing themes, rather than forcing thenm
+o fit their descrip*ions to a predeterszined framework. 1In
an inform=al interviev, ipterviewees could introduce issues

wvhich otherwise might have s=luded attention. And

(o]

atervie ws could fully explore subtle uses of evaluation
informati on, such as when mvaluation strengthened a
decisionmaker's opiniorn about a program.

Th~ Tresearch began with an assumption that evaluators

and dacis ionmakers weTre key particirants in EvarmatioT, Tt

with tha expectation that their actiors largely would
determine an evaluation's effectiveness. In =ach case,
therefor<, th2 evaluator and the principal local program
decisionmaker ware interviewed. One or two influential
others (usually administrative subordinates to the primary
decisionmaker) vere also interviewed if they appeared 1o
influence the evaluation's d= sign or the use made of tha
avaluation results.

Methodological Assessment

i1
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riptiv

v

raport, tanging from forty %o eighty
Apuble-= paced typevrittan pages in length, was prepared for
eack case. The repor's fnllowed a common pattern.
Community and school context were briefly described. The
special program receiving evaluation was described n=xt, in

somewhat greater d2+ail., Attention was given not just to
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describin<g the program's nature; prograf history was also
reported, including a description of the program?s origins
and Tatiomale.

Next , the program's evaluation context was briefly
described , ircluding the program's evalunation requizements
and the = valuator's perceptions of his or her role
vis-a-vis the program. A more detailed description of the
actual @avaluation work, narrated chromologically but

without pTrecise dates, followed. This included reportage

of meetirigs between the svaluator and school staflf,
avaluationr procedures, and evaluation findings. The case
reports concluded with a description of any uses made of
+he eval uation findings, and a synthesis of the
par:ti{:ipan‘tS' explanations for use {or lack of use) of each
major evaluatior finding.

The case Teports weTe written primarily in
+hird-pe Tson rarrative form. Quotations were few, because
none of +*he interviews were tape recorded and the
intervie wer had been unable to enter mary verbatinm
guotatio ns in the handWritten notes. Documents, primarily
avaluati on reports, had bee=n examined, and portions of
their contents {e.9.., evaluation descriptions and test
results) vere irtegrated ipto the narrative case reports.
However, Adocuments were not directly reproducsd in the
reportSe The scarci*y of direct guotations detracted

somewhat from the vividness of the case reports.
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ndditionat guotations or Jocument excerpts would have
provided wmRoOIe visible supporting documentation.

obscrar=d by the third-persor narrative format was the
fact *ha+ there were only three oOr four primary
intervie wees for each case., Given the small number of
iptarvie we=es, the case studies! detail was high, an
indicatiom of the intensity of the interviews. Missing
from the sStudies, however, was the breadth of coverage that

is possib le when many persons are interviewed., Tor

example, <detailed da*a was rot available or classroom
teachers ® perspectives on evaluation, 1little data was
collected on tha school environment, apart from that which
secmed A irTectly relevant to syaluation work. District-wide
attitude = and parceptions were not explcred in any detail,
and theres was little to place the studied evaluation in 1%s
€911 dis+trict context.

escript 3¥g Accuracy

Theze was strong reason to believe that the cass
stydies <lescriptions of evaluation events were factually
accurate -« In large part, this is because the case reports
concentrated on events .in which *he irtervievees had

directly participated, often jointly. The study methods =--

[

repeated ntorviews, probing for details, cross-checking
facts with the other interviewees, and submitting the draft
report %o the interviewees for review -- all worked to

verify %+ he factual descriptions of evaluation events.
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Descr— iptions of evalution use were mOLe difficult to
verify. FEow can one be certain that evaluation information
-- or any other information -- Wwas nconsidered® by a
decisionm=aker? It is possible +hat the program staff who
were inte T viewed exaggerated evalution use in order %o
respond t© our obvious interest in instances of use. 0One
safeguar d , hovever, ¥as +hat the evaluators gave their own
views on tilization, which stood as a partial check on the

program s taff's assertions,

rxp 1 anations for evants wers provided in abundant
detail irmx Tresponsa to our persistent prebing in the
intervie ws. Such explanations are inherently difficult to
verify. The intervieweTr was partially able to judge acn
axplanat 2 0R'S adeguacy based upon its consistency with
other da#*-a and upon ar assessment of the interviewee's
candor a md perceptiveness, Also, explapations were
inteqra* =4 into the case report, particularly in the firal
section ©n evaluation use, and were available, therefore,
for insp =ctiosn by the other interviewees and by exterral
reviewer S. These reviews were a check on the explanations?
plausibi 1ity, although they were not procof of their
asceuracy - Often, the explanations were of events which had
oceurred weeks or months prior to the interviews, adding
another <lemant of uncertainty.

Uncguestionably, there were +hreats to the case

studiss ® accuracy, as the preceding discussion indicates.
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what is A3 fficult to convey, howaver, is the extent to
which these COnCerns verse assuaged during the research.
~he inte rvievees vere generally very cooperative. In the
course of the research, 2 positive relationship hetween
jntervie wexT and subjects usually developed, and there were
strong indications that the interviewees' remarks were
cardid and sincere, Thass indications, vivid to the
interview=r but elusive to describe, gave us confidence

that the case studies accurately descrited avaluation as it

appeared to the interviswees. Of morse CONCErNn Was whsthel
+he interviewses! nrderstandings were adegquate to explain

asvents,.

Nature 2£ tho Cross-tasa Analysis

The cCross-casa anpalysis categorized the individual
studies? explanations for evaluation information use {or
dizuse). Fach individual case study, in turrn, had grounded
i+e analysis of evaluation utilization in the explanations
For use or disuse provided by +ha interviewees., The
cross-case analysis generalized from the interviewees!
oxplanat ions, by identifying similar explanations across
+he cas=s and labeling the generic factors Oor pIrocess=2S
which s=ened to bé represented. And, as 2 result, the
cross-case analysis did not introduce entirely nev
analytical corcepts.

The categorization (or analytical framework, as it was

1abeled ir Alkin et al., 1979) did not furnish a predictive
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theory of evaluation use. that is, the categorizatiorn did
not specif y hov +he identifisd factcrs Or processes would
affect avaluation information use, either singly or in
interaction., Instead, a factor's presence in the
categorization simply indicated the factor's potential
significamnce. For example, the interrelationshkip betvween
school si+e and school district was listed as a factor
which conld affect evaluation use, but the probable effects

of specific types of site-district relationships vere not

indicated .

The <Ccross-case analysis's most significant
contribn+ ion was that it ident ified, based upon empirical
data rather than speculation, a limited set of influsnces
upor eva l.uation use. The aralysis was one step toward a
more complete theory of avaluation utilization, with more
thorough investigation of the jdent ified factors beirg the
logical mext step.

pro -ject discussions of *the case data went furthsr than
the publ ished analysis in identifying the prost important
influences upon utilization. Our private conclusion was
that the evalunator*s and the school client's coszmitment o
making = valuation useful was vitally important. It
appeared, too, that evaluation information was most likely
+o be used vhen the evaluator had established a
consultative relationship with a local school

jecisionmaker. Relationships in which the evaluator acted
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as an aunditor, mopnitor, or d=stached critic appeared less

success¥ul. Through close consultations, an evaluation
coull be designed that vwould address actual decisionmaker
irtaerests, ¥which could be guite different from the
interests that might be inferred from official program
plans. And in consultations throughout the evaluation, the
avaluator could involve the local client in decisions
affecting =evaluation design, data apalysis, and

interpreatation., The result appeared to be more meaningful

ra { S ) s T = HddQ

davaloped a sense of ownership.

T+ appeared that much evaluoation disuse was causad by
the absance »>f this consultative s2valuation approach,
either because avaluators had chosen other roles or bacause
policies or other external constraints interfered. The
most influential evaluators studied had evidenced this
adaptive, consunltative style rather than vorking solely
from formal program descriptions and routine evaluation
pracedur« S.

In summary, the published cross-case analysis
categori zed factors affecting evaluation utilization,
Bacause +t hese factors were drawn from the individual case
analyses, the cross-case analysis had high face validity
for readers who had found the individual case s*tudies to be

. plausibl<, ONur private analyses had gone a step further.

¥e assigm=2d primacy to a subset of the categorized factors,
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namely thes initiative shown by evaluators and
administr=ators and the uase of a consultative evaluation
AppToacha These corclusions ware supported by regularities
in the casse data: Iinstances of information use appesared o
be associ=tad with special individual effort and close
consultation between evaluator and local decisionmaksar.
Geperalizmbility of the Eipdings

A traditional defense of the studies?' gerneralizability

is difficult., Personal contacts frequently wers used to

1ocate potential case sites, and subjects’ particIpErior
wyas entirely voluntary, hence vulnerable to the hiasing
affects of self-selection. Altrhough *+here was an affort to
jptroduce diversity into the sanple, by selecting differsnt
types of projects ard various school district envircnments,
greater s« fforts at scientific sampling could have be=n
pade. Yet, even if sites had been randomly salected, five
cases would constitute a mipiscule statistical sample from
which *o gen=ralize firding=.

The se difficulties are COBDRORN to case study res=2arch,
which fr eguently ralies uporn small samples, #ith sites
selected , in part, for their ccnvenience and cooperative
roespon s& {Rogdan & Taylor, 1975). The fact is that case
studies® generalizability seldowm rests c¢n the same grounds
as tha* of guantitative surveys oL axperiments, if for no
other r+asor than ssall sample size. But case astudy

fipdingss can apply to other situaticns, as reader
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response *T.0 such studies attests. To the extent that
osthers do find the research meaningfal and relevant, then
there is #«=vidence of genaralizability.

The joublished report of the case study rasearch (Alkin
et al,, 1979) has recelved favorable reviews for its
realism axmd for the insights the studies provide into
evalnatiom practice., These reviews are perhaps the best
avidence <hat the firdings are generalizable beyond the

five case s studied.

Points 2f£ Concern

tn h indsight, *thars were aspacts to the case study
methods which merit soms discussion, epither because they
rapresent practices ve migh* change, based upon today's
knowledgss, Or because they had -rami.fications which might ke

averlook ed.

3

Avo 3 darce of Tape Rgcording. The interviews wers

154
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rot taps recorded, primarily to avoid irnhibiting the
intervis wees, Although the methodological literature is
divided on the issne of recording, recent Project
experien e, in the User Trterview Survey, suggests that
taping n<ed not interfere with data guality. In the User
Tptervie w Survey, interviewees adjusted gquickly to the tape
recorder , and they appeared to speak candidly. ©We fsel,
now, tha t the case study interviewees weuld have adjusted
zimilarl Y-

New ertheless, tape recordings are not an unmnixed
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blessing, even if interviewees ate unintimidated by the
PLOCESSa Tape handling, transcriptiom, archiving, and
transcrip%t reviews quickly create a sizable logistic
barden. §1ad the case study interviews been taped, however,
mich more dJdetailed data would have been available from
vhich to prepare the case reports. On balance, vwe would
tape if we had the decision to make today, but we would
expect a Mmore tipe-consuming and expensive study.

Narrow Study Scope. In each case, three or four

persons wWere the primary Informants, 1.6., ThE POrsoOns with
whom the 1interviewer sSpoke repeatedly and at length. e e
{(Dependin g on the circumstances, a few cthers werle
sometime s interviewed, albeit briefly.) The evaluator was
always a primary interviewee. The cther primary
interviewees -- typically, project directors, building
prircipals or on-site progran coordinaters -- were selected
for theixr degree of in;glvement ip the =valuation effort or
for their sigrnificance as prograna decisionmakers. In
general, interviews did not extend upwards to

adminis*t rative or technical staff at the district office,
or downwards, to teaching staff. The interviewus,
+hemselves, focused on evaluation werk at the program OT
building level, with a major topic being the ewvaluation
avents (meetings, conversations, etc,} in which the
intervie vees had participated.

Because the intervieweas were few and the interviews
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werz so of ten focused on evalnation events, limitad data
was collected on the evaluation's wider context either
within a school or within the host school district. It
would have bheen helpful to learn moTe about the evaluator's
tactics with other programs; customary evaluation practices
¢ithin a district; teachars! attitudes towards and use of
ayaluation; the primary CORCerIns of scheol or prodgram
persoan= 1l during the years studied, regardless of whether

+hese conceras dizectly related to evaluatlicn: typical

decisionmaking procedures in the schools studiedy aistrict
adminis* rators' inducemenis (if any) to schools to use
evaluation information; arnd aistrict policies on evaluation
and insti-uctiorn.

some of the precading data could have come fTon
axisting interviewees. Other data could best have beerp
collected through interviews with persons ahove O below
the thin stratum of school personnel wa contacted. At the
time +he stulies were conducted, it was rot clear that this
wider da*a would be useful. But, wers we to repeat the
gtndies, we would sxpand the intarvievee pool to include
informan *s at a broader range of levels within the schools.

e mnow would be inclined +oward studies with a broader
sa* of informants anl broader jpitial scope. One can gair
a more %*horough understanding of a school's internal
dynamicss and external environment by contacting many

informants and by spending moTr= shservational time within
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+he schoo3. 1 broader study, however, requiress broadar
clearancess. 1In arranging for the case studies, every
effort was= made to keep a low research profile. 1In
retrospec®, i1t might have been batter to try %o regotiate a
nroader < harter for the research, even though more
districts might have refused to participate.

The Studies' Tmphasis op Explaining Ose. The case

studies placed greatest emphasis on explaining the the

condition s urderlying instances of successful evaluation

use., A mador hope, after all, was to develop
reconnenAdations leading to greater evaluation use. 1D
addition, it seemed intuitively plausible that evaluation
lisuse w=as simply the "flipside® to evaluation use, that
is, tha* evaluation jisuse would be explained adequataly by
the absamce of those factors which lad to use.

In Tetrospect, it now sSeemns mnore appropriate to
conceive of instances of evaluation use as foreground

elementss set agairst a background of predominant disuse.

instance = of use cama tO pasgs -~ through personal
initiati ve and consultative evaluation, primarily -~ but
they pro vided less satisfactory =2xplanations for the
widespread disuse of evaluation. Why should personal
inritiati ve or exceptional evaluation activities be
required ? Why should their absence lead to disuse? The

case strrdies did not move to + hese more fundamental
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questions, in part because we did not then recognize the
nead to se=¢k explanations for both use and disuse. Today
ve beliswvez that the twO phenomena need to ba considered

separat=1¥.

i

The Rgole of

——

Itad

xisting Thepry. The case studies

l

relied mimnimally on existing theory. Instead, the study
analysis s=ssought to develop its own grounded theory {Glaser
£ Strauss o 1965) of evaluation gtilization, deduced

entirely ZTrom the interview data. We vere largely

satisfied with this strategy in the case Study pnaseE of the—

researcha.

gur later offorts have drawn more heavily on =xtant
+heories of school organizational behavior {some of which
were snly Jjust emerging during the ¥years covared by the
case stundy project) to help explain the lack of school
attention to evaluation data. We feel *today that a case
study appreoach which at*enpts to drav ugpon ralevant theory
is quite desirable. At a minimum, existing theory can
inform d ata collection, specify variables of interest, and
suggest alternative interpretations of events. Analysis
should b e grounded in and thoroughly suhstantiated by case
data, an d it should not pend the facts to fit
presuppo sitions. But sxisting theoTy, properly used, is a
wellspring of analytical corncepts.

Summary Review

The Fvaluation Case Studies accomplished their
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intended purposes at a modest total cost. Even though
relatively few informants were interviewed, the case
studies yielded descriptions of 1ocal school zvaluation
+hat were far more detailed than any others then available.
The s=tudies indicated that personal initiative and
consulta* ive, client-focused avaluation were associated
with greater avalumation influence. This finding
corroborated contemporaty reassarch (Patton et al., 1975).

The Tesearch methodology allowed school personnsl to

dascribe evaluation work in their own woras, and 1t

evaluationt's influence, strengths, and deficiesncies.
Through oper-ended interviewing, the studies uncovered
quiet, imcremental uses of ovaluation information, uses
+hat night not have been detacted by other means.

The principal improvement that could have been made in
the case stulies was simply to broaden the research -- to
interview more school personnel, to sperd more time im thsa
schools, and to explore a wider range of issues., Had the
scope of the studies been expanded, we might have learned
nore, mo re quickly, abont the organizational and contextual

influences upon evaluation. Nevertheless, the case

studies, as conducted, were a substantial success.
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Chapter 3

Fvaluator Field Study

FESEARCH DESCEIPTION
The Fvaluation Case Studies produced the analytical
frapework outlined in Appendix A, and isolated features of
evaluatio= situatiors which seemed especially significant
for evalu :Aation ntilization. The elements of the framework

varied co=msiderably in potential maripulability. Sone,

Such as £ € oValTarion's mandatory requiTerments (Siement
1.2 in Ap pendix A) or the relationship between the school
and centr-al district administration (5.1), were typically
beyond arx evaluator's control. But others, especially
those rel ated to the evaluator's approach, could be
purposel y manipulated. The research report (Alkin 2t al.,
1979), cl early implied that evalunatcrs should take into
account ¥ actors such as those listed in the framework.
However, it stopped short of formulating a recommended
avaluati<»n approach.

Hith ir the Fvaluation Use Project, however, possible
recormen (Xations vere being considered. One key to
increasae<d local evaluation use appeared to be a
consulta £ive evaluatior approach, one deliberately orientad
to the needs of specific local program managersS. In
adlition » 1i* seemed that successful evaluators had made a

conmitme Tt to care most about local users, Although they
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carrisd out the sfficially mandated evaluation tasks with

[

ntagrity, their pmphasis was or the local consequencas of
o]

The case studies suggested that a consultative,
aserc-focused approach would stimulate local evalnation use.
vet there were important guest ions left urresolved by the
~gF case study data. For example, were there important
oroanizat iocnal prerequisites to be pe* baefore a

consultative evaluation approach could be effectively

implemen*ed? The case studies had focused on “he
ovaluators' work with progranms, not on the organizatioral
epvironment, so this quastion could not bhe answered
readil ¥« Assuming that consultative avaluation could
reasonably ba recommendad, was it applicable to all the
programs With 4hich the evaluator might work? ¥ight sone
programs rebuff the evaluator?

The Need for a FPisld Stundy of EBvaluators at HorL

A detailed study of school program evaluators at work
4as nead ed to examine the evaluation vwork envircnment and
+he nature of current evaluation efforts., Even at a purely
Aascript ive level, such 3 study would ccrtribute 1o the
5+111 1imited database o evaluation practice. 1In
additiornn, by working with the evaluators for an extended
period of time, the researcher might come to see the
organizational papoTama 3aS +he evaluators saw it. One

could explore with them the ancouragements and constraints
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+hat the oOTganization placed upon their work, factors that
might affexct any attemptis at consul+tative evaluation.
moreover , the evaluators' interacticns with program
marnagars =Aand staff could be directly observed. One could
discover whether evaluators were already seeking to adapt
their wor kX to local needs, 7Tf they were, one could see how
their ini%iatives were received.

Fiald Study Methods

overview

The Evalunator Field Study examined evalaationr wolK as
i+ unfolded and as it appeared frcm the pecspective of the
school program evaluator. The research relied primarily on
sr-the-s pot observations and informal discussions with the
evaluatn - and colleagues,

Thr e school program evaluators within the same urbar
distTict were observed as they carried out va rious

avalua®tiop activities. The fieldworker entered the study

site -- @ school district evaluation office -- and spent an

rJa

initial orientation period ™taggirg along” with the
evaluator selected for the study, ohserving and discussing
nhis or her work but also concentrating cn becoming familiar
gith the work setting., Thereafter, each evaluator's work
was traced in more deliberate fashion, focusing on the
stream o f decisions and events surrcuanding various woTk

tasks. critical =vents were observed as they occurred,

diccussed with the evaluator, and followed t0o rasolutione.
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rrom the oObservatlions and discussions, an evaluator?s view
of syants ¥WaGsS constructed.

selectinn of EZ¥3 luators ard study Situyations

Sam—

criteria for selectin avaluator-sthijects were based

[Te]

primarily upon a conception of the kind of evaluator for
whom the CSE Evaluation Use projact vwished *o develoD
recommendations, It seamad most appropriate *o study
in-house evaluators rather *han external consultants. A

consultative evaluation approach rteguired extensive

interaction betweel LLe ATITUTS O and—predEan—personnal

tn-house e€valuators scered more sui ted to this
+ima-com sunping role.

As a second criterion, subjects should be involved
with program evaluations -- not =simply district testing o<
+he like e Third, 1f more than one evaluator was associated
with a program, tha the preferred subject was the senior
avaluatorT, since he or she would be most likely to make
decision s about the avaluationts focus. Finally, subiject
zpoperat ion should be voluntary, not coerced.

Raso urces and time Aictated that no more than two oOT
three evaluators cnuld be studied and that should bs picked
from no more than two districts. The choice betwaan a
single 4 istrict study and a two district study vas
problema tic. Concentrating all the effort in a singla
district would allow the greatest coveraga of evaluation

work in the district. splitting =ffort betwe=n tvo
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district = would allow cross-comparisorns of organizational
epvironments, As it happensd, chance events deterninzd the
gltimats outcome: a single-district study.

The Tesearch begap with a tvwo-district strategy.
one was %o ba an urban district, the other a smaller
suburban one. Effects of the differsnce in size,
structure, and community environment were to be explored.
mhe search for two districts procesded along fairly

informal 1lires, as is usually the case in small-scale

gqualitative studies (Bogdan & Tayvlor, 1975). Geographic
proximity ard %the axistance of a likely contact person werie
importan: considerations. Metro Unified sSchool District,
the urban district, was a clear choice Lased upon these
criteriae. The other site, Santa Lucia (ADA approximately
20-30,000), was a suburbar bedroom community.

wor X began ip both districts, bu* the Santa Lucia
componen t of the study proved unsatisfactory. Contrary to
ipitial wunderstandings, the subject ir Santa Lucia normally
did 1itt le program evaluation work., The research field
visits, in fact, were prompting him to consider imitiating
new evaluation work tha* would not have occurred otherwise.
With regret, the Santa Lucia involvement was +tarainated.
T+ was impractical to locate a replacement district at that
point in the school year, anrd therefore all the remaining
work wass concentrated in the single arban district, Hstro

gnifieda

41



I —

metro Un i¥ied School District

. . e

Met ro Unified School District was grromised anonymity
jr *this research affort, so exact details of Hetro's size,
organizational structure, student or community population
car not agiven., Metro ¥was a large urban district in
california. It had taken some recent steps toward
decentra Lization, but decision making on important issues
reputedl ¥y ¥as still highly centralized. 1Its servicsa

population incladed students from all sccio-ecomonmic strata

and racia l-ethnic backgrounds. T1ke seveial OTher
ralifornia districts, Metro was angaged in an evolving
integrat 3on offort. In addition, its bilingual service
programs were rapidly expanding in response to demographic
changes =nd state legislative requirements. ftetro
maintair=xd arn FEvaluation & megting 0ffice, which handled
evaluati on related to compensatory education progranms,
coordina tad district-wids achieverment testing, and
conducte  special studies.

Initial Cortaghis 1n HMeiro Digirict

rn <arly May 1979, the CSE Evaluation Use Project
nirector , contacted the Metro's Fvaluation & Testing
director {an acquaintance), described the purposes and
methods of the study, and inguired about the district's
willingrmess to cooperata. The Me*ro Frvaluation & Testing
(E & T) Diractor was almost immediately raceptive to thea

£finld s+t ady idea.
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The ¥ & T Diractor arranged for a mesting with Ars,

Plajine Boswman, an evaluation staff member fitting th=
evaluator—subject criteria. Few other staff ip tha E E T
Director ' = inmmediate offices were assigned as progranm

nistrative positions or

Pl

evaluator=; nost either held adnm
worked on special activities rather than program

evalnatiom. Hrs. Bowman, however, was 2 recent addition to
the staf £ , hired expressly to serve as the evaluator of the

newly created Preschonl Language Preogram for School 3uccess

(PLPS5S) .

ohe fieldworker met with the E & T Director and Mrs.
Rowmar ir their offices to discuss ths proposed research.
The E £ T Director remained supportive, and Ars. Bowmarn
secmed re-latively unperturbed at the idea of beirng
observed. The fieldworker accompanied Mrs. Bowman through
the montiis of Hay and Juns, observirg her work on the PLPSS
evaluati On.

Tn %*he fall, after the summer hiatus, contact wars
recstabl 3shad with ths Evaluation & Testing office. HNrsS.
Rowman h=ad laft Maetro District (for a better positior), and
the fieldworker was directed to HMrs. Carrie Jankins, an
avaluation staff member within the Cffice's Compensatory
mducatio n Evaluation Unit, HMrs, Jerkins had an intriguing
qual rol+« as a "evaluation advisar"™ for a group of Title I
schools and as the sole avaluator assigned to a special

district —funded child service program. It was the latter
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role that  first attracted the Project's attention to Hrs.
Jerkins. However, as the research rrogressed, Mrs.
Jenkinst *Title I duties took center stage in the research,
and they wwera the focus of the final research report.
cort=2ct was made by phore with the CompensatoTy
rducation Evaluation Unit's supervisor, who responded
cooperat i wvely -- probably because he received assurances
from highwer Zvaluation & Testing Office administrators.

{Certainl Y, +the previous spring's smoothly accomplished
P

research activities greased the wheels for This SeCOnd
antree.) The supervisor, in ture, conveyed his approval to
urs, Jenk ins, and the fioldworker called Jenkins to arraags
a persorn=al1 meeting. Mrs. Jerking agreed to participate,
perhans with some trepidatior =-- although the research
axparien <& assuaged her conceIlnsS.

Mea mwhils, it was discovered that +ha PLPS3S was being
evaluate 4 once again by a new evaluator, Ms. Diane Grimese.
dhone ca 11ls to the E & T niractor and the Assistant
Director (Ms. Grimes?® supervisor), secured their approval
for a frarther study of the 1979-80 PLPSS evaluation. HNs.
Grimes = nd tha fieldworkerT met in January 1980 and
ipredia+ ely bagan the new PLPS5S researChes

7h1is, ultimately, data was collected on three

avaluators from Metro gnified School District.

i3
5

» Research PLocess

mh s research details varied, quite naturally, from
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evaluator to svaluator. Here the general pattern of the
recearch X s described.

the -wrery first days in the field were devoted to
getting acguainted and gettinrg one's hearings. Typically,
+he first meeting with the evaluator subject was something
of a two—=idad interview: the avaluator assessed the
finrldwork=r's intentions, purposa2, and style, and the
fizldvork=r leazned as much as possible about the

svaluator *'s work and personal style., Of course, this

sutual siZzing-up was not completed at +he erd of the firs®
meeting. Generally, the first fev meelings had as part of
+heir pni-pose the goal of acquainting the fieldworker with
the evaliwmator’s work situation.

For example, in the PLPS5 case, visits to program
slassrooms ware guickly scheduled. And in the case of the
comp Fd evaluator, the FigldwoTkeT wWas S0ORD schedule;i to
observe = Toutine Title T liaison visit and to take a tour
of the child service progran with which the evaluator alsc
work=d.

pur ing these initial excursions, the evaluators sevved
as guide s to the workplace -- suggesting interesting things
+o exper ienca and making introductions to colleagues. Huch
~f the 1 nitial time was also spent establishing +the
research relationship. Of course, +ha fisaldworker was
simyltaneously beconing more familiar with the evaluator®s

job responsibilities and current activities.
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with the Comp 7d evaluator, HMrs. Jernkins, the '
firldwork«=T usually spent about a half day for each
ohservat ioral session, mhis corresponded to the way MIrS.
Jerkins ussually scheduled her visits to the schools.
Interspersed wi%h thes= hal ¥ day sessions were occasional
pestings @t Jenkin's pffice, to catch ugp on events that had
not been #lirectly observed, to plan futurs observations, or
just to Tt =lk.

With Mrs. Bowman, the PLPS5S'S first svaluator, the

fieldwor k.or was able to observe many of the evaluator's
sctivitier s during the six weeks in May and June 1979, when
+he bulk of +*he evaluation took place. Bowman was too
busy, thezn, for lengthy interviews but conversed at l=ngth
with +he fieldworker on the way to and from meetings and
school vE sits.

Tn «Sontrast, Ms. Grimes! full year evaluation of the
rLPss re<quirad a different research approach. Grimes put
in lorg =stretches of desk work in the office. This
activity was difficult to ohserva upobtrusively. The
£3eldwor ker settled on a rontine of frequent short
intervie ws and phone calls %o chack the prograss of the
evaluati on. Ir addition, evaluation "events" were
observed , for example, +he evaloator?s classroon
observat isns, testing activities, interviews with
administ rators, and other trips *o the schools.

ma¥>le I summarizes the data on negntact hours® {spent
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intervie wing and observing) and number of field visits.

Telephon=e conversations are rnot reflected in these figures.

Table T
Contacts with Bvaluators

b - -

Evaluar oxT Program Time Contact

Field
Frame Hours Visits
Bowman PLPSS 5/79-6/179 38 11
Grimes PLPSS 1/80-6/80 46 15
Jenkins Comp E4 11/79-6/80 70 20

o — A — - e P D R . —

npep=nding upon Jenkinst' and Grimes?' schedules, some
goeks dur ing the 1979-80 school year were very busy,
involving several sessions with each =valuator; other weeks
were quiet. The decision to directly observe arny given
activyity was a 7joint one. Some activities the evaluators
racommen ded as likely %o be interesting; others the
fieldworker selected fronm the avaluator's upcoming
ccheduls , bhased on the contribution they might make o the
unfoldin g analysis of each case. The evaluators were given
veto powsr over the fieldvworker's suggestions, a povwar
almost n=ver exercisad.

I+ was sometimes possible to take notes during the
actual o bservations -- for example, during observations of
meatings where other participants wer= gaking notes. 1In
any even't, datailed Field notes wers prepared inmediat=ly
followimg each observational session.

The Using Evaluations framework (Appendix A and
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Alkin et == 1., 1979, Chap. 9) jdantified situatiorpal
characterd stics to be sbservad. AS the research unfolded,
yet anothe>T list of potentially sigrificant topics began to
+aka sha pe2. These were formulated ard systematized irn 3
series of draft topic lists {2+g., Apperndix B).

work 3ng hypotheses about the important features of the
avaluatiom work were developed as data were collected,
These wor Xing hypotheses could then be mapped against new

data and Tefined, modifisd, or replaced.

i
2y

The Bese3a:fc

1=

REepOLT

Observati ons and discussions with the PLPSS and Comp F4
avaluator—s continu=ad through the =nd of the school ya3r.
rollowingg a complete royiew of the field notes, 2 draft of
+the resezarch report was prepared in July and August. The
three evzluators critiqued +hat draft in interviews with
+the fiel sdwerksr, mhereafter, 2 final report was prapared.
T+ descr ibed the evaluation woTk carried out during the
ohserva* ional year, and it also discussed organizational
charac*e ristics which appeared to impede evaluation

influenc s.
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CRITIQUE

Review of the Field study's Purposes

The ¥=valuator Field Study was a successor to the
Project's <252 studies, It was intended to surplement the
case stud des by collecting more detaliled information on
ayaluatiom's orgarizatiornal context ard by allowing direct
observat i -on of evaluation activities.

mhe <case stadies had saggested that svaluation was

most succ-essful when the cvaluatol WwoLked CORSULTATIVFLY
with loca 1l progranm admiristrators, atteppting to address
+heir interssts and to involve them actively in evaluation
plannirg and data interpretation. parscnal initiative also
was impoxtant %o ovaluation success, particularly
ayalnato=s' and administrators?' joirt inpitiativae *o creata
a consul Xative relationship, as well as administrators?
resolve “to use systematically collected information in
decision making.

But , was it realistic to advocate corsultative
evaluati on and personal initiative as answers to the
problem Of evaluation underutilization? Wwould
Qrganiza;tional realities allow comnsultative evaluation to
be inpléamenteﬁ st a broad scale? Could ipdividual
avaluat ©>CS OorC program administrators introduce +this style
»f work on their own initiative, or would institutionmal

changes be raquired? Answers to these questions required
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more data on evaluation's organizational context and on
evaluator="' intaractions with school personnel. The field
study's on-the-spot observations of evalnator work were
intended %o collect this data.

Phere was a subsidiary motive for the Evaluator Field
study. ©Quite simply, it seemed wise to look first-hand at
school 2valnation work. Although the case studies had gone
well, there were hazards to basing aralysis sc heavily on

interview data. The Fvaluator Field Study, with its

observat ional work, vas to be a check on the case studles’
findingsS e

pesian Decisions

Beca use the case studies had suggested steps
ipdividnal evaluators might *ake to increase avaluation
yusefulnae ss, the field study sought to examine closely the
work of 4individual evaluators. This suggested a study
focused on ipdividual evaluators rather thar a more general
study of an evaluation unit's activities, Samnple size
would ha ve *o be small, most two or three evaluators could
be studied in depth by the sole fieldvorker.

The evaluators could have been selected frcm either
+he same= or differsnt school districts. There were
argqument s for either strategy. As stated in the preceding
ressarch description, chance even*s irfluenced the ultimate
research design, in which three &valuators were studied,

all from +he single district, Hetro Unified.
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as in the case studies, research access was negotiated
through personal contacts, and subject partticipation was
voluntar Y- Participant observation regqguires extensive
subject cooperation over a long period of time (in this
instanca, more than 2 year), making random si+te or subiject
selection gquite Aifficult. An =ffort was made, however to
avoid school districts roted for uniquely progressivs
evaluation practice. A more typical setting was sought,

instead.

g+a pdard participant ohservation methods were
employsd. Perhaps the only major methdological adjustment
was that the office work being studied required more

intervie wing than had originrally been planned (sece Doints

mhea field study report jescribed the subject
evaluato rs! work and characterized school attitudes towards
ayalna®ti on. Two of the avaluators studied worked full-time
with a s ingle progranm (*+he Preschool Language PTOJTLan for
cchool S uccess). Thelr work with this program was
described chronologically, much as evaluation has been
described, in the case studiss. Program history and

context were skstched, and evaluaticn, from initial design

iu"

+5 firnal Teporting, ¥as detailed.

The field study report did provide quite detailed data
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on the cir— cumstances, events, and dsliberations that
affacted *—he PLPSS's avalua*ion design. Compared with the
evaluatior cass studies, more informaticn was presented to
axplain wEhy +he evaluation had taken *+he shape it had.
sore of tIris information was collected through
conversa ¥ ions with the evaluator; scoma, through direct
observat i =n of planning maetings and similar events.

PLPS S evaluation firdings were described. First-hand

observa*t i ons and discussions allowed 2 comparisor bstween

ghat the EviTIAYOrS St abouta prograt;either -

the

[

fisldwor = er or to clients and colleagues, and what they
wyrote in  their firal evaluation reper*s. Finally, some
data was also collected on avaluation's apparent impact on
the prog X-al.

The +hird evaluator-subject was omne of several
nayaluat S on advisers® for the district?'s ESFA Title I
prograns = This evaluator provided technical assistance +c
Ti+le I sschools rather than directly evalmating the

schools® educational effactiveness. The description of

o+
o
i+

evaluato T's work therefore was organized thematically,
around % he several varieties of technical service which
were pro> vided.

mhr oughout the study report, vignettes from the
fieldwoT X warz used to jllustrate situations encountered by
+he eva Yl uators or to provide more concrete and vivid de*a il

on crit 3.cal sevaluation eventis. The use of vignettes vas
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analogous to the use of direct quotations im reportis of
ipterview studies.

Tn tlae description of the PLPSS work, portions of the
annual PLEPSS evaluation Teportis were guoted. These TePpOrts
and othar pertinent documentary materials wers excerpted at
length im apperdices %o +he field study report. {Segments
of these <locuments were =2xcised so as nct to discloss our
host's 1d=ntity.)

The . vignettes, narrative descriptions of critical

events, = nd axcerpts from documents together furnished
evidentia 1 support for the field study's descriptions of
the Metro>» school environment. This amount of descriptive
detail waas available, in large part, because the field
study exzsined contemporaneous evants. Observations could
he made, participants could be guestioned as events
transpir =2d or soon thereafter, and miscellansous memos and
document = coald be collacted conveniently.

The field study Teport contained few direct guotations
from par *ticlipants, hovever, Conversations had not bezn
tape rec orded or trapscribed by hand on the spoi, SO
verbatim aquotations were exceedingly difficult to capture.
paraphra ses based upon +hae fieldnotes were more readily
construc ted.

In general, the Evalunator riald study provided depth
~f detai 1 rather than breadth of coverage. That is,

activit 3 es in which the svaluators participated were
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covered itz grea* depth: observations, discussions,

document *eviews, and semi-formal interviews with ths
ayaluator =S le*t us scrutinize these activities closely.
Other actdAvities which might affect the evaluator, but in
which the evaluator did pot directly participate, werz not
as well ==xplored. TFor example, 2valeation policy set by
higher-1le vel district management affected the evaluators.
mhe field study explored the evaluators' perceptior of that

policy, b ut policy-setting by management was not dir=ctly

investiga *ed. Similarly, activitles infernal ¥o a school
could af £ =ct evaluation, but schools vwere not an
indapend ent focus of the research. The field study,
therefore , truly hewed +o the evalunator's perspaective on
avents, w#ith resultant advantages and disadvantages.
Descript i ¥e Accguracy

rie=1 d study da*a came from observations of the
evalua*o1—s at work, from a great many conversations with
the avalraators, ard from a2 much smaller number of group
discussions involving other school personnel, the
evaluatoz—, and the fieldworksr, From this database, data
could bs substantiated o varying degrees.

myets diractly observed by the fieldworker wers wall
docunap* «2d, of course. And the fieldworker could compare
Wiz own =nderstandings of these =vents with the
intarpr= *atinns provided by the evaluaters or others.

nth+«=r data dealt with s=vents or circumstances which
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were not crirectly accessihle to the fieldworker: comments
on histor w or currsnt events which the fieldworker had not
witnessed 5 Assertions that a practice was standard,
cnstomar ¥ » OT mandatory; or Aiscussions of policy,
axpectat 1¢<0NS, Or job reguirsments. This information could
be examins==d for internal consistency and plausibility, and,
cipce suc®h topics arose fregquently, there were many
opportun i ties to ask for clarificatior or greater detail.

agt +her= were limits to the confidence one could place in

this dat > »

pat = quality depended greatly on the relationship
establi= Taed between the fieldworker and each =2valuator.
With th= *wo evaluators whom *the fieldwerker followed in
the 1979 —8C school year, a solid working relationship
graduall ¥ developed. By year's end, these avalnators
appeared comfortable with the research, candid, ani
forthcom 3.ng. W2 were completely satisfied with their
cooperat ion. The (PLPSS) evaluator who was studied for
seven we<ks in late spring 1979 was cooperative on most
matters, but less open than the others. Importantly, from
+he many hcurs of observation anl ccnversation, the
fisldwor ker gained insights in%o +the avaluators?' interests,
predispo sitions and biases == thus, allcwing more informed
assessm=nt of the evaluators' comaents,

wi* houn* question, 2dditional data from a wider set of

informam ts -- school-basad personnel, the evaluators!
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colleague = and superviscrs, and higher level district
personusl ~-- would have aided the study. There would have
heen more oOpportunity to explore +he contextual mattars
+hat ava luators described but that the fisldvorker could
not veri ¥y independently. Because the fieldworker did not
wish *to A ilute the study's tight avaluator focus and his
own close identification with the subiject-evalunators, these

o*ther inf ormants were not interviewved.

maki ng all these facts into account, our best judgment

was that the study yislded an accurate viaw of evalua®lion
as it wass known to the evaluators and tc an observer (the
fisldwor X er) operating from the ovaluators?® perspective.
But it was also clear that the study offered a situated
view of events, one limited by the finldwork's emphasis on
+he svaliiators! perspactive.
Nature o the Pield study Aralysis

Phe re were district differences between the field
study an=alysis and the evaluation case studies' analyses.
The case studies' analyses vere constructed from
intervie wees' explanations of evaluation influence ipn their
programs  —- axplanations requiring a high level of
inferanc< and synthesis on the interviewees?! part. The
cross-ca se analysis then generalized from these
axplanat ions.

mhe field study analysis was corstructed from

1nower-if fersnce data: observations, discussions of
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individuaXl. @#vents as they occurr=4d, judgments of the
typicalit yr of an at+titude or procedure, e%c. This raw
detail wass assembled into a description of the evaluators?
work anpd = Summary analysis of aspects of +the school
contaxt t¥iat seemed to impede evaluation influence: 1lo0se
administ r=ative control of classroom instraction, resistance
+o outsid= intrusion into the school or classroom, and

general hostility towards svaluation,

The fi=ld study analysis compared the findings

regarding Meiro with extant data and theory on school
organiza?* ional behavior. From +he literature, it appsared
+hat +he organizational characteristics observed in Hetro
vere common in public schools. According to some
theorist s, these characteristics fi* into a stable
organiza®=ional pattern which was functional for school
survival and growth.

The crux of the fi=ld stady analysis, therefors, lay
in match 7Aing the study data to existing theories of school
organiza *ional behavior. Theory, in *urn, pr=dicted
obdurats rTesistance to evalunation activity apd evaluation
informa* ion, a prediction which conformed to the experience
of Metro evaluators in their efforts to increase evaluation

influanc 2.

The» evaluator field study dsscribed the work of thres

eyalua* ors in one district, Metro Unified., Two of the
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shree eval uators worked with the PLPS3, 2 unique preschool
program wi-thin Metro, and no claim was made that others
pursued si milar work.

mhe *hird subject was one of several ESEA Title T
evaluatior: advisers in Hehro. Conversations with the
evaluator and otehrs indicated that the evaluator studied
engaged 1iI® 2 representative sat of work tasks with ths
Title I p Tograms. This impression was also supportad by

+he User Interview Survey's findings regarding evaluation

servicas avallable to Schion]l adminicirative staffs

The Tvalunator Field study also described school staff
attitude ss towards evaluation and evalnators. Observat ions
of group interactions jndicated that the characterizations
wera hroz=dly accurate. Independant confirmation cam= from
the Tser Interview Survey, which discoverad school
a+ritnde =5 consistent with those reported in the Evaluator

?izld St uady.

"y

The TField study d4id not* clainm inherent
gen@rali’zability beyond Metro Unified. But the study's
fipdings vere consistent with patterns of organizatiornal
behavior obssrved in other school systems, as describad in
the orga nizational theory li*terature. Therefore, there wWas

reason £ o telieve that the Metro firdings might be

applicab le alsawhere,
ppints o f Concern
Lack of IntgIinm Feporting. Comprehensive analysis
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was defarr—ed until the summer of 1980, when a first draft
of the styvmdy raport was prepared. Before then, analytical
+hemes hadl been discussed informally within the Project,
hut ro wrAtten synthesis had been nndertaken. 1o
hindsight » it might havs been helpful te¢ have written an
interim Twsearch report, parhaps in March or aApril. If
such a re port had been writ+sn, subsequent data collection

might ha v+ beern refocused in order to explore more

complete 1. Y the emergent analytical thenes.

»iei dworker Fatigue. The machanics of participant
observat 3. 0on were more timeconsuming and fatiguing thar had
pean anti.cipated, rieldwork sessions were exhausting
pecause —=f the concentration required to collect éata and
sipultan<.ously maintain a neutral, unobtrusive role. Field
nota preparation was a lengthy process, even wher tha notes
were dic *ated Tather than directly typesritten, HNote
preparat Jon easily required twice as much time as the
observat 1on sessions.

recAause data collection is s¢© +ime consuming, 1%
pecomas very tempting to cu* corpers. Analysis is
deferred . One procrastinates about coding fies1ld notes.
More inss idious, though, js +he way that one may
anconsciously simplify and routirize data collection by
repsatedd ly observing the same types of events, talking with
+he same= people, and visitirg the sames schools.

one: needs the opportunity to step back from the
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harried 13 fe of +he data collsctor in order to think
carefully and creatively about the research. In fature
participant ohservation studies, we would try to structure
morg-oppoy:tuaties for reflection and planning, by
schedulingg planning and analysis weeks, interim raports,
apd periodic rap sessions with colleagues, for exanpla.

The 2roblem of +he Office Environmert. Much of a

program e wvaluator's work takes place iIn an office satting,

and there 1s a good deal of quiet desk-work or telephone

conferenc ing. Tt is axtremely difficult o obseryvs Lhes<
office activities unobtrusively. 15 the fieldworker to sit
nearby? Tf so, vwhere? Wha*t is *he fieldworker to do while
others i tha office ar= working? How can the fisldworker
collect <lata about telephone conversaticns without becoming
a nuisap<e OC Aan epbarrassment? There aTe NO easy ARSWRLS
+5 +these questlions, wher the evaluators held meetings ot
nade vis its to schools, shaervations could be made more
comforta bly. Then, the Fieldworker was accepted with
equanipi t¥. put in a general office setting, the

fieldwor keI's constant pPLRSenCe Was trounblesona.

The conpronise solutior was to observe schadulad
mestings and school visits, but to visit the svaluation
office setting primarily for hrief drop-in calls bafore or
after scheduled observations or for scheduled discussions
with the evaluators. Two of the subjects had heavy

schedules of peatings and school visits, so considerabdle
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observat ic»n work was done. One evaluatcr had more office
time; inte=rviewing was more frequent in her case. A major
difficulty with this approach was that the evilator's
impromptu meetings in the avaluation office were not
sorutinize=d.

Alte Tnatives to traditional participant shservation
methods m igh* be more suited *0 2 professioral office
spvironme nt. For sxample, sub jects might complete daily

activity logs or they might be asked *o dictate 2 daily

journal, Wwith their dictated *apes Dbeing collsCcTrY ama
transcrilbred weekly. obsarvations and interviews could be
interspe x=sed With these other data collection methods, as
appropri;ata. T+ seems important, in any avent, t0
pxperime it With new pethods for studying office worke

The Effectivensss of Parson-Centazed Ethnograzhy

oh~ Evaluator Field Study was person-centered irn that
it examimned the worklife of selected individuals.
Tthnogra phy and participant observation more often explore
activity within a physical setting (e.g., 2 hospital or
prison) OT social group (Pege, 2 youth gang), although
precedent for person-centered athnography axists. (2.4.,
Wolcott, 1973.)

T retrospect, ve have sonme doub*s about the
eFficiency and efficacy of person-centered ethnographv.
The method is forbiddingly intense, Observer and subject

both valus their privacy and find constant partnership
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difficult. Tacit understandings limiting observational
frequepcy €BDRTJe, and the ohservational work is likely to
be less conplets than the researchers originally may have
envisioned.

7o the method's credit, strong working relationships
can ener g€ petween the =thnographer ard the subjects,
which may increase subject candor. To a degree, the
obsarver =and subject may become co~investigators. But

there are disadvantages, tno. The fieldworker's close

association with the subjects is very apparent, and the
fieldworker may find i* difficult tc bhecome a confidant to
other p=rsons in the setting. Also, it may be difficult %o
jivert research attertion to persons or settings detached
from the original subjects, should the need arise.

rn *he Fvaluator Field s+uydy, for example, Once the
research ccocrmitment was made *to the evaluators it would
Lave bean difficult to switch tactfully from
evaluator-certered observation. TYet, the incoming data
might ha ve justified greater attention to school-based
evaluati on consumers, to +ha evaluators' colleagues, and to
top administrators in the district office., In the field
study, t herefore, ve encountered a problem similar to that
encountered in the case studies, pramely a Sence that ths
informant pool could have besn expanded usefully. In the
fin1d study, however, the initial rescarch specifications

(vizZ. pe:scn-centez:eﬁ ethnography) made 1t gquite difficult
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+a includs= additional informants. If the research had baen
focuzed ora the topic of evaluatiorn lipnkages with school
decisiona=xking, rather than om the evaluators per 32,

then an o =pansion of the study to include these additional
infornant = might have been accomplished more 23sily.

summary Revisw

As hoped, the Evaluator Field Study yvielded detailed
informati on about t+ha work context cf local school

evaluatiom, and the study vas a provocative tast of the

sarlisr < ASe studies' explanations for evalUa=idmW

gtilizat 3-0Ds Confronted by the Hetro data, we were forced
+o tagppe ¥y our faith in consultative evaluation as a remedy
for ayaluation ynderutilization. The field study's
greatest assel was +that it offeraed this opportunity ®o
witness =valaation in the making.

our principal regret was +hat data collection was
confined , to a degree, by the evaluator-focused approach
+hat was *taken, Greater flexibility to follow the emargent
research leads would have been helpful., In any future
applicat inns, we would be jrclined to experiment with a
broader rangs of data collection activitias, although we
yould not w®ish to forego +he observational work, which was

so usafuale
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Chaptar 4

User Interview Survey’

RESEARCH DESCRIPTION
The User Intsrview Survey, described here, examined
the viewss of local school evaluation users: schosl
principal s and mid-lavel staff within schools. The

intervie ws sought to discover the primary issues,

if evalua tion information was relevant to, or influsntial

in, schoo 1 decisiorn making related to these primary
concernsy to acquire information on the uses to which
evaluaticor informatiorn was put; and +o ob*ain staff
opinions about current =valuation services,

Oone motivation for the User Interview Survey was a
concern * hat the previous research might have overstategd
evalua+tion's importance ir *the schools. The initial cs?F
case stud ies had focused tightly on evalwvation activitiess
from the studies it was difficult to place evaluation in
proper p# Ispective., Was staff attention mostly directed
alsewher = and orly occasionally %*urned to
evaluatio n-related matters? When program decisions were
made, how mnuch discussion and deliberation took placs and
what rol«s did evaluatisn data play? Interviews could
address * hese gues*ions.

Ir @ ddition, the interviews could reach a larger, more
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represent==tive, sample of school personnel than had the

case stud =3 es., Staff views orn evaluation streangths and
Wweaknesse2 =5, on 2valvation influence, and on potential
evaluatio=n improvements could be systematically explored.
And by coanducting the survey in the same district chosen
for the ¥ “valuator Field Study, the evaluators' and the
local sch=oo0l usszrs!' perspectives could be compared.

Study Procedures

e e e s Y Y e

pefi mipg the Population. Selecting a respondent

sample re -=juired operationalizing the term "local school

ayaluatio @ users®, Sevaeral sampling decisions vwere guickly

deternins =1 by the research circumstances. Becauss the User

Interview =S were intended to conplement the Evaluator Field

Study, M= tro Unified School District staff would be

sampled, However, to cover Metro, an urban district, quite

a pumbar <©f intecviews would be required. With the
resourcss available, Metro alone could bhe studied.

The  Project's prior focus on evaluation in specially
funded pr Ogqrams directed attention to users conrected with
such prog Tams. More than this, however, thers was the
simple £a <t that ma*ro did little program evaluation
except of specially funded programs. The study wvas
further 1 imited to schools receiving Title I funding., One

conld b  sure such schools had experierced evaluations,

sinca Tit le T requires them, and the Title I progranm offers
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a large p=ol of schools frop which to saumple.

mhree> individuals were irterviewed at each school
site, in Part to obtain overlapping responses from multiple
informant =5 ir ordesr to "iriangulate™ the data but also in
part beca mse Metro's Title T schools seemsd to have
multiple important decision makers (Daillak, 1980). The

school pr drpcipal was intervieved in every case. In

additiorn, +wo other persoans holding influential positions

school p< Tsonnel fit this desscripticn; a working list of
all accep table job titles was developed.

As o> mne of the two additiosnal inptearviewees, the staff
member o> ordinating the school's special programs was
selected . {This was usually *+he Title I Coordinator,
spacial ™ Togram Coordinator, or an Assistant Principal.)
The fina Y. responrdert at =ach school was to be soRreoR2
involved in administering the special program, although not
necessar i ly at a sepior level., 1In a large school, this
individu= 1's duties migh* be entirely administrative. In a
small scimool, it was often necessary to interview a
Pesourca Teacher, Curziculum Supervisor, or Bilingual

Coordina ¥ or -- individuals who usually had *teaching

v

ragponsitsilities in additior to *their administrative
Juties.

Conit-acting the School District. The Metro

superint «=ndent was contacted. He approved the project,
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committed the District to participation, and directed the

Evalgati o n and Testing 0ffice (E & T) to assist in sample
selectinm .

An o Vversize sample was initially selscted, to allow
for attr i tion. Twenty-eight Title I slemantary schools
vere ran<f onmly selected, although a firal sample of only

twenty schools was desired. The district compiled the
4 p

desired ssawple, which included schools from all geographic

and ethn i ¢ comnposition, FRach school principal received a

le

e

te

+

from the Superintendent irfcrming him +hat his

[ —

school k= 4 been selected., The letter briefly describsd the
study, =2x dorsad its purposes, and vouched for the
research«z T's credentlals -- but also rade it clear that
school pa Tticipatiorn was completely voluntary.

The sSchool principals ware telephoned, reminded of the
Superinte ndent's letter, and asked when a research teanm
penber m I ght conveniently conduct the intervieaws. TInitial
calls wer e made in the sequence in which the school nares
appeared -on the list received from the Distric:. Return
calls wexr «# often necessary, however, in order to reach +he
principal s. All but tvwo of the principals contacted were
willing © participate, and sample selection was halted

*+
d prxincipals kad commi*ted themselvas and their

D
b

onc
sckools * o the study. This sample was was augmented with

two addi?* ioral schools, selected from amony those served by
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the Comperrsatory Education =valuatior advisar studied

i

the Fvalumator Field Study. Thus, ultimately, 22 schools
participa ted in the study.

Interview Strateqy and Format

Stra tegy¥. To place =2valuation in context, one must
recognize> that school-site decision makers have many
pressing concerns other than evalvation., Numerous issues

compete Eor staff attention, and it seems likely that many

of thess = §Qag'ﬁ_emma_mn_Ln_thn_t¥pa,ca4Fse.hW +3 i i :

evaluation. Therefore, to take the local informants' point
of view, +*the respondents wers first asked to describe
recent significant program occurrences. Next, the
progran' s receni evaluations were discussed., Finally, the
interviewee was to expatiate on evaluation's general
usefulne s S, strengths, and problens,

The Tatiomale for this strategy was simple. If the
interviews had opened with direct questions about
evalyation, they might have led the irformants to ovaerstate
the impor*ance of s2valuation-related issues. Therefore,
the inter viewees were %o identify "sigrificant Frogram

occurrences" first and discuss evaluation later. Also,

hirging m=uch of the interview on specifics -- significant
Program o<currences and recent evalua*ions -- helped avoid

the generalities that plague abstract discussions of
evaluation's Virtues, Faults, and Impacts.

why %*he phrasing "significant cccurrances™ rather
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than, for example, "significant decisions" or %significant

concarns ™ ? "Decisions"™ seemed too parrcw, and pecrhaps even
unrealis+ ic. Following Weiss (1980), it appeared that
local sch ool personnel might have difficulty thinpking of
themselve s as decision makers and idsntifying Aecisions
+hay had made. Weiss argues that, in bureaucratic
organizat ions, policy actions often are not decided but

rather accreta in a gradual flow of "small uncoordinated

awareress o0f the policy direction tha* is being promoted or

the alt2r ratives that are being foreclosed" (p. 382).

If decisions seered too narrow and idealized, then

concerns sSeemad o0 negative and issues too much in the
Tealm of 1ideas or attitudes, possibly not yet actualized.
Th= term, occurrences, was a compromise. A "significant
occurren<® in the 1ife of the program™ seemed more likely
*0 be something that informants could identify, discuss,
and analvyze, 1I% connoted a change or departure from the
ordinary stream of activity in the school -- an opportunity
for influence, something that evaluation might (or might
ro*) have affected,

By having respondents discuss these self-selected
occurrences, on2 could investigate several matters: what
the respomndents felt were important decisions or events;
ho¥ the =chool went abou* handling the cccurrences; and how

evaluationr or other informa*ion sources were ns=23 t5 deal
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with *ha =OCCUrTences.

™

ormat

Data Collection ip Perspective. The Questionnaire-

Jawboring Continuum is one construct for thinking abouat the
usae of st Tucture ir data collection. At the questionnaire
end of +h=2 continuum, data collection is quite structured.
All respo®ndents face *the same questions, which appear in

predeterm ined order. In a selected-response gquestionnaire,

cannot vo luorteer information beyond that asked for in the

instrumenr ¥, and the data collectoer carnnot tailor the
interac~ 1 on *o the individual respondspt., WKhile this data
collactio n method offers comparabbility across subijects, its
sensitivi*y is limi*ed *o the choices within the
questionn aire,

nia wbhboning” Aafines *he other =zxtreme of the research
continpuum. In jawboning, neither questioner nor respondent
is bound Dy external s*trncture. In fact, the notion that
one person is the questioner and the other the respordent,
is mislea ding, Jawboring is more nearly an anstructured
conversa t-ion between two personsS. Neither party has a
specific agenda, and tha corversation is guided only by its
own inte r—nal logic. Jawboning is rich in detail, since th=
participa nts are free to exhaustively explore any givan
topic. However, since each conversation takes its own

unigue cours2, data from "jawborirg® lacks comparability
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from sub J=ct o subjact.

Betw=en the two extremes, there are other data
collectio=mm op*ions. For example, ir a "stapdardized
intervie w™, guestions can be carsfully scripted, but the
interviewsre car be allowed open-onded responses. 0r, as
another o Pption, ar interviewsr might be allowed to conduct
a seeming 1y freaflowing convaersation with *he subjact,

after whi <«<h the interviewer might complete a structured,

r‘.
Y
i

The Toplic-Centered Interview. 7Initially, a

standardi Zed interview providing for opern-ended responsss
wvae cons i dered. This choice ultimately was rajected as too
rigid to f£it the divarse "significant occurrences® which
the respo Tndents might choose to discuss., Instead, a
topic-cem tered interview format was chosen., Such a format
nodestly structuraes the interview -- by outlining the
+opics *o be covered -- but it leaves question phrasing up
to the irx terviewer. The responpdsnt is almost entirely
unfetters= 4, except as the interviewar may refocus the
responderr t's remarks or move the discussion along to other
topics. Thus, the topic-centered interviev offers great
flexibil 3 ty withip 2 guiding framewcrk.

Pat* on {1980) terms the same method the "interviaw
guide®" a prproach, and he statas its func*ion rather weall:

An interview gquide is a list of questions

or issues that are to be explored in the
course of ar interview. Ar interview
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guide is prepared ia order to make sure

that basically the same information is
obtained from 3 numher of people by coverirng
the same material, The interview guide
provides topics or subject areas within
which the interviewerr is fres %o explore,
probe, ard ask questions tha*t will slucidate
and illuminate tha* particular subject.
Thus, the interviewsar remains free to bkuila
2 conversation within a particular subject
area, to word gquestions spcntaneously, and
toc e#stablish a conversational style -- but
with the focus on a particular subjact that
has been predetermined. (p- 200)

The Interview Survay's topic guide is displayed in

Appendix C. The brevity, indeed the almost skeletal
quality of *the guide, underlinas the key ramification of
the method: interviewer training must be comprehensive and
thorsugh. The traiping, with its supporting materials
(Appendices D £ E), inculcates in the interviewers the
purpose of the interviews, specifies *he irnformation which
should b= sought out undar smach topic, and preparss the
intervie wers to secure useful data, The brief writianp
guide simply cues *he interviewsrs, reminding them of the
intervie w structure.

Irtervieswear selsction and Training

The Research Team. The interviewers were drawn from

A group of advanced studants enrolled in a UCLA araduats
seminar on evaluation utilization. All students receivad
five weeks of training. Five interviewers and Ffive

"validators" were selected +to be merbers of the research

“eam, together with +he Project diractor., Those students
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who had d-=2monstrated the greatest interviewing proficiency

during *r aining, and who had prior public school
experienc %, were designated as interviewers. The

validator 's role is discussead in a subsequent section.

The Trainiag Programe Training involved four

phases: [3a) familiarizing students with evalunation
utilizat+ i on research; (b) developing general interview

skills; ({c) familiarizing students uith Metro District

s . - ' ot oY
and (d) * raining students in the specific purposes and
procedur= s 0of the User Interview Survey.

A1l the students re~ad and discussed Using

Evaluatiomns: Does Evaluation Make a Difference? (Alkin

2t al., 1979). 211 had previously read Utilization-

focused FE wvaluation (Patton, 1978). 1Irn addition, they

reviewsd other articles on evaluation utilization,
including vorks by ¥Weiss, Caplan, Braskamp, David, and

ot

=a

ers.

Inte> rviaw s5kills training was conducted by a UCLA
faculty =pecialist in qualitative methods. Training
sessions Anvolved lectures, videotapes of model interviews,
practice Ainterviews, and discussione.

liarize +he trainees with the Metro research

i..a-

7o fan
corntaxt, DaillakX, the investigator in the Evaluator Tield
Study, le ctured on the organization of the Metro Bvaluation

and Test 1ng O0ffice, and ontha evaluation activities
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commorly found in the schools. A glossary of common school

terms re 1l ating to special programs and evaluation was
presented .

Fina 1ly, the training focused on the detailed study
procedur«s. Supporting materials were developed, including
an interv iew topic description, a mock interview narrative,
a one-page topic guide, and summary data reporting forms

for interviswers and validators.

The 1nterview tOopic descriprtion explicated the ftopics
o be cowvered in the interviews ({Appendix D). The mock

interview narrative was a facsimile transcript of the

[l

ntervizwer portion of an interview (Appendix E). The
topic gnide was a one-pags topic summary, to which
intervie wers were to refer during the actual interviecws.
(Appendix C). The summary data reporting forms {Apperdix
7) will be described in a subseguent section.

The +trainees, togethnr with outside experts, helped
revise *he training materials, In addition, interview
procedures were pilot tested in two schools, and training
materials were modifi=d, as necessary. TFor example,
improvem#£nts were made in toplc sequencing, suggested
phrasing of interview gquestions, stc.

The trainees reviewad and discussed trapscripts and
audio *apes from the pilot interviews, Questioning
strategies ard guestion phrasing were considered durirg

these ses sions., The relative importance of sach topic was
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discussed; interview *ipe allocations to the topics were

=uggested, along with procadures for keeping the intsrviews
on targe t.

Before his or her first schocl irterview, each
intervie wer conducted an hour-long simulated interview with
a study %earm member who role-played a school decision

maker, mimicking the kinds of Lesponses that had been

2ncount=red ipr *he pilo* interviews, During the interview,

*he mock interviewee Yook notes an the interviewertles———————————————

gquestion =, techniques, successful apd unsuccessful tactics,
and on information which +he interviewer had neglected to
requast, At interview's end, ir*erviewver and mock
intervie wee discussed the interaction, and the interviewee
suaggestad ar2as for improvemant,

The tapes from the first actual interview were used to
train interviewers in data summarizatior, Each interviewer
listened 4o the tapes from this interview and comEpletad the
data summary reporting form. The inrterviewers then met
jointly +o Adiscuss the summaries, and, based upon the
exercisa, improvements ware made to the reporting forms.
Just as importantly, however, group discussion helped to
standardize the data sumparization process,

The Fiel:d In: 2rviews

Scheduling Interviews., The intervievs were

schieduled by telephone *wo or throe weeks before the

interviewing was to begin. Fach school was telephonsd, ang
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the propee=sed interview procedures vwere discussed with the

school's Principal. ©Principals were +31d *hat tkree
on=-hour interviews were desired at each school. They wara
asked to identify two other staff members who wera school
level eva luation users, as definsed earlier, and a tentative
date and time for the interviews were set.

The th:eé interviews a% a school were scheduled
consecuti vely, with a 15 minutes break between each. The

schonl s

for the i mterviews., School perssnnel were very
cooperat i "ve,

Appo intments were reconfirmed by *tzlephone one or two
days in a —dvance. If the names ard titles of the two
subordir a ~*e staff intervieweess had not been obtained
previous1l ¥y, they were obtained during this secord telaphone
contact, At one or two schools, a scheduled intervicwes
was urnava “llable the day the interviewar arrivad, and the
principal had selected an appropriate substitute satis€fying
the respomndent selection criteria. ITn cne of tha 22
schools, <—hance circumstances on the day of the interview
resulted 3 n orly two, rather +han three interviews being

conducte @ w=

Cordricting Iptervisws. Interviewing proceeded
smoothly. Interviews usually took place in private
offices. The first interview at a schoal was always

conducted  with *he school principal. Before that intorview
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bagan, % e rest of the day's schadule was always

reconfir =med,

At “*he beginning of zach conversation, the
intervim wers indicated that they wish=d to tape record the
intervie = to ensure accuracy and *o facilitatae faturs
analysis - There were no obdections to this, although a few
responderits asked that the machines be turned off

momentar 3 1y during the one-hour sessions,

It wfas theoretically possible to transcribe +he
intervie so tapes ard use the written transcriptions as the
base data. Illowever, the 65 hours of tape would have
produced an unwieldy volume of transcripts and rcequired
Substant i al clerical support. Instead of being
transcril>ed, the in*erviews were summarized or standardized
reporting forms (see Appendix F). The sumpary forms?
sttucture paralleled the interview topic guide and
inteorview ‘topic description,

A =OO0n as pozsihle aftar finishing *ke three
interview = at a school, the interviewsr completed tha
surmary £Ores, one for =ach interviewse. The interviewsrs
referred %o their written notes and listened to the
interview tape as they complated the Su®Emary., Then they
listened =9gain in order to hand *transcribe guotations that

seenad paxticalarly valuable. The final summary fornm,

78



therefore , cortained five or gix pages of narrative,

organized by topic area, and as many as five or six
additinn=a 1 pages of selecited gunotations.

Yalidatin g the Initial Data Base

Seve Tal sirateqiaes were enployed *o increase the
intarvisw summaries' accuracy. As described previously,
tape reco rders were used in each and every interview.

There a~e> argumen*s both for and agairst interview taping.

=

on gquestd oning rather than on transcribing the respondent's

ANSWOrsS; {b} 1eats the interviewer focus his or her
attentior: on the respoandent and maintain a more natural,
cornversa* ional interaction; and {c) permanently records the
studyt's ™ av data.

Hsir g the taped interview Tecord, it was possible to
obtair a second, irdependent summary of each iprerviaw and
+hus helx> confirm the interviewers! sumeparies., After the
intervie wers® summarias had beer completed, the interview
cassetts tapes were given to a "validator.™ Working from
t+he tapes=s= alone, the validator completed summaries exactly
1like tho =se¢ used by the interviewszr, Validators listened
fully o each tape before beginring their summariss; +hen
they rtep 1.ayed the tape while completing the summary forms.
validatnz—s also identified and transcribed key gquotations,
listenin<y to the tape once more, if necessary.

Trts=rviewer and validator summaries were compared, ang
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a procedn Te was developed for resolving inconsistenciass. A

panel, co meis*ting of *he interviewer, the validator, zrd a
third res—=earch team smember, examined hoth writiten versions
of the in—terview and, if necessgary, listenad to the
interview tape to resolve disputed issues.

Few =differences vwers found beyond variations in the
degres of detail with which observations were reporied on

the sumpmza Ty forms., There vwere +wo or three instancas in

21T in W 4CH 3o INTerviEweT 3ngd 3 validator I#poited

contradic tory information, Relistering to *the tape
recording s easlly resolved the Adifferences. The small
number oF discrepancies and their simple resolution were
epcourag i ng indicators of summary accuracy.

Neve Tiheless, a second guality check was introduced
{or a sam pling basis). The interviewses at the second
school vi sited by epach of the five interviewers wers asked
to comnmeornr 't of the summaries of their interviews. Copies of
+he intexr Viewer summary forms were mailed to the
responden te, and followup phone calls were made a weesk
after the mallirg, reminding responderts to raturn the
suprarie = with *heir compents., Ten out of 15 gsumparies
¥ere ratix rned. {It zaens plansible that intervieuwsss who
disagreedd with the summary would be more likely to raturn
comments . ) Four of the ten respondents made no corractions.
Twenty-s1. X comments were made on the remairning six forms.

T

he

T

3

respondents?! had few substantive differsncess with
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the summaries, Tn most cases, the respondents simply took
the opporturity o provide additional {i.e., supplemental
9T corroborative) informa+ion not mantionad in the original
conversations,

Data Syn thesis

Dat a synthesis entaileqd group discussions, simpla
quantita tive talliss, and a procedure for "interrogating®

the data baso,

Group Discussions and dantitative Tallies, The
ZLro up S1 ang Sresg Ve fallles

initial Jdata Synthesis began with wide-ranging discussions
within the research team {i.e., among the principal
investiga-tor, five intervi_euers, and five validators). Tbhe
team pet+ weekly after completing the interviews and
validation, Tean discussions touched upon many topics,
including what Constitu*=d "significant occurrencas” for
the Tespondents, what da*s sources sezmed most important %o
the interviewees, and what intervievees reactions wers to
2avalua*tion data.

After three group meetings, each team member drafted a
report based solely on *he interviews he or she had
conducted or validateq, Several tentative analytical
themes emergad from the raeports. These themes than wara
critigued in a conference telephone call with an 2utside
colleague {Hichasal Pa*+ton),

Some simple quantitative aralyses were carried out

imzediately. For axample, the respondents! job titles wers
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careqgori zed angd tallied, Other tallies provided a guick

descrip* ive look at the kinds of "occurrences® discussed by

the int=ryia Weas,

=

I

SLng Case Experts. As +he Tesearch tean
discussi ons progressed, guestions became more complex,
requiric g mors time-consumirg study of each written

intervis w Summary than had been hecessary for the samplsa

talliag, To expedite this, cach tean member assumed

schools, Ir effect, each team mamber became the case
2Xpert for about a dozen interviews. As far as possiblae,
team members were assigned interviews with Which they wars
already Familiar, namely, interviews they had conducted or
validatad, ™he cass experts became sufficiently familiar
with their assigned interviews that they could quickly
recite or locata ralavanpt facts in tha data summartias.

At this point, the data analysis discussions began to
focus more tightly on a limited nymber of themes. Each
team member took charge of one or more of the tthemes, by
quzstioning fellow team merbers on relevant points during
gtoup mretings or by Preparing shor* writ+ten questionnaires
to be completed ocutside of the meetings, Acting as case
2Xperts, the other teap members marshalled facts and
quo*ations and providegd bPage citaticns to tha Written
summaries. The "theme leadars” Arafteg analyses of their

choser themes, which were then reviewed by the full
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Tesearch team,

Th2 most promising Arafts were expandad

into Project ¥orking papers.
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CRYTIQUE

he Interview Survey Purposss

o

—

Review of
The: Interview Survay was designed to provide a broader
perspect ive on school staff attitudes towards evaluation
ard thers=by complement +he Fvaluator Field Study's work in
Metro Un Afied School Distriest, The Evaluator Field Study
was expected to provide only partial kncwledgs of

school-1vel attitndes towards, and uses of, syaluatiopn

informa* fon, because the field study was so tightly focused
on evaluaters rather than schoel Site personnel. To
explore =chool pesrceptions more fully, we wished to
intervie w at some of the schools served by the evaluators
nrder s*uady. And *o Place these interviews in Eropar
perspact i ve, we hoped also +o interview personnel in other,
similar schools.

An intervisw survey of school-level stafF seemed an
ideal st rategy. With proper design, the survey results
wvould be representative of Metro staff. Appropriate
questions could be formulated based upon the case study
findings =and the metro fieldwork. And the data from
schools served by *he fiald study's evaluator-subjects
could be examined for its Compatibility with the fieldwork

findings.

Resgarch Desiqn Decisions

Although the Tnterview Survey was to complemen* +the
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Fiecld St udy it was also to ba defensible on i*ts own as a

Tesearch  investigation, Therefore, every effort was made
to surve= v a Tepresentative Sample of PSEA Title T schools
in Metro and +to collect comparable data from all tha
intervie wees.,

As articipatad, the Evaluaator Fislg 5tudy influenced
Intervie W Survey Design. From the fieldwork, it appearad

that ins*rTuctior wWis seldom ar issue for school-wide

discussi on, Planaing, ard decision raking., Adminigtrssiva

personne 1 ir *he schools secned detached from instruct ional
decision making and, therefore, not always interested in
avalmtion's firdings about irstructiongpal effectivenass.,
In order +to explore thesa indications, school planning angd
decision making was added as topics for the intervisws,

Th= rationale for the interview guides has been
describ>ad earlier ip this chap*er and will not be repsated
here, The choice of interview langth (cne hour) was 3
compromisae: long enongh to a@stablish some Tappert and +o
move beyond pat ancwers +o questions; short ernough no* +o
inconvenience the interviewees significantly,

Sevexral considerations prompted +he decision to tapa
record the interviaws, 1In 2 one-hour interview it s2amed
unlikely %hat taping would make *he subjects much more
reserved o cautious than they otherwise would be ~- thus
vitiating %ka m3jor argument against recording. In

taping's favor was the romise of having a permanent
P p g P
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verbatim record of +he interviews, Full transcriptisns

were Yoo costly, however. A= a compromise strategy for

extracti ng quotable material and a written interview

record, it was decided +hat narrative summaries would bhe

prepared by the interviesver and illustrated with quotations
£

seliecteqd rom the tapes,

Mathodological Assessment

Descript 3ve Dotail

Tha Tnterview Survey's descriptive Aotai]l zust bha

@xamined from two perspactives., First, one must consider
the raw d=%ail developed in *he interviews themselves.
Second, *here was ths detail transmitted in the studv's
analyses .,

Paw data comprrehensiveness and detail varied widely

¥

from interview to interview and fror toric to topic within
each interview, Interviawer training had included a model
allocation of time to topics, bu* a raview of the tapes
showedl that the time allocations varied sigrificantly. 1In
Sowe casexrs, the intarviaveas appeared to pull +he

conversation to a certainr set of topics; other times, the

*.Jc

htervie wers appeared to guide the irterview

idiosyrcratically, Irrespective of tima allocation, detail
varied daperding upon the irterviewerts skill apnd the

intervie wee's talent as an informant, Cverall, the

e
i3

irterviews covered the desira=d topics, but no* always

the desired detail or proportion.
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The stady analyses drew upon the raw interview data in

different ways. For example, mini-case studies ware
preparad for two schools {ths schools in the sample that
were serwved by the Compensatory Tduca*ion education adviser
from the Fvaluator Study). These mini-case studies offerad
*he mos* descriptively detailed presertations of irterview
data. They were developed from an in*ensive exXxamination of
the six hours of *aped irtervievs ir these schools.

Aost of the remwmairing analvses relied upon the written

.

interview summaries and the case experts! recollections of
the subset of tapes each had auditioned. Several working
bapers ware preparsd. Two were classifications of
intervie wees, programs, and the "sigpificant asccurrences®
discussed by *he in*erviewees, These *wo papers weres
prapared from the interview summaries and 4id not maks use
of direct irtervisw quotations. A *hirad paper summarized
Metro*s major evaluation and testing endeavors. This
Summary was preparad from irntra-pProject discussions, was
entirely mnarrative, and did rot include illustrative
vigrett=as or gquotations.

The Temaining working papers presentsd thematic
analyses oOf the interviews, PRecurrent thenpes Wera analyzed
in the working papers and Lllustrated by quotations fronm
the written interview sumparies.

Descriptiwve Accuracy

There was little opportunity to ipdeperdently varify
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the accuracy of the interviewee's remarks. The intervievs

were relatively brief. The thres ipterviewees withinr a
school d3d not all discuss the same events or contextual
conditions, reducing *he opportunity for triangulatior.
And there were no follow-up interviews in which to probe,
clarify, or cross-examire. AsS no*ed in *he pethods
description, however, fifteen sampled irntarviewees were

given the chance o comment on the written summaries of

their ip+ gryia.

adeguacy but 3id not insure that the intervievwees?

descriptiors ard interpretations were accurata.

o4
g
B

Acuaracy, in this situation, is best examined in

[

aggregate, Any description or opinior which recurred in
several interviews was more likely to have some factual
basis., Behavioral pa*tterrs, visible in the iztervievoes!
descript ions of the way they made decisions in their
schools, also seemed worthy of confidence.

There was a clear effort to check the data for
corsistancy and plausibility. The analytical theames werse
discussed at length, too, and effor*s were made to search
out suppoxrtive apd norsupportive da*ta. The case axperts
major re sponsibility was to serve as stringent critics
based upon data in the interviews they had been assigned.

Fatuze of the Analysis

As already mentioned, the analysis sought to

generalize from thes intervicws, identifying recurrent
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opinions And behavior patterns, or broadly applicable

ipterpret ive themes, Four thematic analyses were written.

One papei differentiated evaluation activities into three

classes: formal evaluation, informal evaluation, and
evaluati o n-like activities, T¥xact definitions of the
classes w w=re not given, bu* major exenmplars of each clas

were enum=erated, The paper's tripartite classification

these act ivitias was %"etic," i.e., imposed by the aralys

A s <cond paper summarizsd the reported attituades
toward, a nd uses of , ssveral spencific evaluation
activitie s: state program reviews, needs assassnenis,
standard i zed testing, ete, Information relevant to this
paper was available in most of the interview sumparies.

Ano*t her paper examined the interviewees' explanatio
for avalw ation’s influence {or lack of influence) in *+he
schools, along with intervieweces' suggestions for
evaluatiorn improvement., The author argued tha* thres
categori e s of factors recurred in the interview comments
proximi* y, compoting demands on *im=, and psychosocial
relation == hips. These categories were explicated and
further = ubdivided, The implications of the sutcateqori
for evalx ation utilization were discussed,.

The  fourth analytical paper proposed that school
principa 1 s' management styles could be differentiated.

major st y les were discernead anmong the interviewed
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principa l =, and it was arquad tha* the stylss were

associate« with different patterns of evaluation use. The
styles w=Te not defined unambiguously, however,

Generaliz 3bility

Sampl= size and representativeness were more

satisfac® ory in this study *han ir the case studies or

*
=
i

Evaluator Field Study. Twentv-two ESEA Title I funded
schkools w=re sampled randomply from within Metro school

district apd sixty-five intervicws wers carducted He

helieve + hat Interviewv Survey adequately captured the
attitude= and percsptions of Hetro Title I persornnel.
Gen<er Talizadbility beyond the Metro population
cannotse ™ ted be asserted rigorously. FMany of the issues
identifie=d in the interviews have baen mentioned by other

school re searchers, howevar, suggesting that *+he findings

[l

were not inherently idiosyncratic to Metro.

Points of Congarn

Inte rview Heterogensgity. RPecent reanalysis of the

interview tapes has indicated *hat, across the 65

w S, there was greater heterogsneity in topic
covarag2 and emphasis than tad been anticipatad. Despite
axtensive training, interviswers d4id rot always elicit
appropria te information, and some interviewers
systema* i-cally diverged from *he interded topic emphases.
As a conssequence, nissing or incomplete data was not an

ancommor  problem. It may be that this heterogereity is
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almost iy=evitable when a topic-guide interview is

administ ==red by several dAifferent interviewers, To correct
*he prob X =2m, ore could either change to a standardizel
intervie w (i.e., one with a fixed question script) or
raduce * ¥=e nunmber of intarvievwers. Two or *hrae highly
skillsd 3F nterviewers, confering frequently, might hold o a
common irr terview format more successfully., In futare

studias wFe would bz inclinad 40 select cne of these

options, Il 3 panel of savaral interviecuwers was necessapy,—

standard I zed interviewing would seem preferable.

Xk of Quantification. The thematic analyses

suffered from a lack of tabula*ions or cross-tabula*ions of
relevapt  evidence, For axample, one arnalysis asserted *hat
"competin g Jdemands upon time™ were often cited as
discoura g ing evaluation ‘utilization, but 50 inrdication was
given of hovw many interviewees mentioned this factor.
Another P Aapsr related two different maragemant styles to

differen+ patterns of evalunation. This relationship could

have beer» 1illuminated by an appropriate cross- tabulation,

Two eircumstances Adiscouraged such quantitative
displays. Pirst, on any given tepic, many interviews were
inconclus=s3Ave. To take one of the preceding examples, nany
intervie w=s did not touch upon the question of time demands.
One canno®™ know if these interviewees would have agread

that compe2tition for time was a significant impediment to
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evaluatio = influence, Nevertheless, 2 tally of ths number

of inter v dews which mentioned this factor might have beon
informati V& -- except for a second difficulty, the lack of
full tap= trapscripts. A tally based solaly upon the
intervisw summariss could easily bhe in error. Only by
examinir<g +*the interview tapes or a full written transcript
could one accurately determine how *o tally an interview.

Lack 09f Full Trarscrip*ion. TIn gensral, thke lack

I+
impeded o uantitative analysis, as indicatad above.

Moreover , the typicality of the few quoiations which were
noted in the summariss (often because of their pithiness cr
color) m=a ¥ have been overstated. Finally, if transcripis
had been available on a timpsly basis, senior Prcject staff
might ha v © heen able to monitor irterviewor performance
more readd ily.

Trat Sceriptinpn is ar onerous bhurden, however., QOther
researchs= rs have reported an average four to one ratios of
+ranscrip tiom time to *ape time (Patton, 198%). Full
transcrip ts would be a superinr data analysis resourca, but
budgetincy for transcriptior is difficul+,

"Oc <= ULCenc=2s"” vgrsus "Dacisions". In the

interviewr s, respondents were asked to discuss £¥o or thrae
"signific=ant occurrences” in the recent history of the
progran. The way these occurrencss -- pragram changss,

decisions=, now activities, new Tegquircments,stc. =~ weTs
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handled ¥» =¥ the school was irvestigated in some detail.

In h AdAndsight, w= would have dome better to ask the
intervie w-=8s 1o describe recent significant decisions.
That char =ge ir wording would have focused intarviewsrs' and

intervie we=es! attention on *he decisiorn making and plannirg

L

'.Jt

activitie s associated with program change, topics which

F

vere our  aajor interest., Unfortunately, the interviawvws

often dwe= 1led, instead, on the substance of the changes and

activitiesx 5, The need for this differant wording might have
be=n app= Ten* L1f there had bsen a more extensive pilot *ast
of the ix Yterviews, a test in which all the prospsctive
irtervie s 2rs had participatad.

Sub §=ctivity, The topic-guide interviews gave the

intervie s#er considerabla latituds, which vwe know affected
toplc cowrerage. One must wonder whather differences in
question phrasing and in responsivepess o interviewes
remarks <= ould have subtly cuad *he intexrview=ss and
affacted nct only topic coverage but also the tone and
content <»f the intervievwsas' Tesponses.

Sammarv Review

The Intarview Survay geruninaly seeemed to eavoke
candid, I-nteresting data from interviewses, During the
hour lon —¥ interview, ths interviewees appseared to becone
accustom £=d t0 the tape recording and seemzd *o speak

honestly , and sometimes gquits insightfully, about thsir

93



schools. At the conclusion of the study, %= felt that nuch

had beer 1=arnad about school decisicnmaking and abou*r the
role of <« waluation at the school level, Morz2over, th=
rnumber o £ interviews undsrtaken, and the sampling
procedur &=, engenderad confidence that the findings would
be reprasentative of Metro Title I school perceptions.

Yet =Aas more rigorous and more guartitative analyses

vere und e rtaken, another side to the research expserisnce

—  amorged,— It was exivemely difficulr to rigorously define

terms or wqQuantify the data, Holistic analysis was
possible, ard gensral analytic themes cculd be identified
and commuxnicated through judiciously chesen illustrations
and quot m*ions., But more systematic analyses wera
frustrate:d by the slipperiness of the concepts involved, by
the imprecision of the language used by interviewses (arnd
intervie wers, as w211}, and by the diversity in coverage
from ipt+=rvievw *o irterview. The survey sampling da2sign

had held out the promise of usefnl, straightforward

0]

tatistical analyses, The reality was more complex, more
difficnul?®, and less amenable to guantitative reduction and
ANAalysis |

Also, the use of the topic-guide interview approach
was ins* ructive. TFven though the interviewers had had
several weeks of group *raining, and despite the use of
validato s and standardized data summary forms, thers was

substart $al variability in technigue ard =mphasis fronm
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interviawser to interviewer, DPerhaps sigrificantly, a brief

pilot tess%* was not sufficient to reveal this potential for
variabil i®y.

In a 11, the Interview Survey convinced us of the power
of inter w ieving, and also of the sizeable challenge in
gniding = uch studiss to a successful end. Fortunately, we
wished * o make an sxploratory investigation of behavior and

attitude s in Metrro, and the research results met »ur ne<ds

o - §
gquite w1 &

been the <goal, instead, ther the survey experience would

have beenn less satisfactory.
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Chapter 5

Fpilogue

All *he research efforts described in this report
contribut=4d significantly to our understanding of
evaluatiom information use in local scheols. Measur=d at
this bott <om line, a3ll the methodologias have been

successfua x. The methods have their differences, however,

in the demmands they place upon the researcher and in the
uses to which they ars most appropriately put.

The Evaluation Case Studies and the Evalnator Field
Study emp Jloyed methods which were almost complementary
faces of "% he same coin. Both efforts were case studies, in
fact, bepcause the Evaluator Field Study was actually a case
study of %*he evaluators' work., The studies differed in
their pri mary mode of data collection, of course. The Case
studies T =lied heavily on interviewing; whereas the Field
Study fawvored observation and on-the-spot, informal
conversat ion. Both studies generaﬁed narrative datanstes.

The deficiencies of one study were the strengths of
the other . The interviews in the Evaluation Case Studiss
gave us h earsay data, but from several strategically placed
informan+ s. The Field Study yielded compelling, first hand
observat i ons, but observatiors anchored to a narrow vantage
point, |

Nei® her interview case studies nor participant
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observa* i<on reguire that the researcher have a stronrng prior

understan<iing of the phenomeonon under study. So both are
suited +o exploratory research, One can learn as One goes,
although =an awareness of alternative theories or conceptual
framework =5 car be invaluable as onre tries to make sense of
the data.

The #"ase Studies and the Field Study complemented each

other so well that an amalgam of the two would probably

have been superior for our research purposes. Tha case
studies w =uld have benefitted if the researcher had had the
opportuni ¢ty for a brief immersiom in the culture of the
schools s %tudied. The field study could have profitted from
a wider = -t of informants -- probably as interviewees. It
seens foo 1lish to segregate observations from interviews,
although “team research may be necessary *o effectively
reach di= tinct informant groups. The stimulation afforded
by team ¥ =search could also help to counter the

routiniza tiorn mentioned as a hazard in solo fieldwork,

Bot hh case studies and participant cbservation
typically focus on just a few cases or settings, making
generaliz=ability a concern. Findings from small samples
can genei—alize, of course, but the probler is cornvirncirng a
skeptic €or sometimes oneself) that the findings will do
50.

The User Interview Survey, 11’! cortrast, yielded €5

one-hour interviews at 22 randomly selected schools. But

98



sample si=e and sample selection method were only th=a most

obvious d Aimensions on which the Interview Survey differed
from the other studies. Interview planning, instrumsnt
developmext, and interviewar training were all very
demanding , requiring much more preparation and lead-in tine
than had “*the other studies, The selection of a topic-guide
strategy ==ased the instrument development task somewhat,

but it in<creased interview variability. Consequently, it

was more <difficult to carry out guantitative analyses which
counld exploit the method's inherent sampling advantages.

The -“thematic, non~-guantitative apprecack taken in the
Intervie w Survey analysis has substantial preceden® (e.q.
David, 1978; Kennedy et al., 1980). We were satisfied that
useful re sults had emerged, Procedures for thematic
analyses Are not codified, however, and one hesitates +o
make the sSame claims for the generalizatility 5f an
analytica 1 theme that one might make for the
generalizability of a guantitative result from a sample of
similar = ize, We believe that more attention should be
given to %the problem of analyzing this type of interview
surveya.

211 *three methodologies have, as we have said,
contribut«ed to our understanding of evaluatior informatior
use in the schools., None of the methods is clearly
superior 3 all have advartages and disadvartages. Just as

clearly, Tesearcher judgment nust be exercised at many
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points thxoughout the studies. 1Irn the research

descript i<ns and the critiques, we have discussed the
decision m®mmaking which shaped the research, and the
ramificat 3ons of the decisions made. In hindsight, there
are metho<iological decisions which we might make
different 11y today. But none of the choices which were made
were disas=strous to data gquality or validity; their =ffect

was actua 1ly quite modest, On balance, we bhelieve that wWe

have beenr well served by our qualitative explorations of
school evaluation activity. From reassessments such as
+this one, we hope to be able to design even better studies

in the years to come.
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APPENDIX A

The Using Evaluations Framework







FRAMEWURK FOR ANALYZING EVALUATION SITUATIONS*

Category Preexisting Fvaluation Bounds
Property 1.1 School community conditions
Property 1.2 Mandated bounds of an evaluation
Property 1.3 Fiscal constraints
Property 1.4 Other nonnegotiable requirements
Category Orientation of the Users
Property 2.1 Questions or concerns about the program
Property 2.2 Expectations for the evaluation
Property 2.3 Preferred forms of information
Category Evaluator's Approach
Property 3.1 Use of a formal evaluation model
Property 3.2 Research and analysis considerations
Property 3.3 Choice of role
Property 3.4 User involvement
Property 3.5 Dealing with mandated evaluation tasks
Property 3.6 Rapport
Property 3.7 Facilitate and stimulate the use
of information
Category Evaluator Credibility
Property 4.1 Specificity
Property 4.2 Changeability
Category Organizational Factors
Property 5.1 Interrelationship between site
and district
Property 5.2 Site-level organizational arrangements
Property 5.3 Other information sources
Property 5.4 Teacher and staff views
Property 5.5 Student views
Property 5.6 Costs and rewards
Category Extraorganizational Factors

Property 6.1 Community influence
Property 6.2 Influence of other governmental agencies

* Fpom Alkin, M.C., Daillak, R., & White, P. Using Evaluations:
Does Evaluation Make a Difference? Beverly Hills, California:

Sage Publications, 1979.



Category 7:

Category 8:

Information Content and Reporting

Property 7.1 Substance
Property 7.2 Format
Property 7.3 Information dialogue

Administrator Style

Property 8.1 Administrative and organizational skills
Property 8.2 Initiative
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OBSERVATION FOCI

Miscellaneous Evaluation and Testing Duties

Misc. Comp. Ed. Duties

Liason Visits

Testing Services

Ongoing Planning and Evaluation
Needs asseasment

Scheol plans

Mock reviews

State Program Quality Reviews

D T

Child Service Program Duties
Liason Visits

R. Daillak

Rev.

4/80

State—Rrescheol—Evaluation
MH/SS Survey

Contextual constraints
Other data collection activities

PLPSS Duties

Pupil testing

Other data collection activities
Evaluating staff meetings

maWwnHO [N AR ol ] Nk wipyHo SNk WwNHEO o

Evaluation Work Tasks
Learning one's job
Attending staff meetings
Planning and designing evaluaticn efforts
Preparation activities
Interactions

5.5.1 Exchanging information

5.5.2 Making recommendations

5.5.3 Building relationships
Collecting evaluation data
Analyzing evaluation data
Reporting, formally or informally
Giving public presentations
Representing the E & T Office
Giving misc. technical assistance

wmuunian LN [REARANY TEH NN NNNNBNDNNND [ o
I

Linunnuu
P ¢ s e e a
W 0 ~d
o

Special Topics
Attitudes towards evaluaticn and testing
Attitudes towards the evaluater
Bilingual education issues
Confidentiality
Situations marked by conflict
Evaluator's follow up activities
The role and functions of evaluatiocon
Tho initiates evaluation work?
Who is involved? Who participates?

0 Evaluation methodoleogy

1 Organizational constraints

2 Regulations, Requirements, and Policies

. e 4

O RARRADBRRIRNN
HHEFRPWOWOG-JdJLeWwoEO



Participants' roles

6.13.1 Client roles

6.13.2 Evaluator roles

(Open)

Sensitivity to clients

The use of forms, recipes, and other formal structures

Perceptions of evaluation success
Supervisors and supervision

The role of testing in evaluation
Timing and time constraints
Interperscnal relationships
"Complianca"” issues

Especially significant individuals

1se of menmoranda

Efforts to build evaluation capacity
Parents and the community in evaluation
"The Schools' Point of View"

Th i din

Special evaluator characteristics

Fieldwork issues
Rapport
Fieldworker's asides
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School Code:

of Interviewer: ) . .
Respondent Code:

INTERVIEW GUIDE Title:

roduction

o we are interviewing

Jhy (Muses of information in special programs')
Jonfidentiality

yppreciation

scription of Specially—-Funded Programs

snsolidated Project)

ties & Respbnsibﬂities

icnificant Occurrences in the Life of the. Program”
anges (personnel, goals, materials, attitudes, etc.)
jected Alternatives

ctors Affecting Identified Occurrences
scription/Histery

fferent Influencas

solution Process

le of Evaluation in Identified Occurrences

te of Evaluation in General

Iministrative Level

(Within-school, District sponsored, PQR &
mock review)

:scription

fluence on Action & Attitudes

ictors Affecting Impact

iprovement?

eat if appropriate: 5. Role of Evaluation in Identified Occurrence)

dditicnal Comments
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Interview Topic Description

(Training Document)

Introduction o the Study

The purpose of this resecarch is to determire the role that
information, ‘parti.cularly evaluation information, plays in school
level program decisions. It is difficult to ascertain the relative
importance of evaluation information directly. BAsking “about

evaluation tends to bias the respondents' recollections towards

just those situations in which they did consider inforxmation
from evaluations. Instead, the school-level decision makers will

be asked to identify significant occurrences in the life of the

school prograrms. The situations they select will be analyzed to
determine the fzz*zrs that affected thelr beliefs and actions.
Amor: these fz=czors may be evaliuation.

Hour iong interviews will be‘:conducted with school-level

administraztors, who might be users of evaluation information.
These will not be structured interviews with rigid protocols, but
naturally evolving conversations guided toward certain carefully
selected topics. The topic guide is outlined below. The precise'
wording of guestions asked by each interviewer will not be pre-
determined, rather it will evolve within the topic franwork as
part of the natural conversational style of the interviewer.
Similarly, the éxact ordering of questions will be an inter-—
active function of many factors, including, for example, the

focused or diffuse quality of the respondent's answers, etc.



Model Introductory Remarks

Hello, my name 1is . We are interviewing
elementary school administrators to investigate th..e ways they
use different types of information in schocl planning and ad-
ministration. We are particularly interested in schools with
specially-funded, supplemental programs.

I can assure you that everything we say in this interview

will be strictly confidential, and any reports that are written
wIitl b= &.‘uutt}lc:tﬁl_y arromymonass F£ o So—rmot ijCCt, T —voutd
like to tape record our conversation. It allbws me to capture

your thoughts correctly, and makes our work much more accurate.
However, if at any time you wowuld like to stop the recording for
a moment, pleass indicate that to me and I will turn off the
machina.

7 would 1liks =z start by asking you for a brief description

of the specizllir-Iundad programs here at ' " school.




Description for Interviewers

Topic Area 1: Specially-Funded Programs in the School

A basic knowledge of the nature and scope of the specially
funded programs in each school 1is necessary to understand the con-
text in which decisions occurred. Initially, only a very general
description will be sought; specific details will be elaborated
as part of the subseguent inquiry into selected events and
occurrences.

Model Opening Question: I think the easiest place to begin

is with a description of the program here at

school. Can you give me a very brief description of the

programs you have here as part of the school's Consolidated

Prolect?
Topic Arez 2: Usexr's Position and Responsibilitieé in the School

We also nzz’ <o know each respondents duties and responsibilities
in =2 schkosl . Io perticular thelr administrative relationship
to the school's soecial programs will be important. At the out-

set a very generzl description will suffice. Details will be
obtained as svecific decisions are investigated later in the
interview.

Model Opening Question: Can you give me a general descrip-

tion of your fjob and what your duties are with respect

to the programs you just described?

Topic Area 3: Significant Occurrences in the Life of the Program

This is a crucial question, for the respondent's ansyer will
determine the situations on which the bulk o©f the interview will
focus. Ideally, each respondent will be able to recall signifi-

cant program decisions in which they participated. Realistically,

however, the evolution of a school program is more a matter of



incremental change than formal "decision" events. Thus, each

school administrator will be asked to identify two or three
cvents that they believe were "significant occurrences in
the life of the program{s}". Subseqguently, the interview will
focus on these occurrences and the factors that affected the
described outcomes.
Model Opening Question: As is said at the beginning we're
interested in the way information is used by school admin-—

istrators. To talk about this I want to identify 2 or 3

particular situations. I would like you to think back over
the past two years and try to recall two or three signif-—

icant occurrences in the life of the program here at

school. I realize that this question

is somewhsat vzgue, but it is vague on purpose. I want to
get your imz-sssion of what was importnat rather than mine.

* a few different occurrences that you thought

were significant in detexrmining the shape and character of

the progrem during the last two years. For now I'd just
like to list two or three such occurrences. We'll discuss
the details later.
sub topics:
——changes (personnel, organization, goals, curriculum, materials,
activities, attitudes, othexr milestones, etc.)
--rejected alternatives

——reinforcements in points of views, attitudes

Topic Area 4: Factors Affecting the specified Occurrences

To determine the relative contribution of evaluation in fox-

mation in the total decision context, the respondents will e



was not meniioned, the guestion will be specifically asked by the

interviewer at this stage in the interview.
Model Opening Question: Did evaluation make any difference
in this situation?

Topic Area 6: The Role of Evaluation in General

To this point, evaluation has appeared as a secondary con-
sideration in the interview. The situations identiFied by the
respondents were allowed to define the scope of the discussion.

Now, evaluation will be considered in its own right, and the

respondent's wider knowledge and contact with evaluation will

be investigated.

Model Opening Question: We've discussed

.and in great detail, and I think

I uvnderstars The important factors involved in those occurr-
ences Zriz® =zlaboration) . Dr. Alkin and I are particularly
intersztad I the usefulness of information from evaluations.

I'd lixe to =sk you to shift your thinking from these
specific situations to thinking about evaluation in general.
Will you take a minute to recall the program ewvaluations
that hawve gone on in the past year or two; then, try to
tell me what impact they had on you and on the programs at
the school?
sub topics:
--level (within school, district sponsored activities, PQrR and
"mock review")
~—characteristics of the evaluation (formal/informal, content,
style, personalities, method of Communication, etc.)
——its influence {(on actions, attitudes, etc.) -“___

-—~improving evaluvation useful ness



Topic Area 5: The Role gg_EvalLla'tj.on in the Tdentified Sitvation

After the more extensive discussion of evaluation it may be
appropriate to repeat the earlier inguiry into significant
ocourrences. Certain subtle ewvaluation influences may have
emerged from the len'gthier discussion which were overlooked

previously:

Topic Area 7: Additional Comments

At the conclusion of the interview, there will be a brief

epen-ended di scussion period. Respondents will be given the

opportunity to modify or expand their previous comments and

clairfy any misinterpretations .

Model Opening Sentence: Before we conciude, I want to give
you an oppcrtunity to make any additional comments about
our discuszziz-. Is there anything you feel should be
~larifi=a - =xpanded with respect to the situations you

ide-tified, “r2 various factors you singled out or about

svaluzition In general?

1

Thank you very much for your cooperation.



APPENDIX E

Mock Interview Narrative






2—11-80

took Interview {(QuestionsCnly)

‘Tntroductory Statement” (.| . let's begin®

v p simple place to start would be for you to give me dgeneral description of the

special programs operating here

"yhat I mean is your Consolidated Project. I imagine you are receiving funds
from a number of different sources -- maybe Title I, or Miller-Unruh; School
Improvement, whatever. I'd like you to tell me which pregrams are operating
here and briefly describe what you are doing with the funds."

"T gsee. You have Title I funds, School Imnprovemsnt, and Title VII.
escribe the Title I project for me briefly?"

[1¥at/d What—alout Title YIIDW

oiTT

“and how are you using the School Improvement money?”

“Thank you. I think I have a gensxal picture, but let me double check.
I'11 describe your project to you, and you tell me any vays in which the
portrayal is inaccurzte: ‘'the Title I funds are used.....' {(brief restate-
ment of proliect dezcription)®

"y want to talk ar-u- some of these program areas in greater detail later,

bur first I'd 1livz =- =-ow more aboul your particular role at the school .
Can vou give me & —rizi description of your job?"®

"CE O, and arz wour responsibilities as far as the special programs are

concernglr”

"I ses, in g=rnarsl vou have supervisorial duties for all three projects?
Tell ma, do you saparate them in your mind, or do you act towards them as if
they were just ons unified project?”

"rich makes the most sense for me, to discuss them separately —— first
Title I, then Title VII, etc. —— ox to ask about the project as a whole?"”

“Fine. Before we go on let me try to restate what you said. Your primary
responsibility, tha thing that takes up most of your time, 1s supervising and
planning for ths project.”

"Thank you. I appreciate the correction. I don't want to oversimplify -

Besides planning and supervising, what other kinds of activities are you called

on to perform?”

"2 sort of jack-of-all trades, then?"”

AL

, I think I have enocugh of an overview to start. As we proceed I ravyy
you to clarify certain things for me. The next quas tion is probably

‘ 1
W

,J

e most difficult one in the intexview, because it is somevhabt vague.
£ only that, but I'm going to ask you to review tho past two years of the
oiect in your mind and pick out certain things for mo. J would like ¥ou

?’ﬁ'm

o).
S
)
o]
r

E

-
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to think back owver the last two years and, from your adninistrative psrspactive
jdentify two or three sigrificent occurrences in tha 1lifez of the program.
tater we'll talk about each of them in det il Right now I just want a list

of two or three occurrences that you thow*"‘lf‘ were significant in deciding
the shape and character of the preject.”

v0x, the State’'s decision to award you School Improvemsnt funds was certainly
significant. I guess I didn't make my guastion clear encugh, because I

want to know about events or deliberations or changes tlat happenad within

the school's discretion, not cutside your control. Can you recall any of

this type of occurrence and tell me briefly about 1t?"

"I realivze that it's not exactly clear, but I'm beinyg vague on purposs. I
don't want my point of view about what is important to determine your answer.
I'd want to leaxn your definition of what things were important. But I can

give you some example of the type of thirg that might have occurred.!

T want to knowr about important changes or modifications on pwogram actions

that you took here at the school during the last couple of years. They could
be part of developing the project plan, they might be personnel changes, or
modification in the project approach, or new materials, or things of that
nature. If you think about the school program as it is now, I want to know
the significant occurrences over the last two years that determined where
vyou are now."

"That's whast I had im mind., VWhen yvou decided to reduce the number of resource
perscnnel and hire morz classroom aides. That's a perfect examdle of wvhat
I'm irterested ir. Iz you recall one or two more such actions that you
thir were imroxrt:=—2 in the shape of the project?”

nzw set of individualized math worksheets and student
think of one more example? It may not actrally have
ething you considerad and then rxejscted. A decision

"Good, yoI purco
record shsats.,
been 2 change

not to do som 3thi:‘.;.

"OK, if vou don 't recall anything else right now, these two exanples will be
excallent. Later on, if something elss ogcurs to you, please let me know.”

"I want to discuss each of these events in more detall. Let's go back to

the first event vou identified. ~What I would like_ you to do is to tell

na hew it came about that you decided to reduce resource teachers and hire
more aides. I want to know all the factors that influenced this decision,
both pro and con. Give me a much more detailed descxiption of what happened. ™

"OoK. Tt was at the time you were planning the annual project application
for last year.'

"When was that?"

"and what happened?”

"I see.”

"When you say that the teachers wanted wmove aides, how did you know that?

I'm not just trying to be difficult, bub wvhat I am particularly interested in
is how - ‘different people's ideas and wishes were communicated? How wass the
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desire to have aides made known?®

"Let ma go back & minute. Who sat on tha comrittee that drafted the new
application?”

"So, it was a three member committee with lots of large subcommittees, one
for each area. In which part did the decision to go with more aides arise?”

"Tf it had been talked about for a long time and mentionad at faculty meebings
in the past, what were the reasons why people felt this would be a good
idea?"

"The feachers at the school were pretty convincad that it would help them do
a better job."

"jhey said thabt dealing with all the IEP's had really become a headache.
sould it be fair to say that the presence of all the IESAES kids accelerated

The nead Tor TOTE AScistance With PopDTrwory Ot smerigronps™

L ]
"T hear vou saying that there was a sort of general groundswell for more
aides, and that papsrwork was becoming impossible, as was classroom ranagement,
with 211 the LES/LZS kids. Was there anything else that influenced this
decision?”

"well, for example. whazt did pecple think about the job the resource teachers
ware doing?”

z=na support for the resource teachers, but a lot of
--:7 much? VWhat was going to happen to them?”

- = cuestion of firing them. How important was it that
c~uld be classrooms for them this year, and they wouldn't have
?

"Ware thers any ooitside influences? ™

"By that I mearn, &
i

the area level or the district level were there suggestions
to go with more a 8

+
[
deg?"

"But everyone knew that people were dolng it a lot?"”

"You mean it was sort of a trend in the district and everyone wanted aides?”
"Now it makes nwore sense to me.”

"Let me try to summarize and you coxrect me: There was sort of a groundswell
for aides in other schools, and teachers were really ferling the increasing
pressure of classroom managemant tasks with all the IEP and stuff. The

resource teachers were liked but their jobs were dispensible and there wasn't
too great a personal loss since they could all still work here, 50 there

was sort of universal desire for moxe aildes. How would you modi fy that sumary?”

"Right."
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"Ona last thing. This seens to have been based on comwon hnowledge and
n sense. Was there any evidence that aides would mzke a difference?”

"pmat it boiled dewn to then was you knew you had to do somathing because the

test scores ware low, and aldss seamed to fit the problem: as you saw it.”

"Fine, this has been very interesting. I appreciate all the detall you were
abyle to recall. MNow let's talk about the other situation for awhile -- when
the school decided to switch from your old math program to the individualized
student inventory program, PRISM. This must have been a more complicated
decision. Tell me about it."

"Uh huh."

"] see. Do they have these demonstrations very often?™

"0, ‘ g — =

"Let me try and review these points one by one in my own words. First, your
math test scores were poor. How did you know that?®

b

"when did you find out each year?"

E

"How bad wers they?”
"Does the district -iwz vou any advice, or do you just get the nuders?”

ez the eveluztcr Zive you any suggestions or jsut explain the test

n r2d to do sanething, and you saw PFISM dewmonstrated
. Whel you suggested it, did everyone automatically go

"OX, so you
at the NI ¢
along witn

t to the teachers?"

e

"How did you present
"yYou made a case for PRISH. What ideas did other people have?”

What's HappyMath?”

"[,et ma interrupt for a second. I don't really need an explanation in that
much detail. I'm impressed that you remember this program in such careful
detail, however. Leit's get back to the actual choice. Veren't there any
advocates for the old program?"

"what were their reasons?”

"How &id you decide?”

“Wnat did people base their votes on?”

"o PRISM had test results and HappyMath didn't? Yere there any other inputs
into the choice?”

"Te it true that you had the power to make this decision here at the sciiocl



rmock interview, page 5 E~5

without any cclament from the area staff, or downtown or from the state?"

"rthe district was pushing more individualized pregrems, but did they sugyost
S in particular?”

"In wvhat way weare they "pushing” for wore individualized programs?"
"Individualization seems to be the big thing. Was HappyMath individualized?”

"So it was going to be one or the other, the old program was pretty much doomed
by the times?" -

“This whole process is very interesting to me. Were there any other faclkors
involved in shaping pecple's opinions before they actually voted?"

"piere the results from PRISM at other schools gocd?”

"Rt the teachers at athsr schools Jiked JE? How did that word get arounaz>™

"How many teachers do you think went along just because you recommendad I 7"
"Realistically how influential do you think your particular point of view is?

"Take a mirute to think. Was there anything else that entered into the final
decision?”

"The TTA commities rraferred PRISM .  How much did that mattex? If they had
prefarred Happy szuld it have <hanged the decision?”

TArvIhing else?”

"lLet me trv ize., Please tell me if I have left anything out:

Your test re = low and you knew you had to do something. Though the
district wasr 't suggasting any program in particular, there was & push toward
individuzlizztion.....etc." ‘
*"Gocod. I don't want to forget the fact that the teachers got to review

the materials at the faculty meeting. 2And, though it was the math suhcommittee

that made the final recommendation , almost everyone really had an input .™

"this has been very useful. Of all the things that went into this situation,
which influences would you say were the nost important?”

"ohe divect contact was the key in your mind?®

"Refore we leave these two situations I want to ask about one thing in particular -

evaluation. In the Math program casc you told me that the district test
scores really motivated you to malie the change. Did evaluation or the evalua-
tors influence that dacision in any other way?"

"So, Mr Bertrand confirmed your enthusiasm for PRISH. That at least told
you vou were on safe ground. Did he talk to the staff?"

"rhen his influence was only indirect, and not too greab?



rock interview, page ©

t
I
o)}

“what about the classroom aide decision. In what way did evaluation influcnce
that situation?"

"1 didn't think so, but I wanted to ask you specifically. Essentially there
as no herd data or evidence for aides one way or the other, nor for resource

teachers.”
"I yreally appreciate the care with which you are approaching my guestions- For
the rest of the interview I'd like to changs focus a bit. Is there anything

else you would like to add before X switch topics?®

"Of particulaxr interest to me is the role that evaluation plays in school
proegram improvemant and change. At this point I'd like you to think spe-
cifically zbout evaluation, not just in the two situations we discussed, but
in any way that it affects the school. I'm going to ask you to think back owver
the same two year period and recall all ths different contacks vou've had with
evaluation and evaluators. Then T 'm going to ask you something about these

comrbacie
oo ¥

"First can you summarize for me the wayvs if any you come into contact with
evaluation?"”

"You get a regular visit every couple of months from the evaluator Does
that have to do specifically with the Title I program or with the Whole Con—

sclidated Froject?”

"Besides that wvisiz. how often do you see test scores?”

"Arz these cootaczz Za2lpful to you?"

"In what wavs do o nfiuence your decisions?"

"In whalk wavs

-

thay influence the program?*

)]
Q

"What is it about the evaluation that makes these visits so 2fulz"

"I want to structure this discussion a bit by asking you about three different
levels of evaluation activity, and ways to improve each one.  First, 1'a
like to know if there is any evaluation that goes on at the school itself, no:
district level or area level information, but things you might do yourse lves
that you consider to be evaluation?®

"Because your budget is so small, you let the district handle most of the formal

activities. BArxre there informal things that are done as part of your school
level program?™

"Then let's consider next the district level. What are the evaluvation ac-
tivities that affect your school which the district carries out?"

"Basically then, it's the every other month visits and the test score reports?™

"What kind of effect do these have on the program?”
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"$o theo personality thing makes a big &
= e

Fference Do you think that theze
district efforts could be made mor 1

to you?"

e would you design the evaluation so it would be more useful to the schools?”

"7211, what information would ycu L ike to have?"
mrat kind of support might they provide to rake things easier for you?"
"If the reports were simpler, do you think people would actually read them?”

"That is a very interesting suggestion. I don't think I've ewver heard that
idea before, and it makes so much ssense.”

"well, finally about the state level evaluation.. What about the POR2Y

"Whoa, let me interrupt for a second. I know that these things are an

—S it T tr Tt ve rigittrere—F ve—hesrrd—a—wide rangs of comments about thelr

actual bensfit -— everything fram * totally useless to 'though they were a
burden, there were some important berefits.’ How would you characterize the
valus of PR to this school?” :

"fet's separate the POR itself fromm the Mock Review. Does that nike senme?”

"1l right then, wizt about the mock review? It comes first doassn't it?"
"lhat effect did 1t rava on you and the school?”
oy, let's tallt zZ=:ous negative impressions and then the positive ones.”

"You rezlly thinh fnzt, beyond the mere inconvenience, this had a negative
school program?”

+ zmout ics other influences. Tell me about some of the things you
m the mock review.”

vGood. What =2bcout it made the information useless to you? "
"OK. BAnything else?"

"Well then f ou were in charge and could redesign the mock review, how
élr ] .
would you - it to make it wore useiunl?”

“111]1 note your objections to the length and such. 17 you could change
things to make the information and the interaction more usefui, vhm_ would
you change?”

"y guess it doesn't make too much sense to talk zbout the mock review wi.thout
also talking about the POR. 5o tell me about it. How useful toyou is it?”

£

"wall, exactly what, as best as you can recall, are thes conseguences ©XF
the PQR?"

"iall, does it affect the prograin in any direct way?
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“rhat about people’s attitudes or opiniens? What changss do you see as a

viilal

resule?”
»phich factors in the POR interfere with its usefulnass the most?"
"Wwhich are its strong points?”

"If you could redesign the whole PQR process, what changss would you make to
make it more useful to the school program?”

"pnything else?”

*"Good. While this is fresh in youxr wemory, I want to go back to the two

situations we discussed earlier and ask you if you now recall any evaluation in-

fluences that you didn't recall earlier. In the case of the aides, did any
of these various evaluvation factors enter into that decision?®

TAnd in the c<ase o1 Tthe math progreasa, PRISH, tell me about any other
evaluation influences you didn't recall when we first talked.®

"Fine I doubted that vou'd missed anything, but I wanted to double check.
The subtle factors are the ones we forget the most easily.”

"I'm just about threo:gh with my questions, but before we concluds are there

any additicnal commenis vou want to make about the things we've discussed?
Is there anything =ls2 you want to add about the two program situation ox
abowut the differsnt Zzctors vou felt contributed to those decisions, or
about evaluaticon i cther areas?”

<o thank you wery much for your cooperation. You have

—
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Evaluation~User Survey
Interview Summary Form

Name of Interviewer: School:

Respondent:

Title:

Step 1. After completing the interview, but before listening to the recording:
1. Based on the complete interview, describe in one paragraph the specially-funded programs

operating that this school.

2. In one paragraph, dsscribe the respondent’'s duties and responsibilities, particularly

as they involve the special programs you discussed.




5. In ons paragraph each, describe the significant occurrences ideatified by the respondent

and cdiscussed in the interviey,

Situation 1:

Situation 2:

E)
P

- - —_ ——

¢

.

o



4. For cach cccurrence: A. List (in approximate order of importance) the factors thot influ-
enced the final ouicome.

1 B. Summarize in one paragraph the interrelationships amongs these
= factors.

E e

: Situation 1:
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e

gy

Situation 2:
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[ STTH

§ 5. Wus eveluation information a factor in cach of these situations? For each occurrence
’ sureniarize in ene paragraph the role of evaluation.

Situotion 1:

ol ey

Lo ] PR

g Situation 2:

e EXNR EDTE] RETE BENR gy faman eawe

et
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P

; 6. In onc paragraph each describe the respondents m:periencgs wiwtb e_v-d‘matiox_:m at th?,

& reehool®, "district', and Ustate" levels. Indicaie a) type of evz;.u.}at.lon,lb) its m{l{}n—:ncc/
uscfulness, ¢) factors contributing to its infiuence, d) ways of improving evaluation.

3 nsehool level" activitities:
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ugdistrict level" activities:
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PO & mock review: :
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7. Swiwnarize in one paragrznh any additional comments that were important.
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In onc paragraph describe the interview context--the salient featurezs of the setting,

the participants and the intervaction.
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ig Step 110 Replay lhe intervisw tape. (Sct the counter at zero 000 at the beginningg of cach
new side. )
£ As you listen to the interview:
L 1.  Make additions/corrections to the descriptive paragraphs you wrote in Step I.
2. Select important quotes to illustrate key features of the interview.
¥ 3. Write out the quotes on the following pages.
3 a. First indicate in a sentence or two what is being discussed immediately
prior to the guote, i.e., some context for the remark. If it is an answer
v to a particular guestion, give the question.
£ b. Write the quote as accurately as you can.
c. Don't forget to indicate the tape counter reading at the beginning znd

enct of each quote.

M__guotes:

Topic Area Tape Counfer al beginning ol quote

2]
—
o]
¢
oz 3

Context/Question:

Py

Quote:

F‘W

S

e

Tape Counter at end of quote . Side AB ?
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Topic Avea _ Tape Counter at beginning of quote _~~~ Side A B ?
Context/Question: .
Ghuote:

Tarz Ceounter at end of guote Side AB?
Topic Area Tamz Zounter at beginning of guote __Side A B ?
Context/Question:
Quote:

Tape Counter at end of quote Side A B 7



Topic Arca

Tape Counter at beginning of gquote _~~~ Side A B ?

. Context/Question: _

"
i
Quote:
.
7
g

kT

Tarz Counter at end of quote Side A B?
Topic Area Tors Counter at beginaing of quote  Side A B 2

Context/QJuesticn:

Quote:

Tape Counter at cnd of guote ___ _ Side AB?

recrrs: SR weve~ TR v B e = B = B oo L it
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Topia Acea o Tapz Counter at beginnicy of quote Side A B *

Contexi/Question:

Quote:

3

&

¥

e - - -
k Taps CTounter at end of quote _ _ Side A B ?
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) T:zz: Tounter at beginning of quote Side A B ?

Contowt/Question:

Quo

ot

Tape Counter at end of quote _ Side A B 7



