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INTRODUCTION

The future of instructional research, at least in the present
economic climate, is indistinct. The trends suggest a continuing
reduction of support for basic research and a concomitant increase in
competition for scarce resources. At the same time, evaluation or
other policy directed studies may continue at their present level, if
for no other reason than to provide rationales for budget reduction.
This report considers the option of combining within a single study
the needs of policy makers and the commitment to academic research.
The decisions to be made involve real vs. laboratory settings,
experimenter controlled vs. naturalistic designs, lean vs. thick data
collection, and political reality vs. scholarly quality. The papers
in this report, through illustration of research conducted within a
policy framework, will identify problems and/or benefits of the forced
marriage of knowledge production and decision-directed research.
Methodologies for optimizing the match will also be explored. 1In each
case example, the research focused on classroom behaviors and related
instructional activities. Outcomes of interest included cognitive
performance and affective responses from students and teachers.

The report considers future directions of research, not only as
suggested by the specific fidings of theoretically derived inquiry,
but also as such options may be influenced by the reality of
political, administrative, and economic constraints. How can we serve
self-interest, research, and policy interests? For example, the

values of academic freedom come in direct conflict with centralized,

e.g., policy, mandates.



In the report, Quellmalz identifies problems and limitations of
current designs for serving instructional research needs, and suggests
some alternative research strategies. Herman presents methodologies
for combining research and policy needs, and suggests the advantages
inherent in their merger. Finally, Dorr-Bremme highlights the
advantages and problems involved in embedding a piece of instructional

research in a larger policy study.
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ISSUES IN DESIGNING INSTRUCTIONAL RESEARCH: EXAMPLES
FROM RESEARCH ON WRITING COMPETENCE

Edys S. Quellmalz

Instructional research ranges from broadly conceived national studies
of schooling's effect on basic skills achievement to individual researcher's
studies of specific variables promoting particular skills. Most of these
studies tend to focus on features of the school, classroom, teacher, and
curriculum to identify policies or actions facilitating learning. There
are widely divergent perceptions, however, of the type and specificity of
independent and dependent variables appropriate in large-scale (top down)
and small-scale (bottom-up) studies of instruction conducted in the school
context.

Much large-scale research is driven by evaluation methodology, while
smaller-scale studies use paradigms from instructional technology and
cognitive psychology. This paper describes two main categories of problems
that seem to pervade school-based studies of instruction. The first set

of problems relates to the design of outcome measures in terms of (1) the

lack of sensitivity of many dependent measures used to document instruc-
tional effects, {2) the failure to coliect corroborating measures of
effect, and (3) the failure to match the content and processing require-
ments of alternative measures with each other. The second category of

problems is in the design of context and process descriptions, including

(1) the failure to describe contextual dimensions of the school and

curricular systems that set the conditions within which instruction occurs,



(2) the failure to freely explore instruction as an interactive process;
to relate instructional variables to logical or research bases to explain
achievement results, and (3) fhe failure to compare the context and pro-
cessing reqguirements of classroom tasks with test tasks.

The purpose of this paper is to describe features of instruction --
its context, processes, and outcomes -- whose relevance and utility for
instructional improvement seem to have the strongest empirical support.
The paper argues that researchers and evaluators studying instruction in
schools should sharpen the focus of measures énd better trace the inter-

relationships within and between independent and dependent variables.

Problems in the Design of Qutcome Measures

lack of sensitivity. A prevalent problem in school-based instruc-

tional research is that test tasks are often insensitive to the logical

and psychological aspects of tasks presented in instructional interventions.
There is a gap between notions of the appropriate level of detail for
describing and constructing dependent measures in laboratory-based
instructional research designed by psychologists, on the one hand, and in
school-based instructional research conducted by evaluators and psycho-
metricians, on the other hand. For example, large-scale federal evaluations
and many state and district evaluation studies still rely primarily or ex-
clusively on norm-referenced tests to detect instructional effects. The
“many criticisms of norm-referenced tests for reflecting achievement of spe-
cific instructional goals have been described elsewhere (Glaser, 1963; Popham,
1978; Millman, 1974; Hambleton et al., 1978). The recognition of the need
for a much closer match between testing and instruction first stimulated
the call for criterion-referenced testing (Glaser, 1963). Furthermore,

a growing body of learning research shows that student performance varies



significantly when task demands change. Classes of task or problem types
require students to access different bodies of stored information and to
activate different procedures, routines, or solution strategies.

For example, in math, the work of John Seely Brown and his associates
demonstrates that different sets of subtraction probiems elicit different
solution schema (Brown et al., 1978). Thus descriptions of achievement at
the molar level of "math achievement" or even of "computational skills" can-
not sufficiently describe performance on homogeneous sets of skills, nor
signal skill areas requiring attention at the program, classroom, or individ-
ual Jjevel. Similarly, reading research indicates that reading comprehension
is not an undifferentiated construct; rather the type or discourse mode of
reading material, such as narration and exposition, requires different
schema for comprehension (Brown et al., 1978; Meyer, 1975). This research
implies that, if tests are to be sensitive to different types of reading
skills, they must be designed to provide subscore profiles on skills or
inferencing required by different types of reading passages. They cannot
merely report generalized scores for decoding and Titeral and inferential
comprehension. Yet federal-level evaluations such as Follow-through and
Cities in Schools {Murray et al., 1981) report global "reading achievement"
scores.

Nowhere is the insensitivity of dependent measures more dramatically
illustrated than in the recent sufge of studies of writing. Like reading
achievement, writing achievement must be decomposed into the level of
skill demonstrated in relation to different types of writing tasks. The
varigus controlling purposes of discourse modes or genre require students
to use different kinds of topical information and different presentation

strategies according to organizational schemes and development methods



conventionally expected in these various genres.

Large-scale evaluations of writing competence have too frequent]y
used multiple choice items to measure writing achievement. Psychologists
would deny the contruct validity of recognition tasks as anything other
than enroute indicators of production capabilities. Research on the
comparability of information derived from indirect (multipie choice) and
direct (writing sample) tasks has primarily been conducted by psycho-
metricians more schooled in metrics than psychology. Studies conducted
within the psychometric framework have reported high correlations between
total multiple choice test scores and holistic essay scores and cite these
correlations as support for substituting multiple choice tests for essays.
Recent research within a competency testing framework has investigated
the comparability of information from these two measurement response forms.
They have found lower total score correlations and, more importantly,
much lower correlations between direct and indirect scores for subskills
such as coherence, support, and mechanics (Moss, Cole & Khampalikit, 1982;
Quellmalz & Capell, 1982; Quellmalz & Baker, 1981).

Studies of the effects of instructional interventions on writing
achievement also demonstrate that holistic scores do not adequately de-
scribe how the varying skill levels in component features of the product
contribute to the global quality score. For exampie, studies guiding
students in writing strategies may find no significant differences in
pre- and post-intervention judgments (e.g., Pearl, 1979), yet re-
searchers discussing these inconclusive results cite observational
information suggesting that student writing really did improve. At a
conference of grantees of federally funded writing projects discussing

their research progress, a dominant concern was the failure of holisitc



eésay ratings to capture improvement or, at least, changes in student
writing due to instructional treatments. The remedy, of course, is to
design scoring schemes that include criteria, subskill ratings, and even
detailed secondary discourse analyses detailing the features of interest.

Some writing researchers are doing this. O0dell (1978) instructed
students in Pike's (Young, Becher,“& Pike, 1970) pre-writing discovery
approach for selecting and organizing essay cdntent. While judged essay
quality as a whole was not affected, textual analyses showed that students'’
use of rhetorical devices such as temporal sequence and classification did
increase. Similarly, Bracewell, Bereiter, and Scardamalia (1980) taught
students rhetorical strategies for persuasion and found their use signifi-
cantly increased, although overall ratings of essay quality did not. If
holistic essay quality scores were the only ones reported, it might be con-
cluded that the instructional interventions had no effect and should be
dropped. But when more detailed analyses document that what was taught
was used in students' writing, the implication may be that detection of
overall quality effects requires

« more time and practice

- additional and different instruction on the subskill to help
students use it more effectively

+ instruction to help students integrate the strategy with other
writing skilis.

An analogy is seen in the case of a tennis instructor working with
a student on his/her backhand. At the end of a series of Tessons, two
dependent measures seem appropriate: (1) is the backhand stroke and
resulting ball placement better? (2) does the student win more games?
If only the "games won" measure is used, it might be concluded that:

(1) the backhand instruction had no effect and should not be used again,



(2) the student needs more practice time, (3) while concentrating on his
backhand, the student's forehand went te pot, contributing to the "no
increase in games won" score. This last phonomenon, all too familiar to
athletes, implies the need for more practice and, most T1ikely, for
instruction on integrating use of the two strokes.

Therefore, many instructional studies would profit from more careful,
detailed designs of dependent measures that document performance on sub-
skills faught, as well as overall performance. Policy decisions at federal,
state, district, and classroom levels which draw exclusively on the over-
all measure might conclude that the program or treatment had no effect at
all. The treatment, however, might have been effective, but the measure

was toogross to detect it.

‘Failure to collect corroborating outcome measures. A second problem

in the design of outcome measures is the failure to collect information
about student performance on other facets of the skill. Too often,
evaluation and instructional research studies report global performance

on a single measure such as a math achievement or a reading achievement
test. Again, writing assessments that collect only one sample dramatically
illustrate the illogical and methodologically unsound nature of the "one-
shot" performance index. Numerous studies of writing assessment demonstrate
fluctuations in individual performance on different writing tasks {Crowhurst.
& Piche, 1979, Quellmalz & Capell, 1982). Certainly, we feel increasingly
confident about students' competence when it is demonstrated repeatedly.
Unfortunately, most commercially available tests present only one or two
jtems per skill. While multiple performance indicators on other formal
assessment devices are helpful, research suggests that progress on in-

class work samples may provide better corroborating data. Studies of



test anxfety-and contextual influence on performance, especially on writing
performance, support the utility and validity of c011edting classroom per-
formance information, sincéiﬁnac]assroom is the more realistic and normal
context for the student.

Failure to relate the context and processing requirements of alternative

measures to each other. When corroborating data are collected, it seems

reasonable that the data should be from performance on tasks similar in their
processing requirements. Yet studies often fail to check or describe whether
types of tasks on two formal tests or on classroom problems match. Whether
direct records of classroom assignments and test ﬁerformance are collected

or teachers" indirect ratings of achievement progress are géthered, the
comparability of tasks must be rigorously described.

Problems in the Design of Descriptions of Instructional Contexts and
Processes

Alternative research paradigms focus an the learning environment's
features that differ substantially in specificity and in proximity to
the Iearning event. The search for effective instruction in the complex
formal school setting has, fortunately, grown from studies of teacher
personality and vaguely defined teaching methods and now includes political
and administrative contextual influences of the extended schooi system.
Also, recent research is attempting to document the classroom's physical,
social, and managerial context to explain factors influencing the inter-
active information processing of teachers and students. Few studies of
instruction, targe-scale or classroom level, trace the Tinks between
the conditions under which instruction occurs, features of the instructional
process, and learning outcomes. While experimental researchers conducting

laboratory studies are trained to describe the conditions in which treat-



ments occur, researchers studying the comb}ex classroom environment may fail
to describe extra-classroom conditions ihat constrain instruction. Similarly,
large-scale evaluations may fail to describe alternative conditions of im-
plementation that relate to program effects. Federally funded evaluation
reports sometimes describe program implementation (process and context) in
separate volumes. Policy makers thus find it dffficdlt to trace cause/effect
relationships between instructional implementation patterns and achievement
data (e.g., Murray et al., 1981).

The context and process variables affecting learning outcomes are
broad in scope and large in number. Figure 1 suggests categories of
contextual and process variables with a research base supporting their
influence on achievement. The contextual variables include constraints
imposed by the existing organizational and curricular systems as well as
by teachers' and students' entering perceptions and abilities. Variables
involved in the course of the instructional process include the inter-
actions of task features, teacher behaviors, and student behaviors in
the hypothesized internal learning processes of students.

The system context: the school. Studies of effective schooling

have identified policies enacted at higher Tevels of the educational and
political system that profoundly affect the ultimate nature of classroom
instruction. For example, legislative mandates affect the composition
and stability of the school population. Funds allocated for the support
of general education and special programs influence the range of avail-
able resources, usually personnel and materials. Resource allocation
policy decisions seriously affect potential instructional quality
(Harnishfeger & Wiley, 1976). Perhaps the most influential Tegisiation

affecting school instruction has been minimum competency testing re-



sAaLAIRY

apoou3

U033uaIIY

ajeabajug
pue 330AIS2YDJ0

anoge (e JO SuJa31ey

3pe

a51ADd

RN

ueid
walgoad aaos

saibajeays
*S3|nd 82} equap

suo13sanb Jdamsuy
Adabewy asp

abpa | mouy
43430 01 a3e|3y

W40 4SUedy faredoqel

azjaobajea/iaqey
Jusuwbas
asJieaysy

suoLysenb sy
fpog *s3Aa

Uo3eua LA | e01sAYd

55953944
bu pudeaq

S403ARYaY FUBpnIs

pajeabaju)

pue pajedsayddo

uolseoridde jo sjurod
anoqQe [ie Jo sSuadzled

9} duexa
aynd
uojjeuvidxa 3Aa)b
, L1193
aanpuL
3094402
Uia g JUOD
asiead
: BLA
sajbajeays
saanpasoad
59po2
sLiejap jo
ssauyajeadoadde ug
¥oeqpaad

¢ suarysanb ysy
w asuadsads 319113
, CLIRETXE

¥aeqpaag

sa|na *saybaiesss

f3U3U0D JURAD|BL

113112 J0 JUISIAG
uopjeurpdx3fuoLiejuasadd

sadnjeas
JUBASLR4 03 JUSLAD

WwAos *3uUsjuod
, 59U0IING 3Q14053(
’ Buyiyies teon

SA0jARYDY Dujyaea)

NOILONYISNT 3ATLIVHILN

S318VIEYA $5330ud

aaoqe 3jvub
=33uL 07 sUlaijed

ssaJaboad yuapnys

saiha puno.abiyoeq 40} subijeioadx]
+12435 jusauodiiod reanying £ ? IMEDN1S
. uopeulog il J931ew va*MO Wpcwswuzq
sassanoad padinbay
joalgns jnoge 423300
paainbad suol]eldadxa 309[Qns noqe
40 pajudsadd pue sanjej 252G UOLIPUAOJUT
uojlewdojul Jo (ebenbue}
diysuojjeiad Jdagje 39afqns
N JURBLWOD X3Y30)
48341 pue wd 40 s3d20U0)
ASE JO Uy R
S84N3ES] soe 1 Spoy3eu
L24n3InAS yjeuw Buiyoeal
] M
stpatrauy Buioem  tolau brdsgens
)
03 diysuoyie|ay pojuawm WO EIRIUD LAG
-hoop Lans| 35algns sy3 ulL
asodund {euoijoung JUBWB AR LYDY Buiyoes: uj
FRIFUOD | BLI0S 1aaa] A3LLLay aouaLadx]
saanjead 35813 SO13514830040Y) FTE EYNER RN
Juapnis NETRLETY
SITAVIHVA

NOLLONYASNI ONIAGNLS Y04 SITGVIUYA 40 NHOMIWWHA

Jusiido |2
-3p 34035
S3UR] | NSU0d
whinJat4and
21GR | LRAY

§32UN0STH
sleLaagew
1583
gl qejLeAy
sngej{As
$3A}3D9bG0
s|eob
pajepuey
3%3FU0Y
AB{NILAAND

LX3ALNOD

33027 adui0l) U3 pAA U0 yddeasay woaj sapduexi

t1 aunbly

Bttt o

Mk Ll S Sl b T o

t4E952aY | BUGEIONJYSU] butublsaq ul sanss]

EHGER

pue *siseydua

Aoy 10d AR}
~SLuLwpe | ooyds

Kapod 32ta3s 19

Koualaduod
WNLELLLM UD SMET

UolyLs

=0dwod JuIpnis
LOOY25 uo sme’

suoiieinbos
Buipuny pedapaj

3%93u0)
w33 545




10

quirements and the accompanying scrutiny of the quality of -instructional
opportunities preparing students to pass those exams. Test-ing require-
ments influence curriculum emphasis and student achievement (Yeh, 1978;
Schwille, Porter, & Garet, 1979; Floden, Porter, Schmidt, & Freeman, 1980).
Also, administrative policy within the educational system, such as curric-
ulum guidelines and state adopted texts, constrain classroorn options.
Edmonds (1979) cites several studies (e.g., Weber, 1971; New York, 1974;
Brookover & lezotte, 1977) showing that an active and suppo¥-tive school
administration Teads to higher achievement levels in inner city schools.
These studies point to the need to describe the systemic and curricular

conditions limiting instructional options in the classroom.

Within the classroom itself, teacher effectiveness studies conducted
through observations and naturalistic inquiry identify admi mistrative
policies that contrain instructional options. Number of pupils assigned
to each class and range of pupil ability in a single classroom certainly
bound teachers' planning (Dahllof, 1971).

As Barr and Dreeben (1977) have noted, studies of classroom effects
must refer to the broad social context in which the classroom functions.
Their reviews of instruction in classrooms and Doyle's (1977) critique
of paradigms for research on teacher effectiveness underscowe the need
for expanding the breadth and depth of variables considered when examining
classroom ecology. They contend, and I agree, that most current research
paradigms fail to consider the full range and the functional interdepen-
dence of contextual variables in instruction.

The system context: the curriculum. Classroom research across sub-

ject matter suggests that the basic unit of instruction is the assignment
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or task. The task is described as a goal-directed set of activities
presenting students with content of certain characteristics and required
procedures for completion {Doyle, 1979; Mehan, 1974; Van Nostrand et al.,
1980). For teachers, tasks involve content, materials, and activities
(e.g., Morine-Dershimer, 1979; Shulman, 1980; Schutz, 1980). Research
suggests that materials availability strong]y'influences the types of
problems, practice, guidance, and feedback that students receive. 0b-
servations of classroom instruction for low achieving, low SES students
in the elementary grades revealed that students spent as much as 70% of
their time working alone with materials. Although studies at the second-
ary level indicate that activities are less materials-driven (Sirotnik,
1981; Appliebee, 1981; Van Nostrand et al., 1980), it may be that appro-
priate materials are less abundant or unavailable. In any case, the in-
structional quality of commercially available materials has been criti-
cized severly (Quellmalz et al., 1977; Van Nostrand et al., 1980).

In any study of effective instruction, then, one category of central

questions should address the availability and quality of curriculum materials.

The Tnteractive instructional process. When the teacher effectiveness
Titerature is viewed from the perspective of theories of Tearning and in-
struction, many findings are rendered irrelevant or useless to the design
of instructional research. Characteristics such as "businesslike" are too
far removed from the refinements of student information processing. Medley's
(1979) extrapolated effectiveness constructs certainly indicate that many
descriptive studies are far removed from the learning act. For example,
maintenance of a learning environment includes both "orderly” and "support-
ive" behavior. "Time on task" was reported effective in large group set-

tings only. Methods of instruction generally thought to be important
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were found to be ineffective with disadvantaged learners. Among these
methods were high level questions, students asking many questions, pro-
viding more feedback, and increased teacher amplification.

It is clear that the analysis of teaching and learning must provide
much more.detailed.descriptions of the conditions under which such findings
prevail. Peterson {1979) notes the highly contingent interdependencies
of instructional variables in her critique of Rosenshine's review of the
effectiveness of the direct instructional model (Rosenshine, 1979). Rosen-
shine identified major components of this model as: (1) clear goals,

(2) sufficient and continuous goals, (3} content coverage, (4) monitoring

of performance, {5) low cégnitive level guestions, (6) immediate academically
oriented feedback. Studies reviewed by Medley and Rosenshine focused on dis-
advantaged elementary age children. Thus, one might guess that low Tevel
questions were better predictors of performance because students were

just Tearning skills and because Tow level items were on the test.

Teacher effectiveness studies concentrating on "time on task" have
primarily been large-scale (see Cooley & Leinhardt, 1980; Fisher et al.,
1978). Findings about academic learning time were not startliing; what
was surprising was how little classroom time was provided for learning
tasks. Clearly classroom time management is prerequisite to effective
participation in instruction. In the Instructional Dimensions Study,
within the fnstructiona1 event, the techniques identified as related to
the quality of instruction were (1) focusing attention on the task, (2) vref-
ferring to previously used material, (3) referring to earlier performance,
and (4) effective classroom management. In the Beginning Teacher Evaluation

Study, teaching methods associated with achievement and-academic learning
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time were (1) provision of tasks permitting a high success rate, (2) more
presentation of information, (3) more monitoring of work, and (4) more
feedback about academic performance. These findings coincide with those
reported by Stallings (1980), who describes interactive on-task instruction
time as characteristic of effective teachers. Effective instructional
patterns were (1) more support and (2) positive corrective feedback. The
hurturing environment is particularly important for secondary students
with a history of failure. The need for positive, informative modes of
feedback has also been reported. For example, Webb (1980) found that
students working on cooperative tasks in groups participated more actively
and achieved more when the group gave and received more explanation about
how to solve problems.

While these teaching behaviors apparently can and do occur, some
researchers using naturalistic inquiry methods report that teachers may
leave performance expectations unsignaled, i.e., no clear goal setting,
(Mehan, 1974) and provide inconsistant feedback. The question to be
asked is how effective teachers plan and contruct instructional events
to result in effective interactions. Borko et al. (1979) suggests that ac-
tual teacher planning is at odds with the idealized paradigm. As men-
tionéd previously, teachers ptan in terms of content, materials, and ac-
tivities. The resultant instructional task or assignment becomes the
basic unit of planning and action in the classroom (Doyle, 1977; Clark &
Yinger, 1979). A major line of ethnomethodological and sociolinguistic
inquiry focused on descriptions of teachers' decision-making for planning
and aid during the interactional teaching-learning phase. One example of

the detailed level of this research is reported by Dorr-Bremme. In a
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untrained or unthinking.

Sensitive outcome measures can report students’ performance on a
reasonable number of items or tasks (not one or two) measuring subskills
as well as total scores, Criterion-referenced testing programs are at-
tempting this now. Data from a sensitive test can always be aggregated
or disaggregated at a level appropriate to the policy decision (individual,
class, school, district, state, or nation). Data from an insensitive test
can never be disaggregated or decomposed. For example, policy makers are
better served by data indicating the type of subskills on which students
have difficulty, rather than a statement that they “can't read.” Finan-
cial resources can then be focused on curricular and personnel selections
relevant to areas of performance weakness.

Data collected through teacher records of performance on class assign-
ments and tests can corroborate test information. By improving the designs
of instructional research, projects' limited research funds should yield

more valid, useful information for improving instruction,
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MERGING POLICY AND RESEARCH INTERESTS: A CASE FOR MUTUAL NEEDS

Joan L. Herman

Introduction

Social science research dollars are dwindling and the outlook for
sponsored research grows dimmer on a daily basis. But while the
picture is bleak, their may be a faint light on the horizon. The
continuing need for and commitment to evaluation research may brighten
some of our futures.

Funds allocated for evaluation and policy studies have increased
dramatically in the last decade, and while such escalation is unlikely
to continue, available funds may hold their own--a marked contrast to
the outlook for other social science research. The evaluation funds
currently tied to bloc grants, for instance, are hardly insignificant,
and the emphasis on local rather than federal program evaluation
increases their appeal. Can educationa1 research find a home, health,
and happiness with these available dollars? Perhaps. Certainly some
compromises will have to be made, but evaluation studies can serve
some mutual needs of instructional researchers and of policy makers,
and the merger can benefit both parties.

Evaluations, after all, can be conceived as hypothesis-testing
ventures. That is, consider the proposition that many special
programs, especially school reform efforts, are social experiments
which, among other things, attempt to translate research ideas into
practice to achieve particular outcomes. For example, California's
School Improvement Program and its predecessor, Early Childhood

Education, as well as many federal educational programs, are based on
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a number of premises about what factors contribute to and foster
school effectijveness and student achievement; e.g., the efficacy of
parent involvement, systematic planning and evaluation, lower
adul t-student ratios, individualized instruction, etc. More
straightforward examples are the Followthrough programs, which are
based on fairly specific models of how instruction ought to occur.
Given the perspective that educational programs embody, or at
least imply, particular treatments, then the task of evaluation is to
test the hypothesis that the specified treatment is, in fact,
associated with the desired outcomes. The applications of research
methodologies and notions of operationalizing and measuring the
independent variables as well as the dependent variables are obvious
here, as are the potential relationships between legitimate evaluation
questions and research questions. While evaluation conducted in a
real-world setting may be sloppier than work conducted in more
controlled research environments, the principles are largely the same.
Obviously, if you want to know whether a treatment works, or
whether an independent variable has particular effects, sound research
design suggests that you first define the treatment, and then make
sure that it in fact occurs. You can't evaluate the effects of an
empty set nor draw inferences about the results of an absent
treatment. We know this--it's obvious--but evaluations often miss
this essential point. Too many evaluations try to answer the question
"Does the program work?" without first asking "Was there a program?"
This practice may occur because of client unsophistication in research
and evaluation design and lack of interest in program processes.

Program managers and operators ask simple questions and want simple
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answers. But they can be convinced of the need for more. For
instance, in our early experiences in evaluating Catifornia's Early
Childhood Education Program, the funders initially were interested
only in outcome data. However, we at CSE held firm on the needs for
process data and were permitted to proceed as we desired.

So, evaluation is, and ought to be, concerned with school process
as well as outcome, and for programs aimed at student achievement,
it's not hard to bring evaluation studies into the classroom. That
is, if you agree that student achievement is principally a function of
what teachers and students do in the classroom, it is easy to build
the case for why evaluation ought to look at instructional practice.

Where does this take us? In place of the single basic question
"Is the program effective?" sound evaluation will ask:

1. What is the treatment implied by the program?

2. To what extent is the treatment implemented?

3. What are the outcomes of the program?

If the answer to question two is positive and there is a demonstrable
treatment, then the outcome data give a valid answer to the initial
basic question--i.e., does the program work? But aligning answers to
questions two and three provides food for instructional research and
asks "what are the effects of the treatment and to what extent do the
independent variables affect the dependent variables of interest?"
Such process-product research has been with us for some time, with a
somewhat checkered history, but prior specification and newer causal
modeling techniques can increase its power., Let me provide an example
of how evaluation provides opportunities for instructional research.

The example is imperfect, but does demonstrate how educational
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evaluation can contribute to our knowledge base.

An Example: A Study of Individualized Instruction

The Center for the Study of Evaluation conducted a study of
California‘’s Early Childhood Education (ECE) Program (Baker, 1976).
This program, according to the then current section 6445 of the
California Education Code, provided that early childhood education be
designed, among other things, to assure:

(a) a comprehensive restructuring of primary education in
California, kindergarten through third grade, to more fully
meet the unique needs, talents, interests, and abilities of
each child.

(b) the cooperation and participation of parents in the educa-
tional program to the end that the total community is
involved in the development of the program.

(c) that pupils participating will develop an increased
competency in the skills necessary to the successful
achievement in later school subjects such as reading,
Tanguage, and mathematics.

Thus, one could reasonably infer that the ECE program was intended to
foster student achievement through, among other things, more individu-
alized instruction and community involvement, i.e., program processes
were means to an end. Alternatively one might take a more coordinate
view that higher student achievement and more individualized instruc-
tion for students were equally valued program outcomes. In any case,
it was clear that individualized instruction was an important
component of ECE and, consequently, CSE's study collected a range of
questionnaire and observation data about how teachers implement
individualized programs. In addition, because ECE claimed an interest
in the "whole child," criterion-referenced tests of reading and

mathematics as well as measures of students' attitudes were also

collected. The data set allowed us to Took at how individualized
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instruction operates in classroom practice, and to examine its affect
on student outcomes.

The secondary analyses posited a model to explain expected inter-
relationships between attributes of individualized instruction and
their direct and indirect effects on second grade students' achieve-
ment and attitudes. The underlying assumption of the hypothesized
model was that classrooms which were more individualized in terms of
instructional decisionmaking, activities, and teacher-student inter-
actions would provide more appropriate instruction for students and
thus result in improved student achievement and attitudes. It was
also assumed that if an individualized program was implemented
systematically, the degree of individualization in decisionmaking,
activities, and interaction with the teacher would be interrelated.
That is, individualized decisionmaking would lead to different
prescriptions and different kinds of instructional activities for
different students, based on assessment of need. Further, having more
activities going on in the classroom should allow the teacher to
interact on a more individualized basis with students working on any
single activity. Aides and volunteers were conceived as serving a
support function in the classroom, i.e., their presence allowed
teachers to manage the individualization effort. Socio-economic
status was also included as a control in the model as well as to
examine its effects. Path analysis was used to test the direct and
indirect effects predicted by the model.

The Data Set

The data used for the analyses were a subset of those used for

the main ECE evaluation. A stratified random sample of 256 schools
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were selected for participation in the main study to represent three
Tevels of ECE status (0, 2, and 3 years) and four levels of compen-
satory education funding (receipt and non-receipt of federal and/or
state level funding). From within these 256 schools, 72 were selected
for more intensive study. Two second-grade and two third-grade class-
rooms within the 72 schools were randomly chosen for data cotlection.
The study of individualized instruction was limited to data collected
in second-grade classrooms (n = 90).

Multiple data sources were available for composing the indepen-
dent variables, including teacher questionnaire and interview
responses and brief (20 minutes) classroom observations during both
reading and mathematics instruction.

Degree of individualization in decisionmaking. Three variables

were included to operationalize the degree of individualization in
decisionmaking: sources used for placement, frequency of progress
monitoring, and frequency of remediation and/or corrective actions
derived from progress-monitoring.

Degree of individualization by activity. During classroom

observations in both reading and mathematics, observers recorded the
number of different activities occurring in the classroom. An
activity was defined as a unique student assignment, often related to
materials in use. For example, if some students were working on one
workbook assignment while others were reading a text this would
reflect two activities. However, if all students were working in the
same workbook, but on three different assignments within the workbook,

then this occurance would be recorded as three activities.
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Degree of individualization in teacher-student interactions.

Teachers responded to questionnaire items asking what percentage of
instructional time they typically spent in whole class, large group,
small group, and individual instruction during reading and

mathematics.

Number of aides and volunteers. Teachers indicated, during

interviews, how many aides and/or volunteers assisted them during
reading and during mathematics instruction; classroom observations
also recorded the presence of aides and volunteers.

Socio-economic status. SES was a school Tevel index provided by

the California State Department of Education. This three-point index
was based on parent's occupation; three was the highest rating.

Achievement measures. Criterion-referenced tests of reading and

mathematics were constructed specifically for the main study.
Objectives were those agreed upon as central in the primary grade
curriculum; their importance was verified by teacher questionnaire
responses. Because individualized instruction is supposed to permit
all students to learn basic objectives, both level of achievement and
classroom variation in achievement were included as variables of

interest.

Student attitudes. Items dealing with students' attitudes toward

reading and toward mathematics were adapted from the School Sentiment
Index (I0OX, 1972). Three items were included in the reading scale,
and four items were included on the mathematics scale.
Results

Path analysis was used to examine the significance of the

hypothesized relations for both reading and mathematics. To examine
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whether the patterns of relationships were the same for higher and
lower SES groups, interaction terms were added to the model.

In reading, as predicted, socio-economic status was positively
related to achievement, and whole class instruction, for higher SES
groups, was negatively related. However, teacher consulting with
students and providing one measure of corrective action were
negatively related to achievement, and whole class instruction was
associated with greater achievement for lower SES classrooms; these
latter findings are in direct contradiction to the concept of
individualized instruction. With respect to attitudes toward reading,
consulting with students was a negative predictor, and presence of
more adults in Tower SES classrooms was associated with more positive
student attitudes.

As expected, SES also was positively related to student
performance in mathematics and whole class instruction was negatively
related to achievement. An unexpected finding was that the number of
adults was negatively related to achievement in lower SES classrooms.
Grouping was found to contribute both to more variation in classroom
achievement and to less positive attitudes toward mathematics. For
lower SES classrooms, more activities and a teacher's use of
corrective action were positively related to attitudes towards
mathematics.

These results showed some support for individualized
instruction. The negative effect of whole class instruction on
mathematics achievement, and on reading achievment for students from
higher socio-economic status backgrounds, supported one of the major

premises of individualized instruction, i.e., providing only one
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instructional treatment is inappropriate to the needs of many students
within a class. The relationship between whole class instruction and
within-class variation in reading achievement was similarly supportive
of the premise, '

However, these data suggest, as we might guess, that providing
alternative materials and more individualized instructional settings
does not solve the problem of student learning. The relationship
between grouping and within-class variation contradicts the theor-
etical rhetoric, i.e., certain strategies associated with individu-
alized instruction may magnify differences among learners. The
relationship between individualized instruction variables and the
reading achievement for students from lower socio-economic backgrounds
is particularly discouraging. The results may imply that, in current
practice, providing more individualized strategies may not be appro-
priate for these students, a conclusion supported by research in
teacher behavior and direct instruction models (Rosenshine, 1977;
Bennett, 1976).

The relationship between process variables and student attitudes
was similarly contradictory. The results in mathematics suggest that
while grouping practices associated with an individualized approach
may be detrimental to student attitudes for Tower SES classrooms,
other processes which facilitate instructional responsiveness and
variety appear to enhance their attitudes.

Despite the contradictions in the data and Tack of relationship
between most of the process variables and student outcomes, one
conclusion is clear. One cannot assume that classrooms which appear

more individualized are, in fact, more facilitative environments for
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students than are classrooms which appear less individualized.
Processes underlying students’ learning are more complicated than
surface appearances regarding teachers' use of assessment or
provisions for instructional alternatives.

This obvious conclusion has serious implications for evaluation
policies at various levels. For example, some SEAs and LEAs evaluate
schools on the extent to which they provide individualized instruc-
tion, based on brief classroom observations and interviews {Herman &
Hanelin, 1977). Certainly the validity of using such ratings to help
assess school quality is suspect, a serious concern given the
potential impact of such practices on funding allocations.

The mixed findings regarding the effects of individualized
instruction may be a function of the fact that classroom practice does
not mirror the theory espoused by advocates of classroom individuali-
zation; that is, teachers do not truly implement individualized
programs. Although teachers may look 1ike they are individualizing
instruction in terms of assessing students' progress and providing
instructional alternatives, etc., the results suggest that these
actions are unrelated and that the 1ink between diagnosis and
prescription is missing--a finding that again points to a need for
looking below the surface before passing evaluative judgment.

What insights does the example elaborated in this paper provide
--beyond the not so astounding conclusion that molar variables often
leave more questions than answers? I think it supports a few

conclusions.
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1. Evaluation of school programs, and particularly those
programs that focus on student achievement, benefit greatly
from an instructional research perspective. Evaluations
often ask questions that are too simple; and simple answers
that ignore school and classroom processes are Tikely to be
invalid. Good information requires a knowledge of what goes
on in classrooms and schools.

2. Evaluation can provide good data for instructional research
and it contributes to our knowledge base. The example
reported here perhaps does not reveal too much about
individualized instruction, but the findings are consistent
with other findings in the field: for example, the results
with regard to lower SES classrooms support much of the work
of the direct instruction advocates (see, for example,
Stallings et al, 1977; Soar, 1973; Rosenshine, 1977}; that
individualized instruction, in the example, tended to magnify
differences between learners is consistent with some of the
research from Wisconsin (personal correspondence, 1978).
Convergence of data from several studies certainly adds
strength to the knowledge base.

3. Evaluation studies which may necessarily have to Took at more
molar variables can nonetheless support the need for more
fine-grained research. Similar findings across studies, in
particular, provide a good rationale for why deeper

understandings are necessary--and for the compelling need for
instructional research.

Is there a case for mutual needs? I think so. Evaluation
certainly requires the research perspective, and we can benefit from

the need as well as contribute to informed, rather than simplistic,

pubtic policy.
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HITCHHIKING ON FAST-MOVING POLICY RESEARCH: A CRITIQUE

Don Dorr-Bremme

Introduction

This paper addresses two premises: (1) in a time of fiscal
restraint, government funds are Tlikely to be more available for policy
studies and program evaluations while grants for basic research on
teaching and learning become less available; (2) researchers may try
to "hitchhike" on government-sponsored policy studies--to use them as
vehicles for doing research on instruction. These two premises raise
the question of whether research on teaching and learning can be built
into government-funded program evaluations and policy studies and, if
so, under what circumstances?

This paper addresses these questions through a case study. It
tells the story of how I tried to hitch a ride with some research of
my own on a policy study that happened to be passing by, and
elaborates the circumstances under which one can make good instruc-
tional research sense out of government policy dollars.

First I'11 provide a description of the vehicle--a federally
funded policy study--and the questions which drove it. Then I'11 talk
about the hitchhiker: me with my small piece of research that seemed
to be going in exactly the same direction as the vehicle. Finally,
I'1t report how the ride seems to be going and why.

The Vehicle: A Federally Funded Study of Testing and Test Use

The vehicle passing by was a piece of policy research: a
national study to inform federal, and especially state- and local-

level policy, on achievement testing.
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Student achievement testing in the nation's schools has become a
vast enterprise, and both the amount and variety of testing continue
to grow. Across the country, more than 40 states have now mandated
tests of minimum competency for school children. (Some states require
the tests for promotion and graduation; others, merely to check
students' basic educational needs at milestones in their school
careers.) The testing of student achievement remains a primary way of
meeting the evaluation requirements that federal and state programs
include. School districts have expanded their testing programs: many
have developed or purchased assessment tools to monitor student's
progress along district-mandated continua of skills or objectives.
Teachers, meanwhile, develop and administer their own tests as well as
other tests that come with curriculum materials they use. All in all,
hundreds of millions of dollars in public monies are expended annually
on testing.* Amidst this testing "boom" various types of tests, and
testing in general, have become controversial. (The National
Education Association and the American Federation of Teachers, for
example, have taken official and somewhat opposing positions on
testing.)

However, there has been very little research to inform debate or
decisions about testing. Just how much testing is going on, how much

it costs, and what specific benefits derive from particular types of

* It has been estimated, for example, that in 1976 standardized
testing in the elementary grades alone cost well over a quarter of a
billion dollars (EDC News, 1977). A study done by Lyon (1978) found
that budgets in school districts' evaluation and testing units range
between $2,000 and $4,000,000 annually. These estimates, however,
omit substantial indirect costs: e.g., teachers' and administrators
time spent in preparation for testing, test administration, etc.
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tests and testing programs under what circumstances, all remain
Targely unknown. The policy study on which I attempted to hitch a
ride, then, since it would focus on test-policy issues, had to address

several broad questions:

1. With what frequency and distribution are particular types of
tests given in the nation's schools?

2. In what ways do particular types of tests and testing
programs impact upon schools and those within them?

a) through their very presence, required or recommended?
b) through educators' utilization of their results?

3. What factors influence
a) where and how much particular types of testing are done?

b) the ways that tests and their scores impact on schools and
those within them (students, teachers, etc.)?

4. What are the costs--direct and indirect dollar costs;
opportunity/ educational and psychological costs--of
different types of tests and testing programs?

0f course, these research questions generate information to
address policy issues such as: (1) What do we get and what do we trade
off when we invest our testing dollars in this, that, or some other
test or assessment program? or (2) If we want to accomplish "X,"
what's the best investment of our testing dollars?

These concerns and questions drove the policy study, which took
shape as a three-year effort. The first year would entail planning
the design of a national survey of teachers and principals (and some
district officials). Exploratory fieldwork was included, along with a

Titerature review and reanalysis of some test-use data CSE had

previously collected. The second year would see instrumentation and
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fielding of the survey in a national sample of districts (over 100)
and schools {(ideally two elementary and two high schools per
district), for a total of roughly 2100 respondents answering questions
about testing and test use in the basic skills areas (reading/English
and math). While data from this survey were being analyzed in the
second year, planning for year three would begin, again including a
good deal of on-site fieldwork. Finally, in the third year,
ethnographic studies in three or four schools, as well as less
intensive fieldwork in other sites, would be carried out to follow up
on the survey and, especially, to get a close-up look at testing
costs.

This, then, was the vehicle--the policy study of testing and test
use--and the questions which drove it. One more point is worth noting

about this before moving on. Although the words test and testing

recur above, the study was equally concerned from the outset with
other, less formal means of assessment: teachers' observations and -
daily interactions and the information they yield, routine classwork
and homework, etc.

The Hitchhiker and His Study of Teachers' Thinking and Decision Making

I turn now to the hitchhiker--myself--and the small piece of
research I carried in my pack. First, it is important to know that I
have an interest in what can be construed broadly as social
cognition. More specifically, I'm concerned with understanding the
everyday knowledge (c.f., Sudnow, 1968), the "background
understandings" {Garfinkel, 1967), and practical reasoning (c.f.,
Cook-Gumperz, 1975) which are presumed to underlie the practical

affairs of members of particular social groups. Put another way, in
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my work I attempt to describe the "system of standards for perceiving,
believing, acting, and evaluating" (Goodenough, 1970, 1971) or the
cognitive "rules, maps, and plans” (Spradley,, 1972) evident in
participants' routine actions and talk, and how these are functionally
relevant (Erickson, 1978; Erickson & Schultz, 1977} to the performance
of particular educational events {e.g., lessons, morning circle time
in elementary classes, etc.)*

These interests are basically psychological in nature, but as the
language and citations may indicate, interests that I pursue through
the adjacent and sometimes complementary theories of cognitive
anthropology, (Goodenough, 1964, 1971, 1975; Tyler, 1969; Wallace,
1970), ethnomethodology (Cicourel, 1974; Garfinkel, 1967; Mehan &
Wood, 1975; Turner, 1974}, and sociolinguistics (Hymes, 1972, 1974)
are merged in what Hugh Mehan has called "constitutive ethnography"
and Fred Erickson has termed "microethnography.”

It may by how be evident why the vehicle stopped to let me on as
a hitchhiker. 1 was not the designer of the policy study, but I was
clearly interested in how things get done in schools and classrooms,
in how people routinely think and act, and what influences how they
think and act. Furthermore, I had the fieldwork training and
experience that would be needed recurrently throughout the policy
study.

I, in turn, was interested in climbing aboard, for it seemed to
me that my research interests were virtually congruent with the policy

study's questions. And there was plenty of fieldwork in the project

* See for example, Bremme and Erickson, 1977; Dorr-Bremme, 1981(b).
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through which to pursue those interests following the methodological
canons of my field. More specifically, the policy study would seek to
determine what types of tests and other means of assessment educators
in schools use in making particular instructional decisions and how
each "counts” as a given decision is made. That is essentially a cog-
nitive issue, which I could restate as: "What knowledge and processes
of reasoning do teachers routinely employ as they make particular
instructional decisions?" Or again, "What system of standards for
beljeving, perceiving, evaluating, and acting are routinely in use as
teachers make particular instructional decisions?" I would summarize
those standards or cognitive "rules" in a flow chart such as the

figure:

The flow chart here is, of course, more appropriate to the meta-
phor in this paper than to the study I wanted to do. But in that
study, times of day, kinds of people, driving conditions, etc., that
appear in this chart would be replaced with kinds of tests and other
assessment means, types of students, and instructional options that
inform school decisions. Specifically, ethnographic work would reveal
how these elements figured in a particular instructional decision--
where they fit in the decision-making process, how much each "counted"
in the decision, etc. The study that led to these findings would also
tap teachers' "background understandings"--their opinions of testing
in general and of the worth of different types of tests and other

assessment results. These issues which would provide context for the
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findings summarized in my flow chart were also concerns of the policy
study.

The data needs of my piece of research, then, would be merely a
subset of the policy study. It would only be a matter of asking an
extra question or two here and there in the fieldwork, looking a bit
more closely at certain events we'd be looking at anyway,, and I'd
have done a reasonable piece of research on an aspect of teacher
thinking and decision making that would be relevant to educational
practice. This work wouldn't be as fine-grained as usual constitutive
or micro-ethnography, but it would use the same principles and it
would be supplemented with a great deal of information from the larger
policy study in which it was embedded.

I didn't decide, as I climbed aboard the policy vehicle, just
what instructional decision I would focus my research upon. I had in
mind looking at the ways in which classroom teachers decide a student
needs extra help. But I could hold that as a tentative choice pending
the results of the first exploratory fieldwork.

In general, then, this hitchhiking would proceed as follows:

(1) during the first-year exploratory fieldwork, the goal would be to
get a general map of the kinds of ways teachers had of knowing about
students' performance and progress: the kinds of decisions they made
{as they saw them), and how the two seemed to relate. I would be sure
to include questions on "special help" decisions in this work which
would serve my substudy as background, and which we had to do anyway
for the policy study. (A1l this almost happened. Some 80 interviews
were conducted with teachers, specialists, principals, and counselors,

department chairpeople, and others. Documents were collected as well
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as copies of tests, and we tried to "look ethnographically” in the
limited time we had in three schools in each of three districts.)
{2) In the survey, I wanted to center inquiry on the functional
relevance of particular types of assessment results--tests and
others--for particular kinds of decisions. This would be extremely
important for the policy study, as I saw it,, and it would (a) help me
decide what sort of decision to focus my hitchhiking effort upon, as
well as (b) provide some broad data on that decision to contextualize
the fieldwork. (3) Then, in the fieldwork planning for the third
year, and in the third year ethnographies themselves, I would begin in
earnest to do the extra little pieces of work which would give me my
hitchhiking research on teacher thinking and decision making.

To this point, I have reviewed the policy study (the vehicle),
how I hitchhiked on it and where I was sitting, and what I was
carrying in my valise (the decision-making study.}

The Ride: Results of the Study and Some Caveats for Hitchhikers

In a short description of the ride I'd have to say that the
questions and concerns driving the policy study keep sneaking things
from the hitchhikers--time, money, and other resources--that they need
to be methodologically robust. Both are still on the way to their
destination. (Planning for the third year is concluding; survey
results have had preliminary analyses.) They may well make it to
where they are going, but the driver is getting awfully large, there
in the front seat: room for the hitchhiker seems to be shrinking.

Less whimsically, data to set up the substudy as I intended
jt--data which ultimately will be a part of it if it does not fall off

the vehicle--has begun to come in. Intuitively, the data seem solid
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to me. But the documentation is weaker than I had hoped for, less
systematic than [ feel good about. This has resulted, I think, from
certain generic features of policy studies and circumstances in this
particular study. 1 will describe these with examples, and underscore
the lessons I think they teach. But first let me say something about
the "findings," hypotheses really at this point, derived from the year
one fieldwork, year two fieldwork to date, and some preliminary exami-
nation of the survey questionnaire data.

The picture that is emerging of how teachers routinely think
about and handle student assessment is quite consonant with the
picture Eliot Friedsen paints of the "clinical mentality" in his soci-

ology of applied knowledtge, Profession of Medicine, (1973). In

unfortunately loaded language, Friedsen says,

The practitioner is a fairly crude pragmatist ... prone in
time to trust his own accumulation of personal first-hand
experience in preference to abstract principles or "book
knowTedge™, particularly in assessing and managing those
aspects of his work that cannot be treated routinely. As
Sharif and Levinson noted in the case of psychiatrists in
training, "The dangers of intellectualizing and "book learn-
ing" are stressed. The highest value is placed on emotional
experience, on widening the range of "gut response" as a
means of understanding what is going on in oneself and in
the patient”. This represents a certain subjectivism in his
approach.

Further on, Friedsen adds: "Thus, a rather thoroughgoing particular-
ism, a kind of ontological and epistemological individualism is
characteristic of the clinician." Shed of its pejorative language,
Friedsen's description aptly describes elements of structure in the

teacher's thinking about assessment.*

* The data which support the generalizations offered here may be
found in Dorr-Bremme, et. al., 1980; Dorr-Bremme, 1981.
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1. Teachers' Thinking is Pragmatic and Experience Oriented.

Our preliminary results show that the tests teachers give most
often, devote most class time to, and rely upon most heavily have

three qualities:

® face validity--in the teacher's eyes, they match with what was
actually taught

® immediacy--they are immediately available, may be given
discretionarily, and the results are immediately available

° consonance with teacher's routine practical tasks--placement
test for placement; unit tests for unit grades; tests labeled
diagnostic for diagnosis, etc.

Furthermore, clinical experience overrides, in many cases, test
results. Almost invariably, the teachers we spoke with said (without
explicit elicitation from us) that they might use a placement test,
e.g., to group children for reading; but whether the placement was
correct was determined on the basis of the teachers' judgement of the
child's work. Similarly, according to teachers, some children are
“good test-takers;" others choke or may just not try; they may be

having a bad day when the test is given, and so on.

2. Teachers' Reasoning About Test Results and Students' Perfor-
mance 1n Particular,

The last point above illustrates one form of particularism,
Another emerged in the regularity of teachers reponding "it
depends..." when we asked them how a decision would be made. Family
circumstances, classroom social behavior, other teachers' remarks and
opinions, oral performance, patterns in routine classwork, the appear-
ance of interest or motivation, together with a wide variety of types
of test scores are available to teachers and figure in most decisions

they make about their students. Similar evidence, albeit organized
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differently, also figured in teachers' assessments of their own per-
formance--in their judgments of their effectiveness. It appeared--
though it was difficult to tell certainly in interviews--that this
information would be weighted differently, in making the same type of
decision on different occasions or with different students.

3. Teachers' Reasoning Processes Appear to be Rational when
Yiewed within a CTinical Framework.

Studies of teacher decision making offer conflicting results
reagarding how "rational" or valid teachers' clinical decisions are.
Vinsonhaler (1980, 1981), for instance, has demonstrated that the same
reading specialist often diagnoses an individual student's "case"
differently on two different occasions separated in time; from
specialist to specialist, there also seems to be Tittle reliability in
the diagnosis of a case. On the other hand, similar "policy
capturing" studies using case simulations reported by Shavelson and
colleagues (e.g., Borko, Cone, Russo, & Shavelson, 1979) indicate that
teachers can readily recognize and usually tend to employ information
from more reliable sources. Other work {Pedulla, Airasian, & Madaus,
1980) shows that teachers typically predict students' scores on
standardized tests quite accurately. Most research which has attended
to the practical circumstances teachers confront as they make
instructional decisions tends to depict them as fairly reasonable.
{(For a comprehensive review, see Shavelson & Sterns, in press).

Work on teacher thinking and decision making conducted thus far
within the test use policy study tends to support and extend this view
of the teacher. Exploratory findings, for example, suggest that

classroom practitioners rarely rely on one source of information in
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making a given instructional decision (Dorr-Bremme, et al, 1980; Dorr-
Bremme, 1981). Like the scientist, the teacher Tooks for replication
of results generated through different types of measures:tests of
different types, class and homework assignments that embody different
performance conditions, etc. This makes good sense in 1ight of recent
work in human cognition (e.g., Griffin, Cole & Newman, in press), and
language (Bloom & Gumperz 1972; Phillips 1972; Gumperz & Hernandez-
Chavez, 1972} which shows that the demonstration of competence in
performance varies with context.

This is only a brief overview of findings to date, but it should
indicate that instructional research embedded within a policy study
can contribute to our collective understanding of teachers' thinking
and decision making. As things stand, however, our findings are not
based on evidence as solid and as systematically obtained as most
researchers--even ethnographers, who are wrongly reputed to be less
concerned with "hard" data--would 1ike. 1In the end, it is quite pos-
sible that our "findings" will remain provocative impressions. They
may not attain the status of research results in the study I had hoped
to do. This, as I noted earlier, is largely because the policy study
has consumed more resources I thought would be readily available for
the hitchhiking research.

I do not think that this is a peculiarity of the policy study in
which I am engaged. Policy studies are, I believe, a ravenous spe-
cies. They are (to switch metaphors) generally subject to centrifugal
forces. In the remainder of this paper, I want to indicate where
these centrifugal forces come from and then illustrate with some exam-

ples how they work to the disadvantage of a "hitchhiker." I will also
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offer one or two caveats, drawn from my experience, for researchers

who are considering hitchhiking on policy studies with some research

of their own.

The Nature of Policy Studies

For a number of reasons, policy studies have a tendency to "want

to be larger" than one originally anticipates they will be. For

example:

1.

Funding is most often offered for research which is germane to
national or statewide policy. The results, then, must be general-
jzable to the nation or to a state or to other units which embody
diverse program settings across a very large number of potentially
program-relevant (and policy-relevant) variables. Specifying a
small number of these, a priori, as sampling variables, is often
difficult. This has at least two implications for research time
and other resources:

{a) There is a tendency to be inclusive rather than exclusive:
to sample along more rather than fewer variables and thus to
expand a sample which was rather Targe to begin with in order
to obtain a sufficient n in each of many sampling cells. This
tendency has ramifications throughout the study. A larger
sample demands more time for actually drawing the sample, for
contacting the sites to be surveyed and gaining their cooper-
ation, for conducting the survey and managing the data, etc.

(b) There is rarely one single best way to draw a national or
statewide sample for a given policy study. Alternative
sampling plans offer the possibility of different--but equally
policy-relevant--analyses. Examining these alternatives
requires time and review that may exceed original projections,
especially when project staff, representatives of the funding
agency, reviewers, and consultants disagree on the merits of
the different sampling plans and the analyses they facilitate.

Policy research usually requires that data be collected on a wide
range of dependent variables. Previous studies have identified a
large set of generic factors that can influence any program's
outcomes. (A partial list includes leadership, participants’
feelings of program “"ownership,” the nature of the informal social
structure of the implementing institution, participants "sense of
efficacy,” the number of other programs extant simultatneously at
a site, participants' "angle of vision" or perspective on the
program, and the frequency and quality of staff development and
other support services.) Particular programs, of course, are
susceptible to the influence of other variables in addition to
such generic ones. Thus, the number of domains relevant for
jnclusion in study instruments is large. Furthermore, a nation-
wide or (to a lesser extent) a statewide sample entails consider-
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able diversity in local conditions and practices, as well as in
lTocal terminology for describing conditions and practices. To
take this diversity into account, questions in research instru-
ments must often be long and complex, rather than simple and
succinct.

Policy research usually has clearly evident political implica-
tions. As a consequence, policy makers and stakeholders in
programs want to be sure their interests and perspectives are
reflected in the research design and represented in the research
instruments. The funding agency may have one or multiple agendas
for the study, some of which are politically motivated. Respond-
ing to the concerns and wiches of various interest groups is often
unavoidable, In many cases, their involvement in research plan-
ning is critical to the success of the study. (For instance, the
support and/or endorsements of certain groups may facilitate local
agencies' participation in the study, promote higher rates of

. return of survey questionnaires, etc. Support and endorsements

may only come in exchange for a voice in research planning.)
Involving various interested groups in planning and/or reviewing
the research design and instruments consumes further time, energy,
and research funds. Including questions that interest groups
suggest adds to the length of research instruments.

Policy research usually must address multiple audiences. Politi-
cal considerations aside, these audiences do not always share the
same concerns and questions. They may need and expect very dif-
ferent kinds of information. (The study of testing and test use,
for example, is expected to provide information to policy makers
in federal, state, and local education agencies. Their interests
and information needs are not identical, however.) Balancing these
competing information needs is another centrifugal force with
which policy research must contend. Again, there is a tendency to
resolve the problem of multiple information needs by making the
research more inclusive.

When policy research is undertaken at a large scale {(which it most
often is when government-funded), a team effort is most often re-
quired. Members of the research team may not agree on the best
resolution of research issues. Compromising among researchers
often results in expanding the scope of inquiry.

Today, requests for policy research frequently call for inclusion
of fieldwork of some kind--ethnograpy, case studies, etc. On-site
work generates centrifugal forces: the closer one looks and the
longer one looks on site, the more issues seem to deserve investi-
gation. To accomodate these issues, research instruments and
research time call out for expansion.

For a variety of reasons, then, there is a tendency for policy

research to spin out beyond its projected boundaries. Even under the

best of circumstances, coping with these centrifugal tendencies--
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intelligently restraining the expansion of a policy study--requires
time, staff energy, and research dollars. And it seems that when a
substudy is along for the ride, it is that substudy that suffers first
and most from the centrifugal forces.

Some Examples

My own experience provides several examples of how this happens.
Earlier, I explained that my hitchhiking plan included adding a ques-
tion or two to the exploratory fieldwork in the test use study's first
year. I had also planned to use that initial fieldwork as background
for my teacher decision-making study. To assure adequate time for
this, I had hoped to conduct the fieldwork in states which h;d differ=-
ent testing requirements {(a necessity for the policy study), and which
were geographically close to California. Money saved in travel expen-
ses could then go toward making the exploratory work more systematic
and rigorous. The funding agency, however, urged from the outset that
the study be national in scope. Responding to that suggestion was in
the best interest of good and continued relation between the agency
and our research center. As a consequence, dollars were consumed in
travel; time on site was reduced to the minimum.

Moreover, long distance negotiations abut our site visits some-
times resulted in unavoidable deviations from our research plan. We
spoke on several occasions by phone with key personnel in each dis-
trict we planned to visit. We also exchanged several Tetters with
them. During these contacts, we stressed the importance of our speak-
ing with each interviewee for forty to forty-five minutes, and sugges-
ted a number of measures we were willing to take in order to arrange

for that. Each district acknowledged our request and assured us that



- 48 -

they would respond to it. Nevertheless, once we arrived on site, we
found in several schools that interviews were scheduled for shorter
periods than we had requested. Thus, we had to cut back our interview
questions: those critical to the policy study remained; those addi-
tional one or two questions most germane to the decision- making
study had to be cut. And with time on site already at a minimum,
there was no possibility of returning Tater to gather information
lost. The exploratory fieldwork yielded a wealth of information that
proved extremely useful for designing the survey research which
followed. (That was its primary function.) But with abbreviated
interviews in some schools and time on site focused on policy study
issues, the results were too asymetrically gathered to count, analyze,
and include as background in the substudy on teacher decisionmaking.

Later on in the project, other centrifugal forces applied pres-
sure on the substudy. In preparing for the national survey, two
complete sampling plans were developed and discarded before arriving
at a third and final one. This was not due to any incompetence of the
plans' designers. (A1l of them were highly skilled with considerable
experience in sampling for large-scale survey research.) The diffi-
culty was simply that each plan posited a slightly different set of
variables (and survey analyses) as most important. In successive
reviews, the advocates of each plan and the consulting reviewers
argued effectively for the value of different sampling approaches.
Each of these different points of view had merits and drawbacks within
the context of the study. Resolving these and maximizing the analyses
the sample would permit required a good deal of time and research

doltlars. All of this, of course, strengthened the policy study. But
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it delayed the start of the next phase of fieldwork, to be undertaken
once sampling for the survey was underway. Once again, reduced time
meant restricting the focus of fieldwork to issues most germane to the
policy study, and passing over the extra little bit of work which
would have fleshed out the research on teacher decision-making.

In the survey itself, I had hoped to focus the inquiry on the
functional relevance of different types of assessment results--test
scores and other student products--on teachers' decisions. A number
of pressures came to bear, however, which minimized the attention
which could be given to this domain of inquiry. First, a large number
of domains had to be covered on the questionnaire, and questions on
each domafn grew longer in order to take into account the diversity of
practices across the nation. Project officers in the funding agency
emphasized that certain areas were of critical importance, given agen-
cy information needs. Representatives of teachers' organizations,
commercial test publishers, and others involved (for political rea-
sons) in the review process called for inclusion of certain types of
questions. Project staff members argued effectively for different
emphases. To avoid an extensive burden on questionnaire respondents,
difficult choices were necessary. In the end, collective thinking and
conflicting demands assured comprehensiveness in the survey. Ques-
tions on how teachers used particular types of assessment results were
jncluded, but only as one of several domains of inquiry important to
the policy study.

These were only some of the ways in which the centrifugal forces
inherent in policy research compressed the decisjon-making study I
planned to conduct. But these examples should be sufficient to illus-

trate the general process.
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1 should add that this was not my first experience with policy
research: 1 was aware that each phase and task of the project would
tend to expand in scope and complexity, and had anticipated that
tendency as I planned my hitchhiking. But there seemed to be so much
overlap between the issues of the policy study and the issues of my
decision-making study that it seemed I would be able to address both
even though the former were 1likely to grow as work continued.

Caveats

The observations I have made here about the nature of policy
research are unlikely to be new to those experienced in such work;
they routinely experience the centrifugal forces I have described.
But as grants for research become scarce, scholars new to the policy
research road will be stepping onto it in greater numbers in search of
vehicles on which they can hitchhike with their own instructionally
relevant studies. For them, I offer the following words of advice.
It is probably best not to hitchhike with strangers. That is:

1. Your research on instruction is likely to lose weight to the
extent that its questions are not exactly congruent both with
the research questions of the policy study and with the
actual items in research instruments.

2. Get a ride for your study on the research methods that are
absolutely central to the policy study, no matter how exten-
sive some other methods may appear to be in the research
design.

The substudy research discussed in this paper was accomplished

effectively largely because it followed these caveats. Large-scale

policy research, when it is done reasonably, provides very little room

for naive hitchhikers.
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