DOCUMENT FESUME

ED 211 585 . _ . ™ €20 007
* AUTHOR Alkin, Marvih C.; And Others
TITLE Evaluation Use Project. Final Report of the User
Interview Survey.
INSTITUTION California Univ., los Angeles. Center fcr the Study

of Evaluation.
SPONS AGENCY National Inst. of Education (ED), Washington, D.Ca

POE DATE Nov 81
< GRANT % NIE-G-80-0122
NOTE 197p.
£ EDSS PRICE MFO1/PCOB Plus Postage. ,
DESCRIPTORS Administrators: *Decision Making: Elemertary

Education:; *Evaluation; Interviews: *FResearch
Utilization: School Personnel: *Surveys: *Use
Studies

TDENTIFIERS *Fyaluation Utilization

AESTRACT
The User Interview Survey was conducted by the
Evaluation Use Project (EUP). The goals of the survey, which were
achieved, were gathering, categorizing, and analyzing inforzation
abcut evaluation use among elementary school decisicr makers. Most
survey respondents agreed instructicnal and curricular issues were
most important. It was found that mcst school decisict nakers did not
freguently rely upon evaluaticns when they made decisicons. Needs
assessment evaluations were most helpful to school staff in
[~ identifying areas requiring attention. Evaluative data were used more
frequenily in curricular decisiors and in those invclvirg the
bilingual program. The data did not usually enter into
administrative, staff development, or personnel decisicrs, The level
of evaluation utilization increased in those decisiors in which
administrators participated. Fefinements in the observations and data ®
collection procedures directed toward underlying causes were
suggested. The implications for future research on evaluvaticn
utilization and evaluation practice in the schools sere discussed.
The analyses conducted as part of this research have the potential to
increase evaluaticn utilizaticn at the local level. (LRE) .

st 3 ok ok ok o o ¥ ok ok ok ok ok ook sk k3 ok ok 3k 3 ok 3K o ok ok ok ok ok ok e ok ok ok o ko ok ok ok sk ok oo ok ok ok ok ok b o ok Kk o b koK ok ok kok Rk

* Peproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that car be nmade *

* from the original document. *
Q sk ok ok ok ok ook o ook ok ok ok ok ok Kok ok o ok ok ok o kb ok ok ok ok SRRk ok ok ook o 300 38 o ok ok ook ook KooK ok




Center for the Study of Evaluation UCLA Graduate School of Education
‘ " Los Angeles, California 90024

U.$. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
. NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION
EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
CENTER (ERIC) 1
§ e document has been teproduced 38
receved from the person of organization
onginating it.
{}) Mino: Changss nave been made to improve
reproduction quahty.

® Points of view ot opimions stated in this docu* B
ment do not necessanty represent o icwi NIE
position ot policy.

=

NE EEN EB
E B

TI R T

N
BN ER BB
o EE BN EBEE EE EE BEm
u n n u n n
u muN Emm B EEE EEm
- B ] n B
EE EBN EE EE EE (1]

BE =& EE EE Nk BN EE EN BB
B ] n N n ] E B
nEn EEE B EmE Emm B e EEE

HE N ] H B ] IR

Bl s EE BE =R EE BE BEm (T

B EE BE EE .n .'-ll

{\

A a A B B

N B NEE Emm B EEE EEE

n u B R B H B

$ BN B BN EE BEE BE
.ll .n -n

@ B ENE EEE

B B

BE BER 1
ERIC ' 2




DELIVERABLE - November, 1981
" EVALUATION USE PROJECT

F‘inal Report of The User Interview Survey

Marvin.C. Alkin

Project Director

Grant Number
NIE-G-80-0122
P-4

CENTER FOR THE STUDY OF EVALUATION
Graduate School of Education

University of California - Los Angeles

2y




The project presented or reported herein was performed pursuant to a
grant from the National Institue of Education, U.S. Department of
Education. However, the opinions expressed herein do not necessarily
reflect the position or policy of the National Institute of Education and
no official endorsement by the National Institute of Education should be
inferred.




Final Report of the User Interview Survery

Brian Stecher, Marvin Alkin
&

. Grétchen Flesher

November, 1981

@ Regents of the University of California :

<




Acknowledgements

We would like to acknowledge the assistance of Ross Connor, whose
i ‘ insightful comments greatly improved the final docume;lt. We would also
like to thank Richard Daillak and Frederica Geiger for their assistance
with various sections of the analysis. Finally, we must recognize the
invaluable participation of our Research Team: ‘Eloise Appel, Donna
Davis, Jonathon Horowitz, Phyllis Jacobson, Paula Stern, Steven Stumpf
and Peter White, who participated in the data collection and conceptual

analysis phases of this study.




CONTENTS

Chapter ’ pageb'
1. INTRODUCTION ..... e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 1
Precedents to CSE Evaluation Use Research e e e e e 2
Prior Work of the Evaluation Use Project . . . . . . . . . .. 5
. Evaluation Case Studies. . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... 5
Evaluator Field Study . . . . . . .. .. ... e e e 7
The User Interview Survey « . . .« . . . . . . . . .. .. 8
2. METHODOLOGY . . . & v v v i v v e e e v et e e e e e e e 1
. % 4
Interview Strategy” . . . . . . . T 11
‘Interview- Format . . . . . . . . . . . o0 000 e e 13
The Topic-Centered Interview. . . . . . . . . . .« . .. 14
Selection and Training of Interviewers . . . . . . . .. .. .16
The Research Team . . . . . . . « « « v o « v .. e e e Y
Interviewer Validator Training . . . . . . . . . .. .. 17
Selection of the Respondent Sample . . . . . . . . .. ... 20
Defining the Population . . . . . . . . e e e e .. .20
Contacting the School District . . . .+ . . . ... ... 21
The Field Interviews . . . . . .. e .. e e e e 23
Scheduling Interviews . . . . . . . .. e e e e e e e e 23
Conducting Interviews . . . . . . .« . ... .o, . . 24
Data Analysis . . T 25
Developing the Initial Written Data'Base . . . . . .. .. 26
Validating the }nitial Written Data Bgse . . . . . . . . .. 27
Conceptual Data Synthesis . . . . . . . . ... .. ... 31
Instrumental Data Synthesis . . . . . . . . . . .. . 36
Quantitative Analysis . . . . . . . . . . ... . 42
3. DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS: DECISION MAKING PHASE . . . . . AT
Introduction . . . . . . . . L . o o e e e e e e e e e e e 47
Breakdown of Significant Occurrences . . . . . . . . . . 47
Discussion . . . . . . . ¢ v v o e e e e e e . 54
Breakdown of Types of Information . . . . . . . . .. 59
Discussion . .« « « v v v e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 63
Personnel (‘onflguratsons in Sc'hool Leve! Decision Making . 65
Discussion . . . . . . . . . S0 00 e . . 69
4. INTERRELATIONSHIPS: DECISON MAKING. PHASE . . . N
Introduction . . . . . . . . 0 L L et e e e e e e e e e e 71
Decision Type vs Information Type . . . . . . . . . . . .. 72-
- v -




-

?

Incidences of Increased Evaluation Use.

Incidences of Decreased Evaluation Use. . . .
’ Other Observations. . . . . . . . ... ..
Disoussion . . . . . . .. . .0 ...
Personnel Conf:guratson vs. Information-Type
Discussion . . . . . . . . .. o000
The Relationships Among Information Types
Discussion . . % . . . . . . . .0 ..
Information Type vs. Other Vanables C e e
Discussion . . . . . . . .. e e e e .
5. DECISION PATTER[\JS'ACROSS ALL FOUR PHASES . . . . .. 103
Introduction . . . . . . .. ... .. e e e e e .« e .. . 103
Analysis of the Decision Phases . . . . . . .. e o+« « . . 103
. Comparison between .the Phases ....... . e« .. . 103
: Recognition . . . . . . . ." . . . .. L. v e o o s .. . 106
' Ratification . . . . . . e e e e e e s e o+ e . . . 108
Dissemination . . . . . . . .. . . ... e e e e .'§>109
Discussion . . . . . . . . . .. o .. v e . e .. L€ 109
"Prototype Sequences (by Decision Type) S B [
Discussion . . . . . . . . .. .. BEIEERER e e e 118
6. -CONCLUSIONS . . . . . . . .. e e e e e e e S VA
Summary . . . .. .o 000 e e e e e e I
. Refinements . . . .*. . . .« .« . . .. .. Ce e e .. 127
{ ‘ Implications . . . . . . . . . .. . . ... O A
Research lmplccatcons ................. . 129
. Practical Implications . . . . . . e e e e e e e e e 132
BIBLIOGRAPHY . . . . . . . .« . ... P K Y

- Vi -




LIST OF TABLES

Table

1. Type of Significant Occurrence . . . . . . . . . . . .. ...

2. Information Sources . . . . . .. L0000 e e e e e .

3. Personnel Conf'igurations ............... IEERERE

4. Frequency of Information Use in Each Phase . . . . . . ...

5. Personnel Configuration in Each Phase . . . . . . . . . ...
)

«

- vii -




J

LIST OF FIGURES

Figure . - page
1. Informatinn Use: All Decisions, N=73 . . . . . . . . . .+ ... 13
2. Information use: GEN CURR(N=6) vs. TOTAL(N=73) . . ... 16
3. Information u,se: BILINGL(N=7) vs. TOTAL(N=73) . . . . . .. 17
4. Information Use: lr\.lS MéTL(N=13) Vvs. TOTAL(N=‘73) ..... 80
5. Information Use: TEACl—:ERS(N=53) vs. NO TEACH(N=20) 84
6. Information Use: NO ADMIN(28) vs LO ADMIN(31) vs HI

ADMIN(T4) . . . . o o e e e e e s e e e e e e e e e e 86
7. Information Use: NO T+ADM(N=43) vs. T+*AD GPS(N=30) . 87
3. Information Use: ONE OPTN(31) vs FEW OPTS(10) vs

UNKNOWN(32) . . . & v v v v vt v e e e e e e e e e e s a3
3.  Information Use: SHORT(31)vs MEBIUM(32) vs LONG(10) . 95
10. Information Use: PRINCIPL(22) vs GROUP(13) vs NO

STRAT(25) . &« v v v it et it e e e e eir e e e e e e e e 96
11. Information Use: INT PRMP(N=37) vs EXT PRMP(N=33) .. 98
12. Information Use: ADMINIST(ZO) vs TEACH GP(9) vs MIXED

GP(B) « v v e e e e 99

- viii -

10




Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION

The User Interview Survey was undertaken toc understand how eval-
uation information'is used, how much it is used, by whom it is used,
and und;:r what sbt:ial/institutio%al/political condition(s it is used. The
User Survey, the third study on evaluation utilization conducted by the
Evaluation Use Project (EUP) at the Center .for the Study of Evaluation

at UCLA, examined pa&terns of information use among elementary school

The User Surve.y was a logical sucéessqr to.the two earlier studies
conducted by the Evaluation Use Projec;t -~ th.e Evaluation Case Studies
(Alkin, DaiMak & White, 1979) and the Evaluator Field Study (Daillak,
1980). !n addition, it o#es some debt in its formulation to the accumu-
lated. knowledge concerning evaluation utilization derived from a variety

- -t of Fese?rch studies over the past decade. A full understanding of the
genesis of the -Usc\-:r- lntervi;aw,Survey and the importance of the results
. t;e'quire.s\'.s_orﬁ.e'- l;nowle'c;lge of the historical background of evaluation
ut_i_lization" r:esearch and the previous efforts of the Evaluation Use

5
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decision makers. Our goal was a better understanding of mix of evalu-
ation and other information inputs into program decisions and of the

0 relationship between information and decision making.




v
PRECEDENTY TO CSE EVALUATION USE RESEARCH

The field of evaluation grew to prominence in the late 1960's with the

increased federal commitment to social welfare programs. The tlemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965 and other legislation
required that program evaluations be conducted annually. In fact,
often specific sums of money were earmarked for this pugpose.

Such rapid growth in the amount of evaluation being done allowed
little time for a systematic assessment.of its impact on program decision
making. When the first assessments emerged, they were quite pessim-
istic. W;iters complained about the quality of eva.luation and its conse-
quent lack of impact. Guba summarized what he viewed to be "the most
obvious clinical signs of evaluation's failure".

Any professional area that is so much avoided; that produces
so many anxieties; that immobilizes the very people who want
to avail themselves of it; that is incapable of operational defi- |
nition, even by its most trained advocates, who in fact
render bad advice to practitioners who éonsult them; which s
not effective in answering reasonable and important questions,

and which has made little apparent’effort to isolate and ameli-
orate its most serious problems -- must indeed give us patse.

- (p. 31).

There is little wonder, giver such an assessment, that evaluation was
seen to have little impact on decision making. However, it should be
noted that such widely accepted judgments -- however stridently
offered -- géneralily were not the result of empirical research; they
were base..lj primarily on what might be labeled ‘informally-s"ared

J{:ersonal experience.' |
\S\gveral Yvriters speculated on factors that explained this limited use
* of e(I)aluatlon information.' Arson & §i1erwoo::l (1967) 'commen':‘.ed upon
the ‘im‘pOrtqnce of diglor-nac“/' and rapport. Re‘viewin_g‘-t’!ae course of one

- / - .-

-
i
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evaluation they noted a number of areas of conflict between evaluators,
program designers and préctitioners and concluded that "skill in the
craft (of evaluation) requires more than technical knowledge. !n fact,
the ability to be diplomatic is perhaps as important as any. (p. 96)

. Mann (1972‘) underscored the importance of proper methodology. He
reviewed 181 evaluation reports and fgund that they did not even meet
the minimum requirements for technical quality. He concluded that
mistakes of th;a kind found throughout the sample are "extremely
damaging to the cause of evaluative research. With two or three excep-
tions, the errors are of a major character. - in other areas of research
in the behavioral sciences, any of them would probably render a study
unfit for publication.” (p. 275)

Rodman. & Kolodny (1964) f.ocused more on organizationa! factors,
basing their exposition on personal experience as well as a review of
other writings. They discussed the importance of work and time organ-
ization, patterns of comn:unication and other related factors in .the
structure of the agency being studied and how these affect the use of
evaluation research.

Weiss (1966) called for systematic study of the impact of evaluation,
. but none was undertaken until the mid 1970's. Two prominent studies
of the period, Alkin et al. (1974) and Patton et al. (1975), used syste-
matic, survey research techniques to carry out their investigations.

Alkin and his associates studied the impact of evaluation on decision -
making in a sample of 42 ESEA Title VII programs at both_ffederal and .
local levels. At the federal level they found that program evaluation .
had little perceptible influence on decision making -- just as the earlier

£
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literature had suggested. They found no relatio.nship between evalua-
tion reports and funding levelcs or federal monitor's ratings of project
quality. At the local level, however, quite different findings ;amerged‘.
Project directors reported that evaluations had affected their decisions
to modify their programs during the year and had assisted them in
other important areas as wel:.

Patton and his colleagues looked at 20 health care programs and
their evaluations. They also found that ev-luation did have an impact,
but not in "organization-shaking" ways. Instead, evaluation tended to
provide "additional information" helpful to prograr;l‘decision makers and
considered by them, though not always the most imnortant considera-
tion.

An important consequence of Patton's research was a heightened
awareness of the importance of subjective, interpersonal factors in eval-
uation utilization, in addition to structural and systematic variables.
Patton specifically asked about 11 factors commonly identified in the
literature as affecting utilization. Of these, only one, the political
factor, was deemed important by his informants. However, an entirely
new and different factor emerged as the most important influenre on
utilizaticn: "the personal factor". Thkis factor involved the attitudes,
interest, abilities and actions of key decision makers. As Patton
explained,

Utilization is not simply determined by some configuration %%‘
abstract factors; it is determined in large part by real, live,
caring human beings. (p.37)

Taken together, these two studies suggest that the earlier writings

had overlooked some important aspects of utilization. Program managers
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and decision makers close to the evaluation -- not distant recipients of
an anonymous and impersonal evzaluation report -- may be the most
likely users of the evaluation information. Moreover, the uses to which
the information is put may be incremental and low-key rather than
dramatic go/no-go decisions about program continuance. One major
consequence of this research was that the earlier, narrow conception of
evaluation utilization came under attack. As Patton pointed out:

The results of our interviews suggest that what is typically

characterized as under-utilization or non-utilization of evalua-

tion research can be attributed in substantial degree to a

definition of utilization that is too narrow and fails to take

into consideration the nature of actual decision-making

processes in most programs. (p.10)

Thus, by the late 1970s evaluation utilization was recégnized as a

dynamic, incremental process in which the discretionary actions of indi-
vidual evaluators or decision makers influence the ultimate disposition of

an evaluation's findings as much as -- and perhaps more than -- the

political and organizational features of the system.

PRIOR WORK OF THE EVALUATION USE PROJECT

Evaluation Case Studies.

The research of the mid-1970's pointed out that evaluation utilization
was a subtle and complex process. The goal of the EUP over the past
three years has been to develop as complete a picture of evaluation
utilization as possible. We first tried to depict these subtleties more
clearly, using qualitative, naturalistic methods. Five in-depth case
studies of Title 1 or Title IV-C school programs and their evaluations
were undertaken. Using open-ended interviews and extensive field

observations, Alkin, Daillak & While (1979} constructed a detailed

descripticn of progra.m implementation and evaluation at each school.




Based on these case studies, Alkin et al. developed a framework for
the study of utilization which identified the major personal and contex-
tual factors to be considered at the local level. (See Appendix A.)
Many of the dimensions that emerged were familiar, though portrayed in
richer detail} than before. The study captured vividly the complexities

of local decision making, and illustrated the cumulative, incremental

’ nature of the utilization process. The study also”highlights the impor- ’ ’
tance to utilization of the expectatiohs and attitudes of the decision
makers, §a finding that corresponds to the "personal factor" identified |
earlier by Patton. However, the most potent elem;ant observed by Alkin
and his colleagues was not .the personal characteristics of the decision
maker, but rather the personal characteristics of the evaluator. The
use of a "consultative" approach by the evaluator appeared to have
greater potential for increasing utilization than any other element iden- ‘
tified in the study. ‘

- The Evaluation Case Studies suggested several approaches that an

evaluator might take to increase the impact of evaluation at the local

level. Some elemerlts identified were beyond the evaluators' control;
others -- especially those related to evaluation approach -- could be
purposely manipuiated. In the case studies, local program managers

had responded positively to evaluators who took an adoptive, "helper"
or "user-focused" approach. However, the case studies had not

focused on th: wider organizational structures within school districts

that could constrain possible evaluator roles. The whole issue of the

circu(;nstances of tne evaluator had not been addressed.

s




Evaluator Field Study

The Evaluator Field Study (Daillak,-"lQSO) addressed th‘e‘ ;avaluator's
professional position and organizational situation. Daillak spent a year
accbmpanying three evaluators in Metro district as they conducted their
various. activities. As participant oi)server, he withessed their interac-
tions with colleagues, the district administratioﬁ and local school
personnel. He saw the impact that bureaucratic structures had on their
scope of action, as well as the impact of persongl relationships,
resource constraints, attitudes and expectations.

Daillak concluded that there were stroné organizational impediments
to useful evaluation in the schools. Local school adminjstrators were
generally disinterested‘in, or even hostile to, evaluation. Informal
discussions of test results and other evaluative information were
possible between evaluator and school administrator, but ‘anything
beyor;d that was shied away from by both parties. In this manner the
bureaucracy effectively limited the formal role of the evaluator. The
evaluation consultants, as the evaluators were called in Metro district,
were channeled into reporting and technical assistance functions, and
there was nho real opportunity to assume a consultative role in their

, 3

But the evaluation consultants supplemented their reported work

official capacity.

through informal, unreported contacts. In this manner some evaluators
could promote more "planful” instruction despite the strictures of their
official bureaucratized role. Thus, while the sehool organizational

structure effectively circumscribed the classical evaluator role, the

creative evaluation consultant went outside official channels and adopted

. b
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an approach that is in line with the' recommendations. one might draw

from our earlier research. .

‘

THE USER INTERVIEW SURVEY
Frorp our earlier research it was clear that evaluation information was
just one of many possible iriputs into decision making, and that the
evaluator was one person among many who interacted with the school
administrative staff. The narrow focus on evaluation and evaluators
produced an unbalanced picture of evaluation's impact on school deci-
sions by highlighting the occasions when evaluati;m did come into play
and spotlighting the personnel who were directly concerned. It would
hive been premature to formulate recommendations without knowing more
about the competing inputs and actors in the decision 'rﬁaking process.
Those concerns were addressed in the User Interview Survey. .
To understand the role evaluation played in program decisions, the
EUP needed to look at a broad cross-section of 'significant progt:am
decisions and consider all \the elements involved in ti1e process,
including -- if relevant -- evaluation and evaluators. The reality was
that program-related decisions were being made all the time at each
school. .lnput to these decisions came from a variety of sources, only '
some of which could be considered to be evaluation. The key personnel
in these decisions included the site-level administrators,' classroom
teat':hers and parents, as well as evaluators. In fact, as‘the Evaluator

Field Study suggested, the evaluation personnel had only intermittant *

impact.

S T
P, Lo
L




The goais of the User l;lterview Study, then, were to obtain a
better understanding of the significant areas of school decision making,
to ascertain the relative importance of evaluatioln in these school deci-
'sions, and to determine what role might realistically be projected for
;valuation. The methodology employed to accor;lplish this task will be-
described in Chapter 2; the results of the ;tudy will be presented in
Chapters 3, 4 and 5‘




Chapter 2
METHODOLOGY

The User Interview Survey sought to place evaluation's contribution
to the school's working environment in an appropriate context. The

interviews would explore the issues antral to the daily concerns of
school administrators- along with the vaJrious sources of infcrmation that
were relevant to their decision making. In t.his chapter we describe the
elaboration of the interview strategy and format, the selection /gf/the
respondent sampfe, the training of the interviewers, the coIIec/tion of

. the interview data, and the analytic procedures that were employed with

these data.

INTERVIEW STRATEGY

To oi)_tainAthe local informants' point of view, the interviewers soli-
cited the re:;:pondehts' portrayal of some significant recent occurrences
in the program and of the salient forces or considerations that affected
these occurrences. After hearing the informants' account of these
matters, the interviewer probed for what ev”aluation did or did not
contribute to these events. This procedure provided a local perspec~
tive’ on which activit'ies were considered significant and worthy of
special atfention and on how local decision maker's responses were
formulated. We learned both who was involved in the occurrence and

what the basis was for theirfctions.

H
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After exploring evaluaticn's connections, if any, with these salient

interviewee concerns, the interviewer asked about the primary emphasis
of the program's recent evaluations and about the impact these evalua-
tions had had upon the schoo! program. Finally, if time permitted, the

discussion was shifted from concrete events and circumstances to more

general issues, which permitted the interviewee to expand a bit on his -

or her attitudes toward evaluation in general -- its usefulness, and its
problems. . . q

There was an underlying rationale which guided the gdoption of this
strategy. If the interview had opened with dir-ec‘t.questions about eval-
uation, it might have had the efféct of "leading the witness" to overs-
tate the importance of the issues treated in the evaluation and of evalu-
ation's significance to program operation. .Instead, a;‘.he interviewee
should identify specific significant program occurrences first and
discuss recent evaluations later. By grounding the interview in
specifics, the survey hoped to escape the generalities and platitudes
that might be expected in an abstract discussion of evaluation's virtues,
faults, and impacts.

The interview probed "significant occurrences" rather than, ™ for
example, "significant decisions”" or "significant ‘concerns” following the
argument so skillfully made by Weiss (1980). Weiss argues that in
bureaucratic organizations policy actions often are not "decided" but
_rather "accrete” in a gradual flow of "small uncoordinated steps taken
in many offices -- by staffs who have little awareness of the policy
direction that is being promoted or the alternatives that are being

foreclosed" (p. 382). A ‘'significant occurrence in the life of the




. program" was more tangible and more likely to be something informants

. at each school could recognize, d'\uggss, and analyze than the narrow
"decision” or negative "concern". It connoted a change or departure
from the ordinary stream of activity in the school -- an opportunity for

influence, something that evaluation might (or migi:t not) have affected.

INTERVIEW FORMAT

Two basic concerns guided the choice of interview method. First,
the interviews needed tc elicit, with sensitivity and a minimum of
distortion, the respondent's accounts of the "who's" and "what's" of
significant occurrences in their programs. Second, the EUP neverthe-
less, had an agenda of 'specific interests to explore with the inter-
viewees. We consideredf a number of possible formats that imposed
. varying degrees of structure on the interview, and selected the proce-
. dure that best satisfied these two concerns. A short digression will

help explain this choice.
Harold Levine, at UCLA, offers what' he terms the Questionnaire-
JawBoning Continuum as a.useful construct for thinking about the use
of ;tructure in data collection. At the questionnaire extreme, the data
exchange is totally structured. Respondents answer only the questions
.asked, with only the answers provided. The data collector has no
opportunity to tailor the interaction to the individual res;_:ondent. While
such a f'ata Gollection strategy offers tremendous comparability across
subjects, its sensitivity is limited to the choices built into the .instru-’

ment. "Jawboning" defines the other extreme of the research

continuum: A nearly unstructured conversation between twc persons,




without a specific agenda or external structure. Jawboning can be rich

in detail and sensitive to subtle ideas and nuances of meaning, but
"jawboning" data lacks comparability from subject to subject.

Betweén the two extremes, there is a variety of data collection
options. For example, questions can be carefully structured and
sequenced, but the interviewee can be allowed open-ended responses.
Alternately, an interviewer might be allowed to conduct a seemingly
free-flowing conversation with the sut;ject, after which the interviewer
might complete a very structured, forced-choice questionnaire reporting

on the interaction. :

The Topic-Centered interview.

Initially, we considered using a structured interview format with
subjects being allowed open-ended responses, but rejected this choice
as too rigid to capture the diverse range of stories we expected to hear
from our respondents. ‘In its place, we selected what we termed a
"topic-centered” interview format. Such a format places a modest
amount of structure on the interviewer -- by outlining in a "topic
guide" the topics to be covered in the interview -- but leaves specific
questions and probes to the discretion of the interviewer. The respon-
dent is almost unfettered, except as ’qhe interviewer may take steps to
refocus the respondent's remarks or move the discussion along to other
topics. Thus, the topic-centered .in“terview offers great flexibility
within a guiding framework. ‘

Patton (1980) discusses much the same method in his description of

the use of an "interview guide":




An interview guide is a list of questions or issues t-hat are to
be explored in the course of an interview. An interview
guide is prepared in order to make sure that basically the
same _information is obtained from a number of people by
covering the same material. The interview guide provides
topics or subject areas within ‘which the interviewer is free to
explore, probe, and ask questions that will elucidate and illu-
minate that particular subject. Thus, the interviewer remains
free to build a conversation within a particular subject area,
to word questions spontaneously, and to establish a conversa-
tional style -- but with the focus on a particular subject that
has been predetermined. (p. 200)

‘The “study's topic guide (or interview guide, as Patton would haveé
it) is displayed in Appendix B. It implements the overall interview
strategy in a manner that is sensitive to both of -our initial concerns.
The specific research topics are identified and form the framework for
the conversation. Within this framework the interviewers are free to
explore the respondents’ ideas fully and with @ minimum of distortion.

- The brevity, indeed the ahnost skeletal quality of the guide, under-
lines the key ramification of using such a format: interviewer training
L , #
must be comprehensive and thorough. The training with its supporting
materials (See Interview Survey of Users: Interira Report, 1980, and
Appendices C & ‘D.) inculcates in the interviewers the rationale and
purpose of the interviews; explains in exhaustive detail the kinds of
info'rmat?on which should be sought out under each topic; and prepares
the interviewers for the verbal interaction they must establish success-
fully to secure meaningful, high-quality data. The guide, then,

becomes simply a set of cues to the interviewers, helping them recall

the elements of their training.




SELECTION AND TRAINING OF INTERVIEWERS
The Research Team . .

The interviewers \&%re drawn from a group of advanced graduate

students in Research Methods and Evaluation at UCLA enrolled in a

graduate semi.nar on Evaluation Gtiliza:‘.iory in the spring of 1980. All
studentsd:articipated in a five—weel(< training sequence. InterViewers
were selected by the end of the third week, with thg remainin.g trainees
selected aswyvalidators. (The role of validators will be discussed in a
subsequent section.) In the last two training sessions we were able to
div{de into subgroups and have the interviewers practice interviewing
the validators, who role-played school personnel. ‘

The selection of interviewers was based on a number of factors.
First, it was im;;ortant that the interviewer have son‘ff direct school
experience. Actual work in a school setting for an extended period of
time gave our-interviewers a background for understanding nuances and
suptleties of school-related decision making and provided a knowledge
fra;newm'k within which to pose questions.

.Second, we wanted to select, based on the principal investigator's
observa.tion, th‘ose trainees displaying the highe:s.t general maturity and
interpersonal skills and the greatest interviewing s.kill. Most .of the

/
graup performed at a high level 3n all dimensions; koth interviewers

and validators were actually very well qualified. On these bases, fivg'

b

interviewers and five validators were selected.

’



. ; Interviewer Validator Training -

- . . . * 'Qx
. Staff training involved four phaq‘es: (1) understanding of the eval-
. ' uation utilization research; (2)” training in general interview skills; (3)
N fahi!iarity with the District Administration, organizational structure,
) b ) ] v )

&and terminology; and (4) familiarity with the specifics of this particular

project and its procedures. . J
Y, .. To ensure that research team members all had a reasonably compe-
- ' Q. »
g tent understanding of relevant literature in evaluation utilization, all

read and discussed Using Evaluations: Does Evaluation lfake a Differ-

P ence? (Alkin et al., 1879). All had read.Michael Q. Patton, Utiliza-

tion-focused Eva/uation (1978) as part of -an earlier training session.

In addition, trainees read other articles on utilization, ' including major

¥ pieces by Carol Weiss, Nathan Caplan, Larry Braskamp et al., and Jane
‘David.

The interview training sessions were conducted by Harold Levine,
Department of Education, UCLA, who is an anthropologist and expert on
interviewing, and by Marvin Alkin. Their presentations involved
iectures, videotapes of model interviews, discussions, rractice inter-

views, and reactions. During these activities, bgth_Levine and Alkin

observed the trainees and noted those who were mastering the interview

R

strategies most effectively.

To familiarize the trainees with the context in which this research
g would be conducted, Richard Daillak gave a presentation about the
organization of the Metro Evaluation and Testing Office, the activities
commonly engaged in by the evaluators, and the kinds of assessment

commonly found in the schools. A glossary of corimon school terms,”

-t
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particularly as related to special programs and their evaluation, was

presented to each trainee.

Finally, a number of materials specifically related to the detailed
procedures of the study were developed. The topic guide (See
Appendix B.) was a one-page summary of the r{\ain topic headings and
areas of interest, and was designed for use by interviewers in the
actual interview situations. Thé interview topic description contained
explanatory materials on the meaning and scope of the different inter-
view dimensions. (See Appendix C.) A mock interview narrative
_consisted of a complete facsimile transcript of the 'intervie;,ver portion of
an interview. The data reporting and summary forms will be described
in greafer detail in a subsequent section on data aggregation.

These training materials were developed by the senior members of
the research team. Other members of the research team and outside
experts reviewed and mc;dified the ‘various training materials duri‘ng
their development.! In addition, pilot interviews at an’ eligible school
tested the research framework and the .interview topic guide proce-
dures. These interviews proved to be quite'useful in refining and
properly targeting the training materiais.\ Bgsed on the field tests and
‘other reviews, the senior researcher revised the order in which th‘e

interview topics were presented and modified the suggested phrasing of

questions.

! Two colleagues merit special thanks. Carol Weiss, who reviewed some
of the materials during a visit to UCLA, and Michael Patton, who
stood ready by phone and mail. Both provided characteristically
generous and perceptive advice. We are glad to acknowledge their
superb assistance. Naturally, though, they bear no liability for the
final product; that is ours alone.

- 18 -
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When sufficient familiarity with the topic guide and with interview

-

techniques had been achieved, trainees also. reviewed and discussed
transcripts and tapes from the pilot interviews. It became apparent,
for example, that keeping the interview "on-target" constituted one of
the most difficult tasks; the school personnel's narrative tended to
ramble and vwander.‘ Often their free-flowing monclogues did uncover
valuable insights, but from time to time it was necessary to refocds. the
discussion. As a part of their training, inter\{i‘ewers compiled a
valuable repertoire of conversation-directing prgbes and phrases.

Each interviewer went through one additional hour-long simulation of
the compfete interview sequence from entering to leaving the d'ecision
maker's office. A member of the study team played the role of school’
decision maker, mimickiné the cooperative, but -often disorganized,
re‘sponses that had been encountered in the pilot interviews. During+
the interview, the surrogate decision maker tooi< notes about the inter-
viewer's questicns, successful and unsuccessful strategies, and content
material which the interviewer had failed to obtain .with his or her
particular questioning. After the conclusion of the interview, the two
discussed the experience in detail and the "decision maker" suggested
areas for improvement.

A further phase of the training occurred after the first school inter-
view had been conducted. One interview tape was selected; the
research team listened to the tape together and each person summarized
the conversations on the data summary form to be discussed in a subse-
quent section. Comments about the summary forms were elicited, and

during the discussion that followed, some minor modifications in the

N
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forms were made. More importantly, however, these exchanges allowed
the research team to standardize each person's interpretation of how to
summarize conversations, what certain topic descriptions should contain,

and what certain questions meant.

SELECTION OF THE RESPONDENT SAMPLE
Defining the Population

The respondent sample of school site level decision makers was
determined largely by the research circumstances. Since the User
fnterview Study was intended to complement Daillalk's (1980) f;eld study
of evaluators in "Metro District”, Metro school staff needed to be
included. Metro, a large urban district, could be adequately covered
only by multiple interviews. Field interviews are labor-intensive and
project resources were limited. Tl;e almost inescapable consequen;:e,
therefore, was to limit the study to the Metro district.

The Evaluation Use Project's historical concern with the evaluation of
specially-funded programs naturally directed our attention to “school
'site level decision makers" connected with such programs. More impor-
‘tant, Metro did little program evaluation except of specially-funded
programs. (Actually, Metro typifies many school districts in this
concentration. of program evaluation activity.) We decided to limit this
study by focusing on schools receivi;rg Title | funding, first, because
one could be sure such school.s had experienced evaluations (since Title

| requires them) and second, because the program offers a large pool

P

of schools from which to sample.



We decided to ‘interview three individuals.at each school site, in part
to obtain overlapping responses from multiple informants to "triangulat;"
our data (in the jargon of qualitative res;aarch) bu-t also in part because
Metro's Title | schools séem to have multiple important "decision makers"
(Daillak, 1980). The school principal was interviewed in every é:ase.
In addition, two other persons holding influential, knowledgeat;le pq:si—
tions relating to the school's programs were selected. Such positions
have a number of different namés; based on our previous contact with
the school system, we developed a working list of all acceptable job
tit‘IeS. As one of the two additional interviéwees, we selected a person
who had specific coordinating responsibility for the special program.
(This persorn was_ usually called "Title | Coordinator" or "Specfal
Program Coordinator" or "Assistant Principal”.) The final respondent
at each school was a staff person who was invglved in some manner in
the administration of the special program. In a large schc;ol, there
might be an individual whose jqb was entirely administrative. In a
small school, it was often necessary to include people with the title of

"Resource Teacher", "Curriculum Supervisor" or "Bilingual Coordi-

nator".

C?)ntacting the School District

The Superintendent’of Metro agreed that the project was worthwhile,
committed the District's participation, and directed the Evaluation and
Testing Office (E & T) to assist in sample selection. Nonetheless,
participation on the part of individual schools was voluntary, and we

anticipated that some schools would be reluctant to give the time neces-
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sary to participate in the research. For this reason we overselected
schools. We asked for a preliminary random sample of 28 schools from
the much larger population of all Title | elementary schools though we
planned to conduct interviews in only 20 schools. The district compiled
the desired sample, which included schools from all geographic areas of
the district as well as schools of diverse size and ethnic composition.
Each school principal received a letter from the Superintend_ent which
briefly described the study, endorsed its purposes, and vouched for
the researcher's credentials -- but also established that school partici-
pation was completely voluntary. (A copy of this letter and other
study materials will be found in a prior report; Alkin, Stechér &
Daillak, 1980.)

In follow-up telephone conversations, all but two principals
expressed a willingness to participate, and we halted sample selection
once 20 principals had committed t,emsel‘ves./and their schools to the
st dy. Then we augmented this sample with two additional schools,
selected from those serviced by the compensatory education evaluator
studied by Daillak (1980) in the companion study to this research.
Thus, 22 schools ultimately participated in the study.?

As stated, almost all :the principals agreed to participate: or.rly two
declined. One school principal asked to-be excused. because "participa-
tion was voluntary". She added that she was without an assistant
principal, had additional duties, and needed to gi\;e any extra time she

might have to the children and teachers. The second principal also

—’

2 Later, one school dropped itself from the sample after its principal
became ill and was unable to participate in the interviews. That
school was replaced by another school selected randomly from the
preliminary sample of 28 candidate school sites.
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mentioned that participation was Loluntary. He declined to participate

because this was his first yeér as principal of the school and all his

time and energy was needed to help solve existing problems within the .

school. Both principals were very apologetic and wished us well on the

v

project.?

THE FIELD INTERVIEWS
Scheduling Interviews

Two or three ,w;aeks beforle the field interviewing was to begin,
research team me{nbers called each principalband expla;ned the proposed
interview proceduresq.. They arranged for three one-hour interviews
with 10 or 15-minute breaks between interviews. Principals were asked
to identify two other members of their s;taff who were school level deci-
sion mak,ers as we had defined them earlier.

Though this identification’ procedure was not random, we doubt that
it introduced any bias into our results. This is because it was only in
the case of the respoﬁdent that the principal exercised any significant
amount of free 'choice. Most schools did have more than one additional
individual with administrative responsibility who fit our criteria for the
third person. But even here the principal's sel;ction criteria (whatever
they were) had little bearing on that person's ability to recall events,
and hence had -Iittle impact on the generalizability’ of our results.
There was little or no flexibility in the selection of the first two

respondents: the. principal was always interviewed, and we always

R

3 The remaining non-selected schools in the preliminary sample were
contacted by phone and letter, thanking them for their cooperation
but informing them that the randomly-selected final sample was filled.
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asked to speak with. the Title | Coordinator, if such a person existed.
If no Title | coordinator existed, we asked for the highest ranking
adminfstrator with responsibility for Title | programs.

We tried to obtain the name and the official title of each of the
interviewees in our first phone call. If the names and titles of the
other two school level decision makers had not been obtained in the
initial call, they were obtained during a second telephone confirmation,
a day or two before the interview. Iﬁ ohe or 'two instances, the sche-
duled interviewee was unavailable when the interviewer arrived at the
school, and the principal had arranged for a substitute who satish‘éd
our respondent selection.criteria. Almost without exception, the school
personnel we dealt with were cooperativé and willing to go out of their

way to meet our requirements.

Conducting Interviews

The interviews were conducted without major problems. The first
interview always was conducted with the school prin(cipal, and, before it
began, the rest of the day's schedule was reconfirmed. In addition,
the interviewers generally' secured, in advance, an appropriate location
for each interview. We thought it important that the interviéws not
take place in a public place; not only could distractions interfere with
the c?nVersation, but respondents also might figd it difficult to answer
candidly while their peers were within earshot.

Each of the interviews was tape recorded on identical machines.
(Since tape counters are not standardized from one brand to another,
identical tape recorders facilitated subsequent data analysis and

review.)
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Tape recordings were overt. At the beginning of each conversation,

. the interviewer indicated that he was planning to make a taped record
of the interview to ensure accuracy in the study and to facilitate future

analysis. There were nc¢ objections to this, although a few of the

respondents \asked that the machines be turned off momentarily while

they made certain comments. In each of these isolated instances, the

respondent commentes:l about another individual‘at the school and did

- not want the person's name recorded.® Aside from these instances in

which personalities were involved, there were no irregularities or

surprises in the inteview process.

DATA ANALYSIS

The aggregation of field data is one of the most difficult tasks for
X ‘ ‘ those who conduct naturalistic research. Hpurs of interviews and pages
of notes must be summarized systematically into a usable form. A
balance must be struck between maintaining the richness of detail
afforded by the naturalistic data and reducing data sets ‘to a manage-
able and comparable form. A number of procedures have been tried by
different researchers to accomplish this task. Alkin, Daillak and White
(1979) presented a multi-stage data aggregation strategy in Using Eval-
uations. The strategy used in the current study is guided by that
approach, while at the same time it varies from some specific procedures

because of the nature of the data.

4 We indicated to each respondent that all data would bé recorded

anonymously at the beginning of the interview, but such assurances

. are not always remembered...or believed. In fact, one of the subtle

‘ disadvantages of tape recording is that voices are identifiable, and
the actua! tapes themselves are never truly anonymous.
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The data an%lysis proceeded through several phases: developing.

and validating an initial written data base, undertaking various first

stage data synthesis activities, refining the data base, and carrying out

the final stage analysis Yand synthesis. Each of the procedures will be

discussed in the sections which follow.

Developing the Initial Written Data Base

In our view, one of the most critical p‘oin\ts in the.ar‘aiyses of quali-
tative data is the development of the initial written data base. Know-
ledge and insights gained from previous research. enabled us to focus
the interviews on five specific topic areas. This simplified data ag.gre-
gation by providing a logical framework within which interview-and vali-
dation summaries would be fitted. Summary forms wgre developed
. corresponding to the initial topic guide. (See Appenaix D for the
interviewer summary form.’)

As soon as possible after conducting the three interviews, the inter-
viewer set about the task ;>f completing a summary form for each 'inter-
view. Respondents were coded by school (e.g., 17) and by position
(e.g., SP2--the second staff person interviewéd). The first step was
to summarize accurately the actual information conveyed by the r:espon-
dent. Interviewers referred to their notes of the conversation as they
recorded comments within each of the topic areas of the summa;'y form.
The second step was to listen to the tape to select direct quotations

which captured the significant information and perspectives embodied in

 Though the process was not overly complicated, it was nonetheless
quite time consuming. The summary form for each one-hour intervizw
tcok two and one-half to three hours tc complete.
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the comments of each respondent.® In addition, the interviewers
elaborated on their initial written summaries if the tape recording
suggested important details they had omitted. Thus, the final summary
form contained five or six pages.of narrative comment on the respsn-
dent's point of view (organized by topic area) and up to an additional -

’

five or six pages in relevant direct quotations. The summary form,
. - ~

along with a second summary form to be discussed shortly, became the

initial data base for subsequent .analysis.

Validating the Initial Written Data Base
A number of strategies was empleyed to ensure the accuracy of the
initial written interview summaries. In particular, four project proce-
dures helped to assure data validity: use of tape recorders, use of
independent validatc;rs, internal ve.cification, and external verification.
Tape Recorders. Arguments have been raised agaihst the. use of
tape recorders, (e g., they are intrusive, artificial, a mechanical
crutch, etc.) However, there are also strong arguments in their favo_r:‘
1. they free the interviewer to concentrate more on developifg his
or her next questions instead of recording the respondent's
previous answer and -allow the interviewer to focus his or her
attention on the respondent rather than a piece of paper;
2. they allow the interviewer to replay the interview and listen for
things that might not have been readily apparent during the
intervicw; and

3. they serve as a permanent record of the raw data of the study.

- 27 -
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This latter argument, in our view, constitutes the most important

reason for using tape recorders. The permanent raw data base allowed
us to secure a second, independent written summary of s‘cz-:ach interview
and thus provided a means to validate the interviewer's impressions.
Later, after we narrowed ourlanalytic focus and developed final coding
procedures, we reassessed the raw data tapes a third time. Such a
thoroug'-h, multistage analysis would have been impossible without thi\s
permanent record.. |

Independent Validators. After an interview had been conducted at a
school and the summary forms completed by 't.he interviewer, the
cassette tapes were turned over to a validator. Working from the tapes
alone, this person completed a second independent set of summaries.
Validators listened to the tapes (and completed their summary forms) in
the orcier in which the interviews took place. Each tape was played
completely through before tf]e validators began the process of summar-
izing the interview according to the topics in the validator's summary
topic guide. (Validator's summary forms paralleled those used by the
interviewers.) A second listening of the tape generally produced the
remainder of the,information necessary for the summary forms. Valida-
tors also identified and transcribed key quotations from each respon-
dent. Frequently this required listening to the tape a third time; occa-
sionally only portions of the tape needed to be reviewed.

Internal Verification. The two summaries together (interviewer's and
validator's) provide the basis for with“in-project verification of the accu-

racy of the initial written data base. A step-by-step comparison was

made of each pair of summary documents. A high correspondence would
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allay fears that the data aggregation process might have introduced
individual biases or discontinuities.

We had anticipated the possibility of substantial discrepancies
between the two versions of each interview and had developed a proce-
dure for adjudicating these differences. . A panel, consisting of the
intervie\;er, the validator, and a third member of the research team,
would consider both written versions of the interview and, if neces-
sary, would listen to the interview tape before ascertaining the correct
interpretation of the actual events.

In fact, while some differences between .the validatgr and interviewer
summary sheets existed, the differences'wére (almost without exception)

in the amount.of detail included while reporting the same occurrence or

point of view. After the initial comparisons, there were only two or

three instances in all 65 ho;n's of tapes in which the interviewer and
the validator reported information which was contradictory. Moreover,
none of these discrepancies ce.ntered on a focal issue in the interview.
Relistening to a portion of the tapg recoréings Provided a simple but
satisfactory resolution of differences. As a result, .we are confident
that our data aggregation process accurately portrayed the inter;/iew
information.

External Verification. It is also possible that what was actually said
during the interview. did not accurately reflect the respondent's point of
view, perhaps because of the interview content. The interviewer, for
example, frustrated or distracted the respondent with repeated inter-

ruptions to ask for clarification or additional detail. We already knew

that our summaries accurately reflected what had been said. External
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validation would tell us if wnat had buen said accurately portrayed the

situations and points of view of the respondents.

A sample of respondents was asked to judge the accuracy of the
§ummaries of their own interviews. The second school visi'ted‘ by .each
of the five interviewers was selected for field validation.® Copies of the
interviewer summary forms were mailed to the three respondents at each
of these five schools. They were asked to review the summaries and
note inaccuracies. We asked them, "Do these summari\es accurately
reflect the events you described?” This fi;ald validation process, there-
fore, gave us a measure of the sensitivity of.our interviews. We
learned if the words that were said accurately portrayec-:l the situations
and points of view of the respondents. ‘

Follow-up phone calls were made a week after the mailing, reminding
respondents to return the summaries with their comments. The -close of
the school year precluded a second set of rem;nders. Nevertheless, 10
of the 15 summaries were returned. (it is our belief that a respondent
who found errors in the summary was more likely to return it than one
who felt everything had been‘ portrayed accurately.) Four of the ten
respondents made corrections. A total of 26 comménts were made on
the other six forms.

An analysis of the respondents’ comments reveéléd very few substan-
tive differences with the summaries. In most cases, elaborations and
ex;;lanations offered by the respondents represented tangential informa-
tion that had not come out in the interview process. In sum, detailed

analysis of the comments affirmed that our interpretations of events and

¢ We felt that the first set of interviews would not be truly representa-
tive. (Nor would the last one.)
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respondents’ points of view were quite valid.

Conceptual Data Synthesis
Thouéh: we had specific objectives for the User Interview Study and
a number of research questions for -which we sought answers, we
approached the analysis cautiously. One problem with analyz.ing quali-
tative data is that the researcher tends to impose his or her own cate-
gories rather than letting the data "speak for 'themselves". Tc; avoid
this pitfall we begen the data synthesis in a non-directive manner. In
unstructured group discussions we collecteci_ iingressions and identified

areas for further scrutiny.
As the group discussions progressed, certain themes began to’
emerge re’peatedly from the comments of different respondents, and we
focused en these inductively derived topics. We elected to investigate a
‘ " variety of these then.as and developed a procedure calied the Human
Data Bank to facilitate verlfscatson of preliminary notions against the
full collection of written summaries. We. proceeded further with some of
the analyses and produced working papers on a small number of diffe-
rent themes. The underlying relationships’ that emerged in this manner
became the basis for our later structured da;ta synthesis, and the vari~
ables that we deemed to be important after our conceptual synthesis
were included. in those instrumental.data refinement activities. ‘The

group discussions and the Human Data Bank will be described below.

Group Discussions. The synthesis of data from the data.base began
with a series of open dlscussmns among the members of the research

team -~ the principal mvestngator, five mtervsewers, and five valida-
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tors. The group met weekly 'following the completion of interviewing
and validation. éo share impressions and experiences. Research team
members already were beginning to notice patterns among responses in
their data sut;sets which might hold across the complciate sample. Their
discussions touched upon many topics, including exactly what consti-
tuted "significant occurrences” in the min‘ds of our respondents, what
types of data s'eemed to be the most important to them, and what their
reactions were to the different kinds of evaluation data that were avai-
lable.

After three group meetings, each member of the team was asked to
prepare a draft report based on the interviews he/she conducted or
validated. Team members were asked to make their report reflect only
the data from their cwn data base. The discussion of these draft
reports at a subsequent staff meeting was very enlighfehing. A
surprising number of points of view emerged. One person saw the
management style and administrative approach of the respondents as the
most significant variable.‘ Another focused_ on the favorable or unfavo-
rable results of the Program Quality Review (PQR) process. A couple.
of staff members commented on the wide variety of respondent impres-:
sions about what the word ."evaluation" actually meant. Some very
interesting and useful insights ‘emerged from this discussion.

To obtain an external critique of the themes emerging from the data,
a conference t’elephone call was arranged with Michael Patton. Members
of the research team discussed their initial thoughts with Patton, a
process which .resulted in a good many insightful and illuminating

comments.
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Descriptive Analysis and The Human Data Bank. W‘e continued our
conceptua! synthesis of the data in two other forms First we categor-
ized and summarized a number of prominent features of the respoﬁdents
in our sample and the significant occurrences they described. For
example, job titles of .res;;ondents were categorizea and similarly, an-
initial coding s‘ystem for type of significant ogcurrence was developed,
and a breakdown of significa'nt occurrences was produced. These
summary d%scriptions helpéd us to familiarize ourselves with the massive
data base we had gathered. In addition they suggested a number of .
interesting initial patterns for further analys;is.

While categorizing and coding features for an inductive summary
review was a relatively easy task, a more complex strategy was neces-
sary for the bulk of the analysis. Initially, we thought that once a
prellmmary topic of interest had been identified in the group discus-
sions, ‘we would search the complete data base of mtervnew and vali-
dator summaries for information pertaining to the topic. Unfortunately,
case-by-case review was time consuming, and each subsequent review
seemed an inefficient duplication of effort. This is both a blessing and
a curse of qualitative research: repeated review and examination
uncover subtleties and nuances, .but it prohibits simply turning quanti-
tative data over to a computer programmer for a quick statistical
printout.

We developed a compromise technique. Five of the researchers,
those who had been ,the most extensively involved and had done the
greatest number of iﬁterviews ot validations, wanted to continue

working on the project until some of the analyses were completed.
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Having this group of researchers available suggested- another possible
scheme for analysis: "the human data bank". (While the label makes
_ the principal investigator cringe, he has yet to find an acceptable
subst.itute. )

The five research team members and the principal investigator were
each responsible for the distinct group of schools with which' they were
the most familiar. During the following months of analysis they acted
as channels to the data from their schools. They reviewed the inter-
views and both summary sheets in detail and made brief notes to aid in
later recall. Team members became informed stand-ins for the actual
raw data.

The analysis team met regularly throughout the summer. Each
person selected one of the themes which had emerged from our earlier
work to,pur‘sué in greater detail. For example, if one menber had an
idea about how the decision maker's personality affected his or * .r atti-
tude toward the data, this would be presented to the group. Each
member would comment on the idea based on the information given by
the respondents in his or her group of schools. After such a discus-
sion it was usually easy to tell if a line of inquiry was worthy of
fu rth’er investigati.on, ‘needed modification, or should be abandoned.

When an idea appeared worthy of further investigation, the person
leading that inquiry drew up a questionnaire or a series of direct
probes which cou|<;l be put to the "human data bank". Members of the
group prepared a detailed response, identifying specific relevant exam-
ples and relating direct quotations from the respondents. Most impor-

tantly, they also identified code numbers which could be used to locate
H
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VY the information in the summary sheets. The human data bank respon-
dents thus served like a card catalogue or index.
-

Finally, based on input-from the human data bank, the analyst of a

particular topic reviewed the data summary sheets themselves. After

this perusal of the data, drafts 6f analytic papers were prepared.

They included: complete descriptions of the. ideas or relationships that
were being investigatéd, a discussion of the data on wi;ich théy were
based, direct .quotes- to explicate the presentation, anci further elabora-
tion to explain moderating elements in the analysis and interéctions.
Each draft was Treviewed by the full te.am and, ia essence, was
compared with the data reality as perceived by the !'data bankers".
Only drafts which stood up to the scrutiny of the complete group were
refined and developed'into project working papers. Because of the
participation of the other members of the group, not only were the

‘papers that evolved at this stage stronger and more thoroughly thought

out, but the process of checking them directly against the raw data

-
L]

also was significantly simplified.
We learned a great deal from these conceptual data synthes'is efforts.
. We identified a number of important variables that seemed to be.related
to evaluation use. These included the types of information that w;are
available, the personal style of the administrators, the number of
options or alternative course of action that were cc'msidéred, whether or
"‘h;ot someone '"championed" a particular cause, the personality of the
.district evaluation consultant, and so forth. More importantly we found

an overall structure for analyzing the events that had been described

to us. Our respondents' descriptions of significant occurrences were
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almost all organized around decision makjng processes. Whether these

&
K .« o o ® . . . . P .
were imposed decisions from administrative superiors, individual deci-

- sions by principals, or deliberative processes carried out among the

whole school staff, decision making seemed to be at the core of the
occurrence. Further analysis of decision making procedures seemed to
hold the greatest potential for probing evaluation utilization in these
significant occurrences. To summarize, then, our conceptual data
synthesis culminated in the identification of a number of important vari-
ables ' for further study and the emergence of decision making as the
core around which to structure that study. . -
Inst"rumental Data Synthei«;is

As noted above, the more our familiarity with the data increased,
the more our attention was drawn towards the decision making process
as the key structure underlying evaluation utilization in each significant
occurrence. Evaluation utilization seemed to be inextricably linked to
decision makiné, and a fuller understanding of the decision process
might shéd useful Iigﬁt on utili_zati;m. In particular, we hoped to be
able to characterize patterns in school level decision making and to
investigate the role that different information types -~ including evalua-
tion -- ‘played in these’actions.

One problem emerged, however; thoug}h our interviews contained a

lot of information on decision maki

ummaries lacked sufficient detail
for such an analysis. -Our initiaJ notion had been that the writ_ten
summaries would provide a sufficlent base for all further study. " It was

oniy after-we progressed sufficiently in the task of data synthesis that
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we became aware of their_shortcomings: they were broadly focused to
* . o . . '
convey a valid representation of the whole interview, but they lacked

the precise information we desired on this specific topic.

While the 'broad notion of a."significant ‘occurrence” encompassed

: fe)
many possible school actions, most discussions focused on a key promi- -

nent decision that the school ‘made in relation to the occurrence. Thus
decision making had been portrayed in considerable detail in most of the
interviews. \H\owever; obtaininé these detailed accounts necessitated

. K
developing new instrumentation and relistening to the raw data tapes.

-

This reanalyislprocedure is discussed below..
‘ Developing the Coding For;_nT.' Our goal in reanalyzing the tapes was
"to describe the deci'gion-;naking process that had been elucidated in the
interviews in a manner that allowed us to examine patterns in the data
and relationships between variables of interest. One objective was to
understand the relative import‘ance of evaluative information vis-a-vis
other kinds of i;\puts_into elementary schooMdecision making. Another
objective was to ee if any relationship existed between the type of
- decision -and th:a ran'ge‘ of information quug-ht to bear upon it. To do
this we needed a fr;meWOrk for organizing the relevant data from the
*interviews. A fra;gnework corr;asponding to decision theory seemed
logitl:al. ‘
Decision theory suggests that problem analysis proceeds through a

number of phases before its ultimate resolution (e.g., Griffiths, 1958).

While the number of stages and the identifying labels vary from author .

to author, all agree that the first phase entails recognition of a problem

> e Lo
' or need for action. This is followed by a process of interactions among

©

|
|
|
|
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the parties directly involved in the decision, until ultimately a single
course of action is selected. ‘ . . .
\ " Our respondents, too, talked about activities at the 'school
proceeding through a sequence of steps that ultimately resulted in some
rgsponse or action. However, our. earlier data synthesis efforts
suggested that. decision making .in the schools does not end with the
identification of the ultimate course of action. in fact, there may be
two more identifiable activities before the process' achieves com;olete
resolution. Many tjmes a recommendation arrived at through a process .
such as the one we had described was subseque.ntly "ratified". by the

* principal or by the staff as a whole. While there was the potential for

a veto at this stage, more often the selected course of action was given

- _pro forma approval. In addition, there was sometime: a follow-up stage
in which information about the decision was disseminated to a wider .
audience -- either the general school staff, advisory bodies, parent !

orga’nizations or the broader lccal community.
Consequently, we hypothesized a four-phase model to’ structure the

analysis: (1) identification of a prompt to action; (2) an interaction

process culminating in a specific decision; (3) possible review and v
"sign-off" by other school personnel; and (4) possible dissemination of
the decision to. a wider audience. At each point in the process, we "7{3:

" identified which actors were involved and what kinds of data --
- v

personal impressions, quantitative measyres, expert recommendations,

etc. -- contributed to their actions. Evaluative data were of particular .
interest. _ '
: & » 4"
4 - 38 - . i
.)7‘& N ~ . T B 1

B O e e~
[



Insights gained from our earlier analyses and our current project
-discussions suggested other variables that should be included in the
design for data collection. For example, the -apparent difference

between schools' reactions to decision situations externally mandated and

those internally proposed suggested that the genesis of the prompt

might be an important variable in our analysis. Similarly, we noted
that the type of decision‘ might affect th? pattern of .decision making.
'We were also attentive to the role that key individuals (such as the
schpoi principal) might play in the decision process. -

Category systems were generated for'cl.assifying each. of the three
key variables -- the type of decision.,‘ the relevant personnel, and the

kinds of information that were brought into play, and coding schemes

were developed for other variables of interest -- the genesis of the

prompt, the number of options, the Ienéth of the decision sequence,
the existence of a strategy fér decision making, and the identification
of the issue under consideration with a particular group of people.
After several drafts, the revised form was pi.:lot tested and any
remaining ambiguous items or confusing language were eliminated. (See
Appendix E.)

On the forms the coders were asked to make two critical evaluative
judgments about - the interview itself. One 'concerned. the level of

mi;sing data; the other reflected the accuracy of the sequencing of

events. TN

2 \
4

From the written summaries w&{earned that not all the interviews
’ N\
explored the sig @t occurrefices i equal detail. Some respondents

were unable or unwilling to carefully reconstruct the school's activities
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related to the significant occurrence they identified. Some int.erviewers
devotea so much time to context-setting discussion; or dialogues about
the respondent's general experience with evaI.ua‘oion that the exchange
related to each specific occurrence was extremely abbreviated. In
‘order to assess the completeness of the descriptions, one item on the
coding form asked the coders to judge the amount of information they
believed to be missing from the portrayal.

’.The first data synthesis efforts also shc.>wed that the respondents did
not always recount incidents in precise chronological order. The inter-

“viewers' follow-up probes often uncovered details that had to be

inserted into the skeleton sequence of events which was emerging.

While most interviews finally arrived at a ciear ordering of events, .

(though it may have been derived in a jumbled fashion), in some
instances the sequence of e:/ents was hever clarified. Either the
respondent could not remember the exact sequence or could not be
guided into elarifying the order of events. Even when the respondent
was cooperative the interviev»:er did not always recognize an inconsis-
tency or lack of proper sequencing during the interview and fai{ed to
ask for clarification. Therefore, the coders slso were asked to rate
their confidence.in their reconstruction of the sequence of events.
Ensuring the Reliability of the Couxing Process. We instituted a
number of procedures to ensure that the data would be coded reliably.
Only four coders were used: each “was a doctoral student in evalua-
tion. The coders were involved in the development, revision, and pilot
testing of the co’ding forms, thus insuring that any ’conflictihg.interpre—

tations and confusions about language were clarified before the coding

’
13
’
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began. Their complete participation helped to standardize the coding

process.

Most importantly, the soders worked in pairs. As they listened, the
two coders filled out a single coding form, replaying the tape when
their interpretations differed to adjudicate their differences. 'l:i;e
coding pairs. were periodically rematched so that no pair-dependgvn‘t
interpretative biases entered the analysis. The coders could revie\iv the
initial written summary first in order to listen ~,r greater detail the
first time the tape was reviewed. In addition, the same pair listened to
all three tapes that had been made at a givr.;n school and listened to the
tapes in the same o_rder in which the interviews had 'taken place.‘

Finailylwe made onf empirical éheck of the reliability of the coding

process. The same set of tapes were reviewed by different pairs of

5 .
coders and their results were compared. This comparison showed that

the scoring was essenlially the same. Small differences existed, but
these were mostly in terms of degree. That is to say, 'one pair identi-
y . ® .. " n .

fied an input into the decision process as 'classroom tests” while

wg
another identified it as "tests, undifferentiated”.

However, the
sequencing of events and qualiwtive judgments about the accuracy of
the descriptions were the same.’

Based on the precautions that were taken in developing the coding
forms and procedures and the rasults of this post-ho. comparison, we

felt secure that the refined data base reflected the descriptions that

had been given by our respondents. We knew from our earlier external

7 These differences in degree indicated to us that it was not possible to
make the fine differentiations that were included in our category
systems, and in the final data analysis we grouped responses at a
higher level of aggregation.

i

-4 -

30

- Ve, T}

b ote,
o



D ]

validation that the respondents believed the content of the interviews

accurately reflected the events that had transpired at their schools.

Quantitative Analysis

Overview. The variables we selected for quantitative analysis and
the relationships we ct;ose to investigate were in large part derived
from our initial qualitative analysis -- the written summaries, the group
discussions, the Human Data Bank, eté:. Though we hoped to gain new
insight fro'm“ the numerical comparisons, our guiding principle
throughout was not to sacrifice descriptive accu'racy in 'the name of
quantitative etficiency.

The analysis proceeded in stages. First, we classified the signifi-
cant occurrences into catego.ries that reflected the subject or action
under consideration. The individual decision sequences previously had

been coded in terms of the personnel involved and the typé of informa-

tion used at each step, so we then developed categorizations for the

.variables "personnel configuration” and "type of information". Finally,
we analyzed the relationshfps between the three variables. Usi&g 'type
of information' in the role of fiependent variable we examined the deci-
sion sequences to see if there were any identifiable relationships
‘between the information profiles and the type of cccurrence or the
configuration of personnel involved.

The evolution of the siguificant occurrence had been concep’éualized
in %our‘chronological phases -- recognition of a prompt to action, deci-
sion making, ratification of the decision and dissemination. Most of the

interaction occurred in the decision making phase, and our analysis was

concentrated there.
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The subsample. Our written summaries contained descriptions of 109
significaqt occurrences.® A number of factors intervened to reduce the
size of our final data base. First, "';ignificant'occurrence" was not
synonymous with "school decision". In some cases our respondents
perceived their school .to be so dominated by external factors (e.g., -
district-wide integration requirements) that they only identified signifi-
cant occurrences in which ;‘.he school essentially had no options -- their
only choice had been to comply with the rules. Our interviewer probed
to determine if there were other events the respondent. judged to be
significant, events in which the school had some latitude for action. In
20 cases we were not able to elicit two such‘ occurrerces. As a result’

we did not always obtain two significant occurrences in which there had

been some within-school choice of action.
Second, the focus of our interviews had been on factors that

“affected evaluation utilization in the context of each occurrén’ce. This

‘.

investigation was usually accomplished by reconstructing the sequence
of events that had transpired. However, not all interviews proceeded

in this manner. We kﬁew when we decided to reconstruct decision

4

sequences that not all of our descriptions would be complete in this

regard. Thus we were careful to include a measure of the accuracy

’

and completeness of the portrayal in our coding forms¥%

* We conducted 65 interviews, and hoped to obtain descriptions of two
significant occurrences from each respondent. However, digressions,
elaborations, time constraints and the inability of some respondents to

* identify any significant occurrences made our actual sample somewhat

smaller.

.
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The first step in th.e analysis was to identify a subsample of occur-
rences that contained complete descriptions of .the school's decision
making process.” This subsample included 73 school decisions, and
these 73 cases formed the basis for all the analyses'which are reported
in‘ ihe following chapters.

Analytic procedures.  The quantitative analytic procedures we
employed for investigrating the data were not cémplex; most of our
analysis consisted of frequency counts and cross tabulationf. There
were three reasons for this. First, we were not looking for obscure

relationships that would be difficult to detect. Our research ques'tions

were directed toward naturally occurring patterns among paiirs of varia-

bles. Second, we did not have interval or ratio scales that could be’

subjected to more sophisticated statistical analyses; our data were cate-
gorical -- different types of information, personnel or occurrences.
Third, though we began with 65 interviews, when we Feparated them
into natural categories, the number in each cell of thé ‘analysis was too
small for most statistical techniques. Consequently most of our analysis
consisted of frequency counts and cross tabulations.

The advantage of this t);pe of analysis is that the results are very
ceasy to understand. We sorted the decisions by type of occurrence and
compared the differer;t infc;rmation profiles that were observed in each.
Similarly we sorted by type of personnel and compared information use
patterns. In addition,' we cross-tabulated information use against the

other variables of interest we had coded -- source of the prompt,

number of options, length of the decision sequence, existence of a stra-

tegy for decision making and identification of the issue with a particular.

group. . :




One disadvaritage of the small number of observations in many of the

.

cdtegories of our analysis is that it prévented us from conducting any
tests of statistical s.ignificance on the differences in information use we
obse.rved. This was less a drawback ‘than one might imagifie, howeVer.
One must not foréet that all the quantitat.ivé analysgs were derived from
our original qualitative inquiry, and “we ‘already had some ‘insight into

which effects were significant from our extensive earlier review of the

»

: T . Y
data. Newly discovered quantitative differences wouls:l have to corres- .

pond with these prior understandings before we considered them to be
reliable. . o

However, we had to d.evelop some guidelines for j:udging the impor-
tance of the differences we might de‘tec;‘."." We ‘established the following
guidelines: (1) Place little efnpllasis' on differences that were detected
when thi number of cases under consideration was under five; they had
limited reliability. (2) Use the average information use profile across

all cases in the sample as the baseline for testing each category. Put

little emphasis on differences that are less the magnitude of this overall

" average. (3) In all instances use earlier insights and the knowledge

gained from the initial data synthesis as the final arbi*er of the impor-

tance of differences that were detected.



Chapter 3 .

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS: DECISION MAKING PHASE

X

INTRODUCTION

in Chapters 3 and 4 we will focus on the decision making phase, and
present the results of our analy.stisi of this segment of the school's
activities. 'We emphasize the dc;éi‘sion making phase because most of th'e
information - conveyed by our respondents related to the decision

)
process. The analysis of the recognition, ratification and dissemination

phases will be included in Chapter 5.~ )
The results presented in this chapter are primarily descriptive,:

focussing in turn on the three variables, type of occurrence, type of

information, and type of per§o.nne1. Each section presents the results

"and also includes some’ preliminary discussion of the meaning of the )

data. We hope, thereby, to avoid the "symbol shock™ which can follow

lengthy presentation of numbérs and figures. Nonetheless we reserve

- our overall comment and conclusicns for the final chapter.

BREAKDOWN OF. SIGNIFICANT OCCURRENCES

" The respondents in our sar‘nple were asked to identify significant
occurrences for discussion. Much can be learned from that identifica-
tion about the local school decision maker's perspective on important
school gvents, the scope of program change that commonly occurs and
the kinds of activities on which evaluation might conceivably be brought
to bear. | :
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We reviewed the list of significant occurrences carefully and classi-
fied them into general categories. Some occurrences involve aspects of
more than one category. f:‘or example, planning a new Title Ve
program involves consid‘erations of both budget and the distribution of
administrative staff time. However, we tried to assign each occuirence
to the category that most appropriately reflected the primary thrust of
the activities described.

At this point analytic efficiency argued for constructing fou.r or five
broad topic areas that would subdivide the sample more or less equaliy.
Unfortunately, the naturally-occurring similaritie's among the  occur-
rences did not create such a breakdown:s There were s dozen identifi-
able clusters of decisions ranging from purely adminisgrative, such”as
hiring new staff members, to the instructional, such as deyeloping a
special classroom arrangem;ant for studen.s who fall behind in their
reading program. The complete list included occurrences r‘/;alated to:
(1) instrumental materials, (2) creation of new programs, (3) out-of-
classroom professional staff, (4) small scale instructional programs, (5)
Silingual prog(ram‘ implementation, (6) general curriculum guidelines, (7)
mi.sqellaneous activities, (8) personpel actions, (9) evaluative events,
(10) parent involvement, (11) staff development, and (12) paAtterns of
student grouping for instruction. Though the size of these groups
varied greatly ‘avnd some were so small as to preclude reli;ble tests of
differenge‘s in later analyses, faithfulness to the situation we were
trying to depict required that we maintain all 12 categories. Full
descriptions of the 12 categories are as follows:

1. Instructional Materials (INS MATL)®
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As opposed to curriculum guidelines, significant occurrences

grouped under the heading of instructional materials did affect
classroom instruction directly.
Example: After many unhappy years with the DRP
program -- a phonics-based developmental program,
the school decided to purchase a new basic reader for
the following year (19SP1).
Each of these occurrences related to suppor’\ting ‘instructional
material that the teachers used on a daily basis. This category

does not include any actions to change teachers' pedagogical

styles directly.

.. Creation of New Programs (NEW PROG)

This category includes all instances in which additional funds

A

or staff time was available for development and implementation of

a new instructional program.

-

Example: A new program was .instituted in selected
schools in Metro District this year. It was designed to
provide extra instructional activity at the comclusion of
a regular school day for students who were in heavily
racially-isolated schools. Teachers wecre given an
eleven percent salary bonus and asked to provide
seven additional hours of student contact per week.
While some possible forms for this after-school activity
was suggested, each school could determine on its own
the type of program it would provide. (04P)

3. Out-of-Classroom Professional Staff (STF PERS)

This .group of oéc.urrences involved changes in the roles and
rasponsibilities of out-of-classroom staff. Other instances in this
category included changing or expanding the role of other auxi-

liary staff positions, such as scheol psychologists or a multi-cul-

’

% The phr‘ase_s in parenthesis represent the abbreviated eight-character
labels that were retained by the computer and used’in the charts and
figures that are reproduced later in the chapter. T
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tural education coordinator.

Example: In the past the schools' four resource
teachers, who were subject matter specialists, worked
only with selected students on a pull-out basis. To
lower the pupil-to-teacher ratio for -reading instruc-
tion, all- the resource teachers were assigned to work
with a regular full sized group of students every day
during the reading time period. (04SP1)

4, Small-scale Instructional Program (SML INST)

This category includes occurrences that affected instruction
in only a small number of classrooms or only a small number of
selected students.

Example: This schoo! had a half-day pre-kindergarten
program. The school decided to allow one of the
teach&Fs to work out a reading readiness program for
the pre-kindergarten and first grade students and
eventually adopt it.:
‘ This category also includes occurrencés that affect the whole
school, but only in a minor way. Changes in the once-a-month

mufticultural program exemplify this latter group.

5. Bilingual Program Implementation (BILINGL)

s This category includes those occurrences that related to the
implementation or expansion of bilingual »rograms.

Example: The number of Hispanic students enrolled in-
this school had been increasing slowly over the past
two or three years. Bilingual aides had been used to
help with the language needs of those few students

_ -~ who could not communicate effectively in English. As

' ' the number of LES/NES students increased, the school
could no longer provide effective instruction using
only aides, and they decided to adjust their staff allo-
cation so a full-time bilingual teacher could be
employed to work with those students who needed a
bilingual program. (17SP2)

i " The category also includes occurrences relating to the provi-

sion of bilingual instructional materials as well as occurrences

focused on increases in the number of bilingual staff. ‘
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“\ 6. General Curriculum Guidelines (GEN CURR),

’ _/These decisions involved changes in the official curriculum or
general guidelines for instruction.

Example: In the past there had been separate curri-
culum strands for monolingual and bilingual students.
The school decided to unify the two strands into a
single cuiriculum and adopt common grade level dbjec-
tives for all students (02 P1).

These general curriculum decisions do not represent any
. attempt directly to super'vise day-to-day instruction or to alter
- r
the teachers' pedagogical approaches to students. They deal

with purboses and goals rather than means or methods to achieve

>

2 ) them. They are distinguished from occurrences involving seleciw
tion of new instructional materials or changes'in program guide-
lines that_\ affect only a small ;egment of the school.

7. Miscellaneous (MlSCj

Miscellaneous occurrences include a variety of activities of
lesser instructional importance which did not fit under any of

v 4
the other categories. Included in this category are occurrences

involving changes in scheduling of  auxiliary school activities, ’
. ”
such as festivals or dismissal times, decisions about the timing of

a mandated activity, or decisions about clerical or paraprofes-
” sional staff.
8. Personnel Actions (PERSONNL} ° ‘
This category includes those occurrences that were primarily .

_related to the principal's administrative role in hiring, firing,

promoting or transferring personnel.

Example: This school qualified for Title | funding for
the first time the previous year. The principal had to
‘ “ . select one person on the staff to serve in the newly

F
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created admmlstratxve position of Tltle | Coordmator

(265P1) \ ﬁ o E f

9. Evaluat‘i_ve Events (EVAL)
The small number of significant occurrences in this category ¢
related to testing or the needs assessmocnt process.

txample: The regular tests that accompanied this
school's phonics-based reading program included a
number of nonsense words, and many of the teachers
objected to using these in measuring the student's
achievement. 'The teachers omitted such words from
their mstructlonal program and felt they were inappro-
priate. After some discussion the schoo! decided to
eliminate nonsense words from the tests and adjust the .
scormg system accordingly. “(15SP1)’ .

N . 10. Parent Involvement (FAR INVL)
in thi category the significant occurrences involved activities .

"directed tow’ardt greater participation or communication with

parents. .
L1 ‘ .
R Example: In  the past this school has offered work- , ‘ it
t shops for parents in a variety of subjects. Atten-

dance has been low and they have only had- limited
success. ‘The school.decided to make modifications in
the parent- trammg program in order to improve its
effectiveness. (03SP2) .

This category does not include activities related to the

4

resoonsnblhtles of cIassroom aides, a paraprofesssonal staff posi-
N - tion frequent!y filled by parents,
11. Staff Development - (,STFF’ DEV)
This category includes th'ose" significant occurrences which
involved ifnproving theiprofessionai qualifications of the staff.

Example: This school had a sufficient number of bilin-

gual teachers to meet its legal commitment to LES/NES

students. However, many of the monolingual teachers

wanted to be able to communicate better with the
Spanish-speaking children in their rooms. As a

result, they organized a voluntary after school Spanish

class for faculty under the auspices of the staff devel- ‘
opment program. . (02SP2)
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Orientation to new program guidelines as well as special
\traini}wg are included under this heading.
12. Patterns of Student C'Jrouping for Instruction (STU GRPS)
This category included those significant ‘occurrences that
" centered on the instructional grouping of students.
Example: Last year the second grade teachers at’ this
school reorganized their instructional program into a
'departmentalized” structure, in hich each taught
particular parts of .the curriculum to all students at

- the grade level. After reviewing low test scores they

decided to return to self-contained classrooms.

The occurrences of this type were almost evenly divided
between instances in which instraction had been carried out in
self-contained classrooms and was subsequently transformed into
another arrangement -- team teaching or departmentalization --
and those instances in which the change had taken place in
reverse order.

The breakdown of significant occurrences by categories is shown in

Table 1 . The frequency of each type of occurrence is displayed as

well as the percentage of the total sample that fall into each category.
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TABLE 1

Type of Significant Occurrence
NUMBER OF PERCENT

CATEGORY OCCURRENCES OF TOTAL
INS MATL (Instructional materials): 13 17.8
NEW PROG (Creﬁtion of new Programs) 11 15.1
STF PERS (Out-of-classroom 8 11.0

professional staff)
SML INST (Small-scale instructional 8 11.0 N

program) ¢

. BILINGL (Bilingual program 7 , 9.6

. implementation) : :
GEN CURR (General Curriculum ' \ 5 © 6.8

guidelines)
MISC (Miscellaneous occurrences) 5 6.8
PERSONNL (Personnel actions) . 4. 5.5
EVAL (Evaluation-related ' 3 ) 4.1

occurrences)
PAR INVL (Parent involvement) 3 4.1
STFF DEV (Staff development) 3 4.1 ‘
STU GRPS (Patterns of student 3 4.1 .

«/, grouping for instruction)

Discussion "

The information summarized in Table 1 elicits a numger of ot?serva-
tions:

1. The vast majority (64%) of the :«;ignificant occurrences identified

. by our respondents concerned matters of curriculumt and instruc-

tion (GEN CURR, INS MATL, STU GRPS, NEW PROG, BILINGL.

SML INST). In this regard they share what would be

considered the common view of what is "important” in schooling.

These are also areas in which evaluation can conceivably have

positive impact.




i

=)

On the other hand, there were a fair number of respondents who
identified non-instructional actions as significgnt. Seventeen
percent of the occurrepces involved personnel actions, parent
involvement, and other miscellaneous occurrences of limited
instructional significance. Some of these 'significant occur-
rences' were rather trivial in nature.

The fact of the matter is that some of the administrators we
talked with focused mucH of their attention on relaf.ively small
aspects of their jobs. This group included some principals who
were "coasting" tow.ard r_etirement anc.:l focused on minor adminis-
trative matters rather than large-scale program innovations. But
it also included, for example, some resource teachers who Had

limited areas of responsibility and consequently narrower views

of school decisions.

_ Furthermore, a few active decision makers proffered very

v
unimportant activities as "significant occurrences". One reason-

able explanation for this may be captured in Weiss's (1980)
observation that decisions are not made at schools but rather
"accrete" indirectiy; over time. Thus individuals may not
identify any major decisions and not feel any school actions were
significant. A sense of "impotence” may also account for the
identification of unimportant activities as significant occurrences.
in f.act, much of what occurs in the schools is prompted by
forces outside the control of the individual school administrator.

Forty-five percent of the significant occurrences that were

described to us had their genesis in external events. Changing
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demographic patterns were a chief source of activity in the
schools. Similarly, the legal maneuverings surrounding school
desegregation and the district's actions in this issue had strong
impact on the individual schools. As one staff person told us,

| think right now the judge is effecting as much

change in education as anyone. The law dictates.

Decisions  are made .that schools are asked to live with

that they may not be capable of dealing with effec-

tively. Yet we're asked to more and more. (12SP2)

Thirty-five of the original 109 significant occurrences that

were identified Ly our respondents related to changes in the
district's integration and bilingual programs‘;. For example, most
of the instances in which new programs were initiated (Category.
4) involved a district-level attempt to provide additional assis-
tance to schools that could not be desegregated by pupil trans-
portation. -

Understandably, some of our respondents felt that much of

what was done at the local level was prescribed by program

regulations and the district administration. Some of the decision

makers in our sample viewed their own role as purely reactive.
The following comments typify this perspective:

It just seems we've been bogged down doing the

mandates of decisions made higher than the local

schools. Certainly our last couple of years have been -
spent adjusting to new mandates, new laws that have

just been thrust upon us.(14P)

The coordinator from the Area Office hands it down
and, of course, we go along with it. It was not some-
thing we could decide ourselves. When they say go,
we go. (17SP1)

All in all, it is fair to say that much of what occurred in the

schools during the year in which we conducted our interviews
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involved schcol responses to external events, and prominent
among these were district directives. '
One can, however, react to such events in_’entirely different
ways. Som;a principals felt overwhelmed; others did not. Thé
latter group saw one .of the main tasks of their job as figuring
out ways to accomplish what they wanted despite the flood of
regulations. Sometimes external mandates were even helpful --
they gave the the administrator extra weapons in his or her
desire to tfring about change. This suggests that 'externality’

mper se does not imply limitation. Rather"the Ievei of opportunity
for action seems to beva function of how one perceives the situa-
tion and chooses to respond. .'
While the overwhelming majority of the significant occurrences

had to do with elements of the instructional program, none

involved direct attempts to influence the manner in which indivi-

dual teachers carried out instruction. There were changes:in

guidelines, management systems, text books and diagnostic tests,
but there were no clear instances in which ' the professionai
boundary separating administrative functions from instructional
decisions was broached. The classroom door, for all intent.;; and
purposes, remiained closed.

This observation should not come as a surprise, and we offer
it only as further description c;f our sample. A currently
popular theory c{escribes schools as "loosely' coupled” systems in
which there is marked separation between the administrative

sector and the sector that actually delivers the services (Weick,
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1976; Meyer ¢ .Rowan, 197’—7). Similarly Miles (1980) suggests

that there are different- "zongs" of decision making +ithin
sch‘ools, and that instructional decisions 'fa:II witI:in the teacher's"
zoné. Our sample “of sigﬁificant occurrences tends to add‘
-credence to these theoretical descriptfons. There were' no clear
instances in which the zone of instructiona! decisions was open‘
to direct action from the eadministration. .
It is.p:ar.ticdlarly interesting_'to examine those significant occur-
rences that related to the“developmerif of new p.rograms.l They
are a special sub-sample IPecause.lthey'répresent instances in
which the r;ormal’\ constrain.ts on action i1ave been relax;d.
Teachers and principals usually report that their options. are
limited by myt:iad pressures: schedu]ingl constraints, budget
constraint:«;, rules and reéulations, and the like. In most of the
instances in this:category, the school had wide latitude to inno-
vate as t.his description shows,

Did the teachers have any constraints in deciding what

type of program they would like to initiate...? Very

little. Each teacher could have their' own written

proposal which was submitted to the principal for

approval so they had a great deal of

freedom. .. (07SP2) v

Yet the amount of innovation was almost nil. Typically. the

additional hours t.h;t were required of teachers in the racially-i-
solated schools were given over sto small-gro-up tutoring or to
special,-(interest clubs. - While we are not suggesting that either
of t.h,ese\two acti;/ities ‘is inappropriate, it is interesting to note
there were no instances in which standard instructional patterns
were abandoned for something unusual, creative or daring.

¢
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7. Finally, we note how few of the decisién makers viewed evalua-

tivé events as significant. Evaluation per se is simply not a .

matter of great significance in the schools. Daillak's (1980)
research in Metro indic:ed that the fmpact of evaluation was
limitéd, ‘and we did not expect that many of the decision makers
would identify evaluation-related occurrences among the most

\ significént activities that had transpired during the. previous

year.

BREAKDOWN OF TYPES OF INFORMATION

We used the order in which events occurred to organize our recon-
struction of the school's decision process. At each identifiable step in
the decision séquence we as’ked for info;'mation about two components --
the personnel who were actively involved and the information sources
that were brought to bear on the interchange. 5.

ldeally, a respondent might describe a meeting in which certai'n
informed individuals discussed data from different sources; in order to
illuminate a question and select the best course of action. Inv such a
situation one could define the notion of "information" very narrowly as
facts derived from direct observatipn of a relevant situation, scientific

analysis of many situations -- i.e., research and evaluation -- or from

collegial reporting of similar situations. . In reality, howevet, much of

what transpired in such meetings was not merely an exchange of .

distinct facts, but rather an exchange .that also included personal opin-

ions, attitudes and beliefs. These opinions were no doubt in some .

manner derived from direct exoérience, scientific analysis, contact with
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others, and the like, their exact genesis was unknown. Our respon-

dents often were unable to analyze the process through which t_hése
beliefs and opinions were formed. The comments of one principal allude
to this distinction,

Observation and visiting classrooms, labs, feedback from
teachers and | guess this gets down to an individual thing,
teachers expressing frustration or concerns about individuals

working with their children, and then through my own obser-
vations, that helped make the decision. (10P)

As a resu!t we expand_ed the definition of information, to include
beliefs and opihions as well as pieces of data. We use the term 'typc_e.of
informgtion' to refer to the smallest descriptive units we could obtain
relevant to the interaction. We distinguistied  and coded 28 -types of

kﬂ categories that contain

information which were then grouped into

inputs of a similar nature..’ The 11 categories are: , (1) - beliefs and

. opinions, (2) program requirements and budgets, (3) direct observa-

tion, (4) parént input, (5) °dis‘tr§ct staff, (6) needs assessment, (7)
external consultants, (8) tests, (9) collegial acivice, (10) other evalua-
tion activities, and (11) .oth'er inform;‘.ion types. Fu'II descriptions of
these categoriés are as. follows: .

1. Beliefs an}:l Opinions  (OPINION) This category includes those’
instances }n'which the persohgl opinions or beliefs of a teacher,
principail, or staff personlwere cited as important factors at a‘
particular step in the decision process. Nothing further was
known about the genesis of that belief or opinion.

2. Program Requirements and Budgets (PROG REQ) References to

guidelines or regulations governing a program that were a factor

at some point in the decision are included i: this category. In
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some instances, rules governing allowable expenditures or expen-
' , diture limits entered into the decision process, and they are

included in ‘this category as well.

i . .
3. Direct Observation (OBSERVTN) This category includes refer-

ences to an individual's first-hand ‘observations which were

reported as evidence on a particular issue.

4. Parent Input (PARNT |[N) This category includes input from

parents, whether it came from representative parent committees

or through informal contacts with staff.
5. District Staff (DIST STF) Advice "and direction from Metro

district staff constitutes this category. This includes the

subject matter specialists as well as individuals in the adminis-

trative hierarchy, but it excludes people from the Evaluation and
' i Testing office.

. 6. Needs Assess: >nt (ND ASSMT)!® This category includes
instances in which information collected as part of a needs
assessment was referred to in a particular decision. Most
schools conduct a single, annual needs assessment to meet state
program guidelines. Some schools conducted smaller-scale needs
assessments at other times and these are also included in this
collection of information.

7. External Consultants (EXT CONS) In some cases the schools
requested information or advice from outside consultants and
specialists.  These inputs are included in this category.

Publishers' representatives are also included in this category

10 Eyaluative inputs have been subdivided into three categories because
‘ evaluation is of particular interest.
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along with other experts consulted by the schocl staff.

8. Tests: (TESTS) This category includes aII‘ .referemce to test ‘ . ‘
scores. It incl\ude;s the required, annual Title | achi;evement
tests, classroom - tests and other miscellaneous testing . that
respondents mentioned.

9. Colleagial Advice (COLLEAGS) Professional colleagues often
exchange information, and this was cited as a factor in some
decisions. References to information fr‘orﬁ p.rincipals or teachers
at other schools is included in this category.

10. Other Evaluation Activities (OTH EVAL) 'I:he largest number of
entries in this category referred to input from the evaluation

consultant from the Metro E & T office. Additionally references

to local evaluations and references to the resultc of the state

PQR team review are in?luded in this category. ‘ -

11. Other Information Sources (OTHER) The category includes those

Q few information inputs which could rot be classified into any of
the other ten categories.

Th\e breakdown of information type by category is shown in Table 2

The frequency of each type of information is dl'sglayed as weil as the

percentage of the total sample that falls into each category.




/

TABLE 2 |

I nformation Sources

> NUMBER OF PERCENT
CATEGORY OCCURRENCES OF TOTAL
OPINION (Beliefs and Opinions) 234 50.0
PROG REQ (Program Requirements 54 11.5
and budgets) ; ]
OBSERVIN (Direct Observation) 39 8.3
PARNT IN (Parent Input) ) 30 6.4
LY
DIST STF (District Staff) 27 ‘5.8
ND ASSMT (Needs Assessment) - 26 5.6
>
EXT CONS (External Consultants) 24 5.1
TESTS (Tests) 13 2.8
~N
COLLEAGS (Collegial Advice) . 11 2.4
OTH EVAL (Other Evaluation 9 1.9
Activities)
OTHER (Other) 1 .2
Discussion !

Table 2 illustrates some interesting relationships that are worthy of

her comment:

furz

Far and away the largest single input into decisions was beliefs
and opinions. This can be interpreted in a number of ways. It
might simply reflect the respondents’ lack of krnowledge and
insight about the reasoning process of others. Another
interpretation would argue that peoples’ core values and atti-
tudes form over extended periods of time as a result of a
multiplicity of experiences an: consequently do not have identifi-

able short-term causes.
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b " "A third perspective is.provided by Lortie (1975), who

. '
portrayed teaching as a particularly isolated profession that had - .
T an insulated, cellular quality. Teachers are expected to learn

how to teach from their own personal experiencds without relying
on input from others. Thus, pgrsonal experience and personal
‘opinion become elevated in importance. One :could easily argue
that the ‘natural extension of this pattern of socialization to the
\professic;n is a lowering of the interest in and reliance on
Y exchanges of facts and pieces of data between teachers andfah
" increaséd elmphasis on the importance of ‘self-derivec:l attitudes
and opinions. Lort_ie'seperspecti\;e is echoed in -these ren;arks,
| guess the most important thing is my experience as

an educator. | think that we do not have a body of
experimental knowledge that we can call on and say

“this is clear cut”. So | think in terms of looking at
; the school day and such kinds of things we do: with :
chi!drel.,..! really don't have anything to base it on. / : ‘
" My experiences as an educator.... (19P) .
! What we observed in this study is probably a combination “of

all these forces., Whatever the case, we can see clearly that
beliefs and opinic’ms are importaqt. We will consider the role
that evaluation might have in opinion formation in a later discus-
sion. -

- 2. Frequent citation of program guidelines and regulations adds
weight tc some principals’ contention that their hands are often .
tied. A number of administrators in our sample felt they oper-
ated in a universe of limited options.

That's right...in meny cases it's a joke to say that
there are choices...the choices you have are not signi-

ficant enough to make any difference...They would be .
better off not telling us we have a choice when in fact

b
we don't. (125P2) .
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The importance our respondents gavee to rules and guidelines
in their accounts of the significant.occurrences tends to éorrobg—
rate that point of view. “

3. The paucity of tests and other evaTua_tion inputs is discouraging
but not surprising. There were very few- instances “in which
tests or, other evaluations were cited in these significant occur- -
rences. It seems that little "has changed in this area since
research on the subject'of evaluation utilization began in _the
early 1970's.

4. On the other hand, needs assessment. data were brought to bear
on an important school decision twice as frequently as tests.
This adds some credence to the belief that needs assessment can
have a key role in school planning (even if its initial use is
forced upon the school). Here is a case in which it was useful,

Budget cuts necessitated making other changes,

according to the principal so he gave them (the staff

and parents) a needs assessment. He has discussed

the needs assessment process and one of the needs

that was being assessed...the staff and parents

decided that we didn't need a reading coordinator or
math coordinator, that they would rather see people in

classrooms working with individual children. So we
eliminated both positions. (10P)

-

PERSONNEL CONFIGURATIONS IN SCHOOL-LEVEL DECISION MAKING
A wide variety of personnel was involved in the various school deci-

sions we investigated. [Initially our coding form listed 20 different

personnel groupings, but as we listened to the tapes this list grew to

more than 30 different configurations of personnel described by our

respondents. .=




)

,. We tried to manage this diversity by matching similar configurations.
We identified seven categories: (1) Aadministrators, {2) whole staff, *(3)
teacher-administrator groups, (4) ‘teachers (5) parent-aide-staff
groups, (6) parent-aide groups, and (7) consultants. We classified
each personnel group that was reported to us into onc category as
follows: . v

1. Adml'nistrdtorsh (ADMIN) This category consists of instances in
which either the principal or various "staff persons” were
involved a7t a particular step in a decision. The size of the

- administrative gr"oup does not matter.

2. Whole Staff (STAFF) This category includes thosg instances in
which the whole staff met a;s a group at some point in the deci-
sion m.aking process. We made no distinction between issues that
were included on a planned agenca and discussions that occurred
spontaneously it staff meetings.

3. Teacher-Administrator Groups (T+*AD GPS) An executive or lead-
ership committee is an example of a teacher-administrator group,
one that is formally constituted and has official status at the
school. In addition, this category”also includes informal groups
of teachers and administrators and informal groups "dominated”
by teachers and administrators. That is, we have included in
this category one or two instances in which an informal group of
teachers and staff persons also included a small number of class-
room aides, clerical personnel, or parents. |If the group was
clearly dominated by the school professionals, it was included in

this category.




4. Teachers (TEACH) This category con\sists of instances in which
' either individuél teachers or groups\of- teachers were cited as
being the personnel involved‘at a particular stage in the decision’
process. We include citations for individual teachers, citations
for informal groups of teachers, and the citations for represen- -
tative teacher committees.

Lo 5. Parent-Aide-Staff Groups (PAR*STFF) Parents and aides were
usually brought into the decision process in mixie(d groups with
school staff. The school site council parent-teacher conferences
are examples of such groups. In contrast to T+*AD GPS with
some parent participation, this category inclu;:les groups in which
parents played the sole or predominant role. .

6. Parent-Aide Groups (PAR+AIDE) This category includes

‘ instances in which parents and/or classroom aides participated
‘ . singly or in groups in the decision process. This includes indi-
vidual parents, individual aides, formai parent committees,
informal parent committees, and instanc;s in which the total
parent population was surveyed about their opinion. We
included such a diverse collection in this category because the
number of instances in which any of these parent or aide
configurations were cited in the decisiorli process was very small.

1. Consultants (CONS.ULTS) Under the general heading of consul-
tants we include administrative staff from the downtown office,
evaluation consultants from the Evaluation and Testing Office,
distr_‘ict subject matter consultants, and external consultants

selected by the school. (Representatives from instructional




materials companies aﬁd book publishers comprise most of the

latter group.) This category includes consultants described as
acting singly in the decision process, and the consultants who

met with groups of staff persons or teachers. ‘
The frequency with which each different personnel categorly entered
the decision process is shown in Table 3 The percentage of the total

" number of citations that belong to each category is also presented.!!?

Ed [Y /
TABLE 3
Personnel Configurations
b ~
NUMBLR oF PERCENT
CONFIGURATION OCCURRENCES OF TOTAL
ADMIN (Administratcrs) 63 30.0
STAFF (Whole staff) 62 29.5
T+AD GPS (Teacher-admini- 36 17.1
strator groups)
TEACH (Teachers) 25 11.9
PAR+STFF (Parent-aide-staff 16 7.6
groups)
" PAR+AIDE (Parent-aide groups) 5 2.4
CONSULTS (Consultants) 3 1.5

11 |t was possible for a personnel group to enter a decision more than
once; ‘n compiling Table 3 we counted each of these steps sepa-
rately. For example, if a matter was discussed at three different
meetings of the full school staff, this would be counted three times
under the category of staff. In reality there were few cases in
which a personnel group entered a decision more than once; multiple
entries occurred in less than one-quarter of the personnel citations.
Thus the relative balance exhibited in Table 3 is not strongly biased
by a few multiple instances.

1]
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Discussion

"1

Of particular interest to this study is the very limited number of
times that district consultants participated directly in decisions.
Subdividin-g the consultant category into”its component parts, we
discovered no instances in which personnel from ti;e Evaluai‘:ion
and Testing office participated directly in the decision process.
Area staff were mentioned occasionally, as were subject matter
consultants, but members' of the E & T unit were not directly
involved in any of the decisions described to us.

Similarly, it is interesting to note hox;v seldom parents and class-
room aides are cited as being direztly involved in the decision
process. Yet we know from Table 2 that their ideas were incor-
porated inairectly. This suggests that the parents' role in the
formal decision mechanism is small, but that their ideas are
informally communicated to members of the staff and do get
considered when program decisions are made.

The bulk of the decision making involved the active participation
of the whole professional staff“ There was an overall balance
between administrators and classroom teachers. In fact, there
were  very few instances in which decisions were made solely by

administrators or solely by teachers.
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Chapter 4
INTERRELATIONSHIPS: DECISON MAKING PHASE

N\

N

INTRODUCTION
In the preceding chapter we looked at univariate analyses of the
three key variables:\ type of decision, type of information, and

personnei configuration.\\\ In this chapter we present the results of

\ .
three bivariate analyses: the relationships between type of information -

and type of decision, betv\végn type of information and personnel
configurations, and between diff\er\ent types of information. In addi-
tion, the relationships between ty;\>e of information and the synthesis’
(number of options, length of decision, strategy .for decision making,
genesis of prompt, and group identification) are included.

Because the data are categorical we could not compute correlation
coefficients; rather, we examined graphical displays of cross-tabulaticns
between the variables. We also compared the pattern of information use
on each individual variable with the pattern of information use in the
total sample.

One word of explanation secms in order before we proceed. The bar
graphs which present the data in this and subseque sections are
scaled differently from the tables that were used previous:, Tables 1,

2, and 3 showed absolute frequencies and percentages. In contrast to

this, the bar graphs which follow are bascd on the mean number of ’

occurrences of each category of information per decision. This normal-
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izes the displays and wmakes it possible to compare the information
profiles. Unfortunately, the computer graphics program that was used
to generate the figures could not accommodate mean values less than
one. As a result the data were multiplied by 1,000 so that they no
longer appeared as decimals. Thus the figures themselves will display
the mean incidence of a particular information type that would occur if
there had been 7,000 decision sequences. The average information use
in a single decision can be obtained'BY dividing by 1,000.
»

DECISION TYPE VS INFORMATION TYPE

Figure 1 displays the average level of inforn1"ation use for the entire
sample of 73 significant occurrences. The relationships between the
various information categories are exacfly the i',ame as those portrayed

in Table 2; only presentation and scales differ.

Figure 1 will serve as the baseline against which all the other infor-
, 2

mation profiles will be ccmpared. We examined each of the 12 decision '

types in turn and compared them with thic baseline profile. In this
section we will discuss only those instances in which the information
profile differed significantly from the baseline profile. We were guided
in this decision of significance by the principles that were outlined
prev sly: not placing too much confidence in differences that are
base. y a very limited number of observations, nor on differences of
lesser magnitude than the baseline value itself. First we will examine
"the decisions in which we found increased evaluation use, then those in
which there was a significant decrease in evaluation use. Finally, we

&

will discuss categories in which there was notable change in information
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use in areas other than evaluation. (All 12 comparisons will be found
. .

in Appendix F.)

Incidences of Increased Evaluation Use.
There were only two categories of decisions in which the incidence of

evaluation use was markedly greater than the overall mean. These were

decisions relating to general curriculum guidelines (GEN CURR) and ‘

decisions involving bilingual program implementation (BILINGL).
(Increased incidence of evaluation also occurred in decisions involving
student grouping, but the differences were not m.arked and the size of
the sample was small.)

GEN CURR. In Figure 2 the pattern of information use for general
curricular decisions is displayed alongside the baseline profite. In
these decisions we observed a much higher than average reference to
testing and to needs assessment. Looking more closely at the cases in
the GEN CURR category, we found decisions to revise the number of
reading levels: that a student was supposed to accomplish in a grade
level, and to unify a curriculum that had been split into distinct monol-
inguai and bilingual strands. The increased references to tests
occurred because test. results were an important factor in making both
types of decisions. Needs assessment, on the other hand, is itself the
factor that caused people to recognize the problems that were the foci
of significant occurrences.

BILINGL. Figure 3 shows the comparison between occurrences
involving bilingual programs and the total sample. A similar pattern of

increased reference to needs assessment was found among those signifi-
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Incidences of Decreased Evaluation Use.

The only case in which the evaluative categories were significantly
lower than the average was in the miscellaneous category. There was
no common thread among the five significant occurrences that fall into
this category and comparison of the baseline profile of information use
and the profile that applied to miscellaneous decisions failed to reveal
any new insight.

AGGREGATE GROUPS. We should mention three other categories in
which the use of evaluation was much lower than the average. Deci-
sions relating to parent involvement, personnel actions, and staff devel-
opment all displayed profiles in which the three evaluative categories
fell well below the baseline. (See Appendix F.) If we aggregate these
three categories into a single unit, it would have an acceptable sample
size, and we could be comfortabl% drawing some tentative inferences.
This aggregation is reasonable /éecause PARNT IN, PERSONNL and
STFF DEV all consist of non-instructional decisions. They deal with
administration, supervision, and professional advancement, rather than

classroom management. student performanc;, or instruction. It seems

reasonable that decisions in non-instructional areas would seldom refer

to needs assessments, tests, or evaluation of other types.

Other Observations.
Some other strong differences relate&indirectly to the use of evaluative
information. We will briefly mention some of these.

INS MATL. While the level of evaluative information that we find in

decisions relating to instructional material {INS MATL) is aboutl the
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same as the overall level, there is a substantial jump in the use of
external consultants. (See Figure 4) Many of these decisions involve
the selection of texts, classroom management systems, and the like. It
was common in such cases for representatives of book puglishers to
visit the school or for descriptive materials to be provided by
publishing companies for scrutiny by the staff before they made a deci-
sion. |

This is clearly an evaluative process, though the grist for the eval-

vative mill is not tests, needs assessment, or input from an evaluator.

Such decisions are the one clear example in our data in which there are-

viable alternatives to be considered in a decision and information is
sought out relative to these alternatives. The -extz:lal consultants
provide expert advice that is being used as the basis for making an
evaluative judgment between alternatives. INS MATL stands alone in

this respect.

Collegial advice also reached its highest level in those decisions

involving instructional materials. In these cases it represented another

form of expert opinion being brought to bear on a choice. Staff
members shared the experiences that colleagues at schools had with the
materials under consideration.

STU CRPS. The incidence of test use reaches its highest level in
the small number of decisions cbncerning student grouping patterns
(STU GRPS). In these three casés declining test scores were used as
a basis for-changing the mannkr in which instruction was being

conducted.
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BILINGL and NEW PROG. The rest of the decision categories
provided no surprises. Program guidelines were featured most promi-
nently in those decisions having to do with bilingual programs
(BILINGL) and those relating to the implementation of new programs
(NEW PROG). This seems reasonable, as one would expect the greatest
reliance on rules and regulations to occur, in newer, less familiar
program areas. Similarly, district consultants and program personnel
from the Metro cen\tral office made their greatest input into these same
categories of decisions. [t seems appropriate that superviéory staff
were sought out to help interpret guidelines and develop programs in
areas where the school had less experience.

The leve! of parent input (PARNT IN) was quite high in decisions

’xconcerning bilingual programs as well. This observation aligns well

with the community-based emphasis of the bilingual »nrograms.

Discussion
This analysis of information use by decision type has confirmed some
of the impx‘essic\ns that we developed informally after conducting the
in;:ervieWS.
1. There was a low overall incidence of evaluation use of any type.
—\2. Needs assessment played a larger role than any of the other
types of evaluation activities, but its role was primarily
restricted: to inc}'easing people’s awareness that an action might
need to be ttaken. |
3. Similarly, tést scores often served as a '"flag" warning people

» that something needed to be done.
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4. Only in the case of selecting instructional material was data used
to illuminate alternatives. In these instances the data were
usually in the form of expert information from outside the
schoo!.

5. There was litile if any evaluative information used in administra-
tive personnel or staff development decisions.

6. Overall there does appear to be some relationship between the
decision type and source information. Looking specifically at
evaluation, we found that the required needs assessment activi-
ties and review of test data have the pc;tential to promote an
awareness of the need for schoo? action in instructional deci-
sions. Evaluative information of the type we examinied seems to

have littlz potential use in non-instructional and non-curricular

decisions_

PERSCNNEL CONFIGURATION VS. INFORMATION TYPE

There were a number of reasons to suspect that some relaticnship
existed between the kinds of information brought to bear on a decision
and the personnel who were invoived in making it. One reason is
derived from organization theory. Hanson (1978) focusses on two types
of organizational structure -- bureal;c.ratic and collegial -- and suggests
that schoois have aspects of both. This is important because these
prganizational structures have different decision making styles and
different patterns of information flow. According to his analysis, the
principal’s realm is the bureaucratic, while the teacher's realm is colle-

gial. As a result they should show different patterns of decision
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making. We were interested in seeing if (here were differences in
informgtion use when these different personne! groups were involved.

Manv other observations from our own analyses also heightened o: -
curiosity about the manaer in which personnel affected decision making
and, hence, information use. To investigate this relationship we °
focused on each personnel tvpe separately. For each group we identi-
fied the decisions in which they had a high level of involvement and
those in which they had little involvement. Then we compared the
information profiles between these high and low incidence groups to see
if differences existed. '

In the discussions which follow we will present only those cases in
which' substantial differences were found. (Figures illustrating all the
comparisons can be found in Appendix G.) The presentation is organ-
ized by personnel group.

Teacher Groups {(TEACH) We compared the decision sequences in
which there was; hjgh involvement of individual teachers or small teacher
groups with those in which no teacher groups appeared. (See Figure
5).There were nc significant differences between the incidence »f evalu-
ation use in these two sets of decisions, but there were some differ-
ences among other information sources. The most striking difference
was in the area of advice from colleagues at other schools. When small
teacher groups were invelved there was much greater input from
colleagues at other schools than when such .teacher participation was
lacking. Similarly, district Qonsu!tants were alsa a stronge;' force, when
teacher groups were involvéd than when the decision procéss did not

involve small teacher groups.
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Administrators (ADMIN) Figure 6 shows the information profiles for
administrator invoiveme'h{jubdivided into three levels: none, low and
high. There is a consistent growth in the amount of evaluation infor-
mation that enters the decision process as the level of administrative
involvement increases. Needs assessment and tests are cited more

frequently in the decis}ions with greater administrative involvement, and

the use of outside evall"Jation sources goes up somewhat, as well.

Teacher-Administrator Group.§ (T+AD GPS) We compared information
profiles between decisions in which teacher-administrator groups were
involved and those in which they were not. ‘ (See Figure 7) Th‘ere is a
notable correspondence between the invoivement of such groups and the
use of evaluative information. Both needs assessmsnt and tests are
cited more often when these groups are present. There is also a signi-
ricant increase in input from external consultants and from district staff
when teacher-administrator groups are involved.

None of the othnr personnel configurations yielded roteworthy differ-

ences.
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Discussion
One must be somewhat cautious in interpreting these results; the ‘
temptation to attribute causality to mere correlation is strong. Mindful

of this caveat we offer the following observations:

1. There is no noticeable relationship between the level of partici-
pation of teachers acting singly or in small groups and the pres-
ence of evaluative informat!on. Similarly, there was little if any
relationship between participation of the full staff and references N
-to evaluation.

2. On the other hand, the presence of administrators, whether

acting with other administrators or acting in conjunction with

teachers in mixed groups, showed a high positive relationship
with the level of evaluative data entering the decision process.
Hanson (1978) suggests that decisions in° the administrative ‘
realm a.r'e bureaucratic and involve the exchange of summarized
information up and down the chain of command. Evaluative data
is this kind of information. On the other hand, decisions in the

{ teachers' realm are more collegial, and this is characterized by

with _this model . However, alternative explanations exist.

One alternative interpretation would be that the presence of
administrators increases the "deliberativeness” of the decision
process. The adminis’grétors formalize decision making, and
consequently the process exhibits more careful consideration and

greater reliance on personal experience. Our results correspond
|

|

|

|

|

rationalized choice. |

r

|

|

|

|

\

\




A third explanation is that teachers have greater constraints
on their avajlable time, and do not have the luxury of lengthy

deliberations. Administrators on’ the otlrer hand have more flex-
Q
ible schedules and more time for review and scrutiny of data.

As one staff person expressed it:
I'm sure you must be aware of the fact that a teach-
er's day is really horrendous in terms of the demands
on that teacher's time. (Teachers need free time to

think)... Industry. has learned this -- i guess we
have learned it too, but the price tag makes it prohi-
bitive. | think if we could run one pupil-free day a

month, or if we could have two pupil free afternoons a
month, or if we had the opportunity to meet together -
and to interact and to dialogue and share ideas and
concerns we would see improvement. But the time
constraints are such that it's literally impossible. (13P)

We also note that the teacher—administl"ator groups consist of ‘
"leadership committees” and other specially constituted represen-
tative bodies.that have a highly rationalized basis for existence.
Such bodies, by their very nature, would be more judicial. It
ic possible that the involvemelnt of such representative bodies
insures that a decision will be made in a more rationalized
manner.

3. There is Iittlf relationship between the presence of other types

of personnel -- consultants, parents -- and the level of use of

evaluation.
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THE RELATIONSHIPS AMONG INFORMATION TYPES

-

r the sake of completeness. we alsd investigated the relationships l

-

afiohg the-various information types. We analyzed the data in a manner

similar to the procedure used in the previous section -- focussing one \/

at a time on each information type and distinguishing ;)etween those
"{decisioq\s ‘in sawhich that type of infor‘rvgtion played a prominant role and
those_delisions in which it had only a minor role. These two groups of
decisions were compared to see if there were differences in the use of
the remaining types of information. Only three of these comparisons

yielded "any substantial differences. Those were the comparisons based

on the variables OPINIONS, TESTS, and COLLEAGS.

s

Discussion
Examining the comparison_.based on opinion, we noted that as the ‘
amount of personal opinion cited in the decision increased, references to
. needs assessment and to test results increased as well. One reasonable
explanation for this phenomenon is that both needs assessment and test
data require interpretation. After examining such data, individuals !
usually express their opinion about the meaning of the information in
light ¢f.the issue under discussion.
Testing yielded a more complex pattern. There was a strong posi-
tive relationship between references to tests and references to needs
a‘sses\sment -- not toc surprising since most needs assessments use test
data ‘éxtensiyely. There was also a positive relationship between tests
and both direct observation' and program requiremen:‘.s. On the other
hand, there was a negative relationship between tests and both collegial l
, | "'y
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advice and external consultants. This suggests a differentiation
between decisions that were primarily pupil fotused and decisions that
were primarily program focuused. The decisions in_ which there was
higher reference to tests were all drawn from th'ree categories: student

grouping, general curriculum and new programs. This seems to corres-

pond more with an inward assessment of local needs than an outward
- K

-~

search for advice from others.

Finally, coIIegia.I advice was bositively related to the use of informa-
tion from external consultants ard negatively related to evaluative
information of all types. This seems to ‘corroborate the distinction
between "internal" decisionsﬁ, for which evalu‘ative data play a larger

role, and decisions for which externa! recommendations are sought.

INFORMATION TYPE VS. OTHER VARIABLES

When we reviewed the data tapes, we examined a number of other
v?riables that seemed important based on our initial data synthesis.
Each appeared to be related to decision making in some manner, and we
wanted to determine if they had a significant impact on the level of
information use. The variables were: .the number of decision options
that were considered {OPTIONS), the ieng‘ch of the decision sequence
(LENGTH), whether or not one individual or group had been respon-
sible for creating a strategy around the Jecision ma.nking process
(STRATEGY), whether the prompt to action had come from within the
school or from outside (PROMPT), and whether one/particular group
within the school had been strongly identified with the initial idea that
a change was needed (GROUP).

We will consider each of the five variables in turn.
-91 -
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M Number of options. Overail the number of options ranged from one
to four. We were not able to determine how many options had been ’
consiciered in about a third of the cases. Figure 8 shows the informa-
tion profiles for those cases in which there was a single option versus
those in which there was more than one option. There is a much
gre;ter incidence of the use of needs assessment data and the use of
external consultants in the multiple option circumstances. Again, weq
must be extremely careful in interpreting these results that we do not
derive causal! inferences from mere associations. While a plausible argu-
men‘t could be made that the presence of multiple options leads to
greater reliance on these two types of data, the causal link might actu-
ally be the other way around. For example, external consultants might
be the ones who suggest new aptioqs. 'Yet these are mot the.only two
reasonable interpretations; a thi.rd variable might be causing the .varia-
tion we observed. This would be the'-casfa_if, for example, the diffi- ' .
culty of the problem was caus.iAng ‘the staff to seek outside help and
generate more new options of their own. Finally, of course, there may
be no causal Iinkagp. betwéen the two variables at all. - \

The broader - knowledge of ' the désision’ ;:ontext derived from the
interviews provides us wit.h more information to bring to this ql,bes‘tion,
though we may still be unable t(; establish any stronger interpre;tation.

Length. The iengti} of the decision process was determined .by
counting the number of d{stinct steps that were related by the .respon-

-

dent. Figure 9 shov\s's'the different information use patterns between

-

\thje occurrences in which there were only one or two steps before the

finlal decision was reached and thédse with a longer deliberative process.
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As the length of the de.cision process’ increased, the incidence of evaiu-
ative information grew. Sim'ilarly, the incidence of almost every type of
information increased as the process Iengthéned, with the g,ﬁéatest
increase occurring in input from parenté.

Strategy. Sometimes people create a strategy or set of steps for
coming to a particular decision. F.or each‘ decision we det;rmined
whether or not such a plan had been established and, if so, who was
responsible for establishing that strategy. In Figure 10 the information
profiles comparing the levels of the the STRATEGY variable are
displayed. We compared- those instances in which a staff pers;on or
group of péople collectively took responsibility, those in which the
principal was responsible, and those in which no one established a stra-
teg~y‘. for action.®? The differences between the first two categories were
not very great. While the incidence of needs assessment cited among
those decisions in which the strategies were established by a group is
larger than those decisions in which the strategy was coordinated by
the principal, the situation was just reversed for other types of evalua-

tion. The total of all three evaluative sources of information is about

-the same for the two groups. However, we do find a difference when

we compare these totals with the decisions in which there was no stra-
tegy. The level of use of many of the information types is less in the

latter case.

12 This was often the case. The decision either evolved organically or
followed .an existing standard operating procedure that was part of
the regular school routine.
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Prompt. Every significant occurrence began with a recoghition
phase in which an initial prompt which was noticed by a person or
persons within the school. We were able to distinguish between those
_prompts that arose within the school itself énd those that emanated from
outside. Figure 11 con.1pares the information profiles of .internally and
externally prompted occurrences. There are no significant differences
between the level of evaluative information used in these two sets of
decisions. Understandably, there is much greater reference to program
guidelines and district consultants in cases in which the prompt was
external, .whilf‘ there ‘is much Qreater mention of direct observation
when the prompt to the decision came from within the school.

Groups. When the prompt was internal we looked to see whether a
particular individual or group of individuals was strongly identified with
a particular change. In Figure 12 we comparé the information profiles
among those decisions in which different in-school groups were strongly
identified with a particular change. (Recall, there were many decisions
in which no such group was apparent, so the sample we are reviewing
is smaller.) There is a marked difference in evaluative information,
especially needs assessment, between issues identit.ad strongly with
teac-:hers or administrators alone and those identified strongly with a
mixed group. .The‘ same pattern also holds for parent fnput. There do
_not appear to be differences between the groups in any of 'the other

types of. information.
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Discussion

To understand the appare}lt difference when the number of options

- \ 3 » 3 .
increase we note that many of the multiple option occurrences involved

~

a choice among textbooks.?!?

/‘

1.

0

In most of .these .cases representatives of -textbook publishers
were contacted which explains ti;e greater reliance on e,x’rernal
consultants. [t \Yas‘ usually the case that teachers deliberated
and expressed‘ their choices among‘e the options, thus the

increased incidence of person inion makes sense as well.
{,

k}
4

Length seems to have a eat effect, but this is not really a
variable subject to exterfial manipulation. ~.lt"is_not surprising
that longer decisiong involved more information (the,K decision may
have been prolonged bY certain parties insisting that mzre infor-
mation be considered), nor that the greatest increase was in the

level of input from parents. Parent input is channeled through

School Site Councils and §£“hoo| Advisory Committees, and these.,

bodies were only involved in the more elaborate and formalized
decisions. Daily decision .making is of little concern, as only
large-scale, school-wide program dévelopment issues are brought
to the parent councils for comm.ent. Such actions, e.g.;, the

annual program application, are lengthy, multi-stage procedures.

13 Keepi‘ng in mind the caveat that association by itself does not mply
causality, we can still interprete these results in light of our total
knowledge of the phenomena under study.

+
1
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Strategy is also important. Many educational researchers have
commented on the importance of key individuals in school
decision making. We suggested in an earlier working paper that
the principal was such a person, and his or her leadership style
wés a prime determinant of evaluation use. ‘\\.’hat Table 10 seems
to suggest is thut it is not so much the .prin{:ipal who detc;rmines
evaluation use per se, but any individual or group of individu_algs:
who step 'in to take the lead in coordinating a decision. 'The
main differences were not between the principal-led occurrences;
and the group-orchestrated ones, but between these two catego-
ries and those occurrences in which there \;Vere no groups that
created a strategy or plan of action. The combined evaluative
total (TESTS *+ ND ASSMT *+ OTH EVAL) for the first two cate-
gories is about the same, but this is markedly greater than the
evaluative total for the latter set of occurrences.

Prompt seems to have Iittle impact on evaluation use, though the
distinction between internally-prompted and externally-prompted
decisions makes a difference in other types of information use.
The differences due to the GROUP variable are somewhat more
difficult to understand. One way to interpm‘at the strong
increase in reference to needs assessrhent when mixed groups of
teache?‘xand administrators are strongly identified”with an issue,
is to remember that needs assessmeht,;f'often acts as a "cal;se"
ltself not just as secondary\data That is, the data provided

2
to the whole school as a result 6f the needs assessinent process

’,

/
. may point out” an area thgT/ i'equi_re'§ attent’ion. The ;S‘arent

!
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committees are usually involved in the needs assessment process
as well; consequently, we are not surprised to find greater
parent inputy based on the same information that motivated the

administrators and teachers to opt for change.
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’ Chapter 5

1

DECISION PATTERNS ACROSS ALL FOUR PHASES

INTRODUCTION -

One of our'initial goals was to characterize school level decision
making ;larocasses in a manner that would allow us to look 'for recoghi-
zable patterns. We characterized the school's actions related to each
significant occurrence in four phases. To this point we have focused
our attention on the decision making phase because ‘that was where the
greatest potcatial for evaluation utilization lay. In the first half of this
chapter we look more closely at the other three phases. After offer.ng
some overall comparisons between the phases we will discuss each phase
in turn. Then, in the second half of the chapter we will describe the
prototype decision sequences we developed to summarize decision making

patterns.

ANALYSIS OF THE DECISION PHASES
Comparison between the Phases

ir Tables 4 and 5 we have summarized the pattern of intormation use
and the breakdown of personal configurations that were rexxrted in
each phase. (The data are reported as the number of citations per
1000 decisions, as they are in all the figures in this report.) We will

discuss each phase in turn.
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TABLE 4

Frequency of Information Use in Each Phase

frequency per 1000 Decisions

Information Type Recogni- Decision Ratifi-  Dissemi-
tion Making cation nation
OPINION 667 3205 1000 N 23
PROG REQ 402 740 147 0
OBSERVTO LY 534 88 23
PARNT IN 98 411 118 0
DIST STF 98 370 0 0
ND ASSMT 157 356 29 0
EXT CONS 29 329 0 0
TESTS 137 178 118 0
COLLGAGS 0 151 0 0
OTH EVAL 39 123 0 0
OTHER 69 14 0 23

Tables 4 and 5 illustrate quite clearly that the bulk of the interac-
tions took place in the decision making phase. The number of

personnel involved and the level of information use were both many

_times greater in this phase than in any other. On the other hand, the

relative frequencies among the types of information and personnel
display their own patterns. Ignoring the dissemination phase (for there
was essentially no information involved in the dissemination of the deci-
sion) the relative balance of the information types is similar from one

phase to the next. However, there is much more variation in the rela-

.
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TABLE 5

Personnel Configuration in Each Phase

-~ .
Frequency Per 1000 Decisions
Personnel Configuration Recogni- Decision Ratifi- Dissemi-
tion Making ~ cation nation
ADMIN 598 863 441 0
STAFF 118 849 265 535
T+AD GPS 88 493 59 0
g TEACH 88 342 59 70
PAR+STFF 59 219 . 176 70
PAR+AIDE 10 68 59 395

CONSULTS 20 41 0 23

tive magnitude of various personnel types between the phases. This
will be clearer as we discuss each individual phase, but some overall
comments seem warranted at this juncture.

The balance of information types in the decision making phase has
been reviewed extensively in previous chapters, and the predominance
of opinion notecrin the decision making phase holds in the recognition
and ratification phases as well. However, its relati\;e role vis-a-vis the
other information types is somewhat lessened in the recognition phase.
This makes sense because there was less of a role for opinion in recog-
nizing factual changes and events (such as new program guidelines,

changing school populations, and low test scores) than in deciding how

to respond to these prompts. The three evaluative information types

occur with differing relative frequencies in the three .different phases




we are discussing as well. The rglative' role of tests, needs assess-
ments and other evaluation is greater in the recognition phase than "in
the decision making phase or the ratification phase.

The balance between different personnel types shifts more dramati-
cally than the balance between informatio.n types as we comparé phases.
Administrators dominate the recognition phase,!* while there is more
balance in the decision making phase betweep th‘e'administrators and the
other memb.ers of the professional staff. Ratificati‘on is primarily the
function of the administrator or the full staff, with some involveient of
parent advisory groups, while dissemination of a decision goes mostly to
Ahe full staff, to the parents and aide group or to the parent council.

There will be more to say about the relative balance of personnel and

information in the following sections when we analyze each phase indivi-

dually.

Recoghnition

In the recognition phase we captured the earliest reported identifica-

tion .of a need for school action. It was not always easy for our
respondents to make this judgment, because many of the significant
occurrences that were described materialized graduall‘y over time. For
example, many schools in our sample experienced growth in the percen-
tage of their student population who were from Hispanic background,
but' this was a slow, incremental process. It was difficult to identify
the point at which someone recognized the need to make changes to

accommodate these students. In fact, in most cases an external

14 |t appears that a stimuli is not officially recognized as important
until it is legitimized by an administrator.
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reporting or planning cycle prompted the formal recognition that the’

gradual change had reached a threshold that required action. In this )

case events such as the annual program application process, the fi_Iing
of the district racial/ethnic survey or a school-v;'ide need:} assessment
cry'stallized the staff's view of their situation.

Reviewing Table 4 one notices that personal opinion was the predomi-

nant type of information cited in the recognition phase and that direct

observation also was cited quite frequently. This tends to support our .

belief that 'recognition' was sometimes a personal and subjective pheno-
menon which depended on a key individual's.view of a changing scene.

Program guidelines are one criteria that is used to determine if
school action is required. The large number of references to program
requirements suggests this was a common mode of action. Typical of
such Situations was the case in which the number of LES/NES students
‘- reached certain levels and instructional changes were required by law.
The high incidence of PROG REQ references also reflects the fact that,
many ﬁmes, changing requirements themselves became the prompt for
action. The creation of the supplemental instructional program for
racially isolated schools was such a situation.

The level of citations for needs assessment and test data reflect
situations in which evaluative data drew attention to a potential problem
or area of improvement.

There are no surprises in the distribution of personnel in the recog-
nition pha.se. Table 5 shows that the ad:ninistrators, who are “espon-
sible for coordinating the school's overall proéram, were most often the

people who recognized the need for change (or who received the notifi-
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cation that .official changes vere being made in guidelinesﬂ or proce-
durés). In addition, there were a fair number of significant occur-
rences whicl; were first \;ocali-zes_:l i; f Ni,staff meetings, and there were
some instances in which each of' t%

-

was, responsjble for recognizing a need for at:/t}on.

. ' -

- -

’ _Ratification ' . N\ ¢

The rat}‘ficaiion phase ‘Was'‘described: as an official review stage in
which some persofn or .persoxné., wer;a given an op'portunity to comment on
a decision tentativé;ly aéreed upon by an,other'gt'oup. Our group
discussions uncoveted three basic ‘ratific_atior,\, sequénces:(?he full staff
confirmed a decision made E)y a c.ommittee or group, the principal
“signed off' on a decision made by teachers-or the full staff, and the
parent/teacher committee ratified a decision made by the professional
staff.

The data in Table 4 confirm this picture; the personnel involved in
ratification are administrators, the full staff and parent—sta_ff grou'ps, in
that order. In contrast eto the decision making phase in which parent
'input was primarily indirect, w’e’do find direct parent and aide partici-
' pation in the ratification stage. Here parent deliberative bodies such
as school-site councils and: sch?] advisory committees were frequently
involved in "signing off" on pléns development in the school.

The information ty;pes cited in the ratification phase also add
credence to our earlier conceptualizati(on. The only type of infoymation

that is referenced to a significant .degree is personal opinion. We are

not witnessing a complete recapitulation of the decision process with all

LR Y
.

ifferéht -personnel configurations®




arguments and points of view, but rather an abbreviated review of the
final choice in which a group is given an opportunity to express their
own ideas.

(1t should be noted that we were told of no instances in which a

decision was 'vetoed' in the ratification phase.)

Dissemination ,

We did not anticipate ‘t.h‘at many types of information ‘were required
in the dissemination pbase and we founcﬁ exactly that. The process
that .was described was déne in which dec-isi'ons made by groups or by

administrators were disseminated to the full staff, or decisions made by

school professionals were disseminated to the parents. That is essen- .

ti'aliy all that is depicted in Tables 4 and 5

Discussion . d

This model provides a more complete picture of the full decision
process that occurs in the schools, though these™three phases' hold
limited interest for our study. The one important element is the
evidence that evaluation -- in the form of test scores and needs assess-
ment -- is directly involved in the recognition of many pr‘oblems. In
fact, it contributed roughly 15% of the total number of information cita-

n

tions in this phase.
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¢ PROTOTYPE SEQUENCES (BY DECISION TYPE)
The final phase in our analysis was to examine the complete "decision .
making process to see if similar patterns existed among decisions of the
same type. |f generalized decision prototypes could be found they
would be powerful tools for investigating evaluation use in school
actions and might also suggest ways to enhance evaluation use.

We were somewhat successful in this effort, extracting prototypic
decision sequences for certain cases but not for others. The search
itself was illuminating. We diagrammed the decisions sequences that had
been described to us and found that diversity pr:edominated over simi-
larity. On first inspection it seemed that every sequence differed in
some small manner from every other. In fact, even when we
aggregated our units of analysis to the personnel and information
groups used in the prev‘ious discussions, the diff;rences often
outweighed the simi]arities. Though somewhat disappointing, this .
diversity is in itself one of the important findings of our research.

Equally important amid this widely varying set of decision patterns
were some similarities. We were able to identify some generalizable
prototypes. In the sections that follow we will describe these decision
prototypes and give specific examples from our study.

FiOrst, a brief word about notation. We will use the previously
defined categories to label steps in the decision prototypes. People,
rather than information, dominated the descriptions of decision making
that were provided by our respondents. Consequently, we used the
personnel‘ group involved in each step as our defining element and the

predominant information sources as a secondary element of the notation.




Also, for completeness, we consider the recognition phase, the decision

making phase and the ratification phase although most prototypes
contain only t.wo of the three phases. Ratification did not occur too
often, and the form usualiy varied from case to case. (A slash is used’
to indicate the end of the recognition phase and the beginning of the
decision making phase; two slashes separate the decision making phase
from the ratification phase.)

For example, a prototype rﬁight be designated in the following

manner:

ADMIN(ND ASSMT) / ADMIN, TEACH, STAFF(ND ASSMT, OPINION)

This example indicates a decision having both recognition and deci-
sion phases. The following sequence of actions might have occurred in
a situation that was descriéed by this prototype. Initially, the prin-
cipal or other staff person recognized the deficiencies in the school's
reading program when he/she conducted the annual needs assessment.
The decision ph'ase included several steps. First, administrators
discussed the reading program among themselves and came up with some
of their own ideas. Then they shared the scores collected during the
needs assessment process with thé grade level chairman (teachers) and
brought them into the discussion of the school's response. All agreed
that the problem was the school's departmentalized reading program.
Many felt that it was not working well and the.\vt teachers wanted to
return to self-contained classrooms. Thg next step in deciding what to
do was to discuss the issue at a full staff‘meeting the following week.
Here, all the teachers agreed that something had to be done to improve

the scores -~ all agreed that the best thing was to switch back to self
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contained classrooms. This decision was made. Throughout the deci-
sion process the predominant information had been the data collected
during needs assessment and the opinions and observations of the staff
themselves. ’

Our prototype does not attempt to capture every single bit of infor-
mation used in the decision, nor to display every contributing interac-
tion between school personnel. Rather, it is a globa! model of the
important steps in the decision proce'ss and the most salient pieces of
information that were brought to bear on the problem at hand.

This sample prototype indicates one of the chief roles of evaluation
we observed in the sch?‘ols -- identifying the need for change. It is
not the only recle that evaluation plays, nor do all decisions evolve in
this manner. However, a certain class of decision resemble this
problem, and it is a useful tonl for characterizing those situations.

The various prototypes we were able to identify seemed to fit better
with particular types of decisions. As a result, we have organized the
presentation of decision sequence prototypes according to the types of
decision used initially to classify significant ocurrences.

Genera! Curriculum Prototype The prototypic decision invoiving

general cirriculum guidelines was as follows:!*

ADMIN{PROG REQ, TEST) /
ADMIN, STAFF, T*AD GPS(TEST, OPINION)

!5 We will describe this prototype in great detail and provide a lengthy
example in order to familiarize the reader with the notational system.
Iin subsequent prototypes the description and example will be more
succinct.
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The key elements of this prototype are the need for action recog-
nized primarily by an administrator with ciritical elements in this recog-
nition ‘being the program regulations and the recent set of test scores
or observations. Generally, the administrators discussed it among
themselves, enlarged the discussion to include some sort of representa-
tive teacher group or sampling of staff, and firally brought in the
entire staff who was u.Itimater resp-onsible for deciding the course of
action. Key elements in this process were the opinions of the
personnel, their likes and.dislikes rega;*ding the suggestion put forward
by the administrator, and the program guiéelines themselves. Evalua-
tion was not brought to bear on the consideration of alternative courses

of action, but served merely to signal at the beginning of the sequence

’

that something needed to be done.
Such a decision occurred at schcol number 3:

Example: Reading scores had been low for the last few years
and the assistant principal wanted to do something about it.
Because he believed that the teachers' instructional behaviors
were not as well organized and planned as they could be, he
developed a management plan for the reading program that he
wanted to implement in all classrooms. It corresponded more
closely to the goals ghat they had set out in their program
application and to the overall district curriculum guidelines.
He discussed his ideas with the principal who gave him his
approval to broach the subject with the faculty. The prin-
cipal did not want to order the change, and hesitated to force
it upon the staff. However, the assistant principal showed a
lot of enthusiasm and got permission to present the idea at
the executive committee meeting. The executive committee
was a representative teacher group that would meet with the
administrators on a regular basis. They were somewhat cool
to the plans suggested by the assistant principal. They
thought they were unworkable, extra wieldy and awkward,
- and they suggested a number of changes. During the next
two weeks the assistant principal made some changes in his
original management plan outline, got the reluctant approval
of the executive committee and presented it at a fuli staff
meeting. The staff were not completely convinced, either,
that this was the right approach. They didn't like being told
how they should go about managing their classrooms.

~
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However, they recognized that the scores had been decliring
and “that they would have to take some actions to make some

- attempt to improve the situation. They suggested one or two
o:her changes and reluctantly agreed to implement the new
plan.

o
Most of the decisions in the GEN CURR category differed from this
prototype in some manner. However; the‘prototype captuies a common
thread suggested by the whole group of decisions considered together.
{gstructionc.‘ Material Prototype. Mosti significant occurrences
involving changes in instructional materials accrued over a long period
and had no prototypic recognitiém phase. However the decision phases

had some marked similarities. The instructional materials prototype is

as follows:

T+*AD GPS, TEACH, T+*AD GRP, (OPINION, EXTCONS,
COLLEAGS)
// STAFF (OPINION)

The typigal instructional materials decision involved the selection of
new textbooks. Usually some digsatisfaction with existing texts had
been brewing _for a (iong, but indefinite, period. An executive
committee or a representati\'/e teacher committee usually was seeking out
information from text publishers, from the district, and.from colleagues
at other schools. Alternative texts were displayed at the school and
publishers' representatives often were invited to make presentations.
The teacher committee actually decided which text to purchase but the
entire staff was called in to approve the final decision after hearing a
report. The staff usually relied on their own opinions about the books

¢

in making their choice.
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What we note in the in.structional materials prototype is a very
minimal administrative participation. Administrators usually played a
role in establishing a framework for the process, delegating resource
teachers or certain classroom teachers to gather information and review
available materials. Ultimately,’ however, the full staff chose the
instructional materials and administrators usually accepted their recom-
menéations.

%

New Program Prototype. The new program prototype reflects a situ-
ation that may be unique to the district we studied. Additional funding
was given to certain schools to provide more after school teacher

sarvices. The model of the prototype is as follows:

t

ADMIN (PROG REQ) / T*AD GRP, STAFF (OPINION, PROG REQ)
A description given by a staff person ‘at school number 16 exempli-

fies this pattern:

Example: The principal was notified by the district office /\_>

that the school was eligible to receive special funds, and was
also provided with the requirements that gust be met ip order
to receive the funding. He shared this¥ information at the
next leadership committee meeting, and also informed this
committee that he was going to let the trachers decide how
they wauld organize their after school hours. Each teacher.
would have: to prepare a brief written statement indicating
what kind of activities would be going on in class to supple-
ment the regular instruction, but the choice would be left up
to the individual teachers. This information was shared with’
the whole staff and the teachers made their choices based on
their own personal preferences and the limitations that were
set by the requirements of the program. The selections were
all reasonable and the principal didn't feel it nhecessary to
veto any of them. "

Not all of the occurrences in the New Program category related to

the use of additional funds for the special program schools.
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Parent Involvement Prototype. Parent involvement decisions seemed
to be made exclusively by administrators. Although there were few

decisions in this category, the following prototype seemed to apply:

ADMIN(OPINION) / ADMIN, PAR*STF(OPINION)

The principal usually did not initiate the action under discussion,
but rather an assistant or a coordinator who had been delegated the
responsibility for parent involvement did. When the idea had been
refined and a course of action identified, parents were consulted to
insure that it would meet with wider apprO\;aI. Typically the {nembers
of the school site council were consulted or some parents who were
active in the schools and who were frequently on the school grounds
were brought into the discussions. When this group of parents and
administrators agreed that the alternative was a good one, the final
decision was made. ‘

Personnel Prototype. There were very few personnel decisions

described among our significant occurrences. Those that were

" described adhered quite closely to this prototype:

ADMIN (OPINION) / ADMIN (OPINION)

The personnel category was limited to decisions that would normally
be considered as falling within the purview of the school principal --
which is what we found when we analyzed those cases.

Bilinéual Prototype. The bilingual program decisions varied widely.

However, the key elements are captured in the following prototype:
-

f
T+AD GP3(PROG REQ, DIST STF, ND ASSMT) /
ADMIN, TEACH, PAR*STFF(OPINION,PROG REQ)
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Most of the decisions in the bilingual category arose out of the

' \/changes in the‘s&mol population. The disparity between the bilingual
P program requirement (particularly the district's Lau plan) and the situ-
ation at the individual school created a need for action. A member of
" the district staff who was familiar  with the problem involved in the-
bilingﬁal program usually was involved in monitoring the school's efforts
and poi.nting up deficiencies. District consultants had the most exper-
tise in how to meet the needs of bilingual students with the limited
. resources available. Their input about viable and acceptable options
primarily determined the course of action to take. This decision
sequence reflects more district input than any of the other prototypes
we looked at so far.
Another new element in this prototype is parental participation. The

district did not have enough certified bilingual teachers, and often met

el

the needs of students through the use of bilingual classroom aides who
were drawn from the local parent community. Moreover, program
requirements dictated advisory participation of the school advisory
committee.

The prototypic. bilingual decision sequence started with the school
administrator's recognition of the problem. The problem usually
involved having to make some instructional adjustments to serve a

e
f ~ReriS
.3

larger number of certified teachers. The bilingual coordinator for the

bilingual teacher group was often involved in planning how the changes

would be made; these plans were communicated to the parent represen-

R
1734
3 &3

tatives who had a chance to comment and the whote staff was also given R

-

opportunity to participate in the decision.
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Other Significant Occurrences. We were not able to extract a repre-

sentative -prototype for the other six categories of significant occur-
rence. [n each instance, we were unsble to find a pattern for the
occurrences that fell into the six categories: 1) STU GRPS, 2) STF
PERS, 3) STFF DEV, 4) SML INST, 5) EVAL REL, 6) MISC. These
categories were represented by too few cases or had too much diversity

for us to identify a prototypic model for the actions taken.

Discussion

Our attempt to develop prototypes for the decision types described
to us is both illuminating and frustrating. In particular, we note:

We were able to characterize a typical decision sequence in half the

categories of significant occurrences. These prototypes indicate the

course through which the decision took place, and the critical informa-

tion sourcas that were brought to bear. In this regard, they provide a
very efficient shorthand for discussing a complex phenomena.

On the other hand, some of the decisions defied our attempts to
characterize them in this manner. They shared a common subject, but
they proceeded in very different ways and used different kinds of
information. Cne thing that this might suggest is that the commonality
among the subject matter was not as greaé as we thought. Our classifi-
cation schente could h.ave inaccuracies which only showed- up when we
tried to diagram the decision. S.ome of the categories were more u/rﬁ-di-
mensional than oth;rs and thus, p.erhaps, more amenable to the ;ievel-
opment of a decisipn prototype. A closer look at the six categories for

which we were not able to develop decision prototypes lends credence to

this interp'retation .



<

The decision prototypes capture the order in which personnel were
involved, but they do not capture the influence that one group had on
another. This is an important drawba;:k to using the prototypes as a
model for improving evaluation utilization. They shed some light on
which kinds of information were important, but not what influence they
had. They capture what happens but not why.

To a large extent the same groups of personnel were involved in
most. decisions. If we focus on the curriculum areas (ignoring staffing
decisions and personnel matters), the personnel who appear in proto-
types look very similar. Most of the decisions involve administrators,
groups of teachers an_d administrators and the whole staff at some stage
in the process. The main differences were not in who was involved in
the decision, but how they influenced one another and what information
they brought to bear. The decisions that involved major issues, ones
’ ) that school staff deemed significant, usually involved all the different ‘

groups of personnel of the school. The difference seems to lie more in
the kinds of information brought into the debate than in which
personnel.

The typical decision sequence is short, lasting just two or three
stéps. This may be because the school environment is very hectic;
there is much to do and little time to do it.. As a result we saw very
few instances of elaborate, deliberative processes and lengthy consicglei'—
ations. The standard procedure seemed to be. to make the best possible
decision with the information at hand or readily available. There were
no instances in which the process looked like a theoretical decision
making process in which alternatives were generated and information A

. —(including evaluation) brought to bear on those alternatives.
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Chapter 6

CONCLUSIONS

In this chapter we will summarize the more important results of this
study, consider some possible refinements and discuss the implications
of this research for evaluation p.ractice and for future research oh eval-

uation ut'ﬂ'{z_ation.
3

- [}
<

SUMMARY
The User interview Survey achieved the goals that‘ had been set for
gathering, categotizing, and analyzing informa‘tfon about evaluation use
among elementary schooi decision makers. Although the findings of the
survey are recorded in detail in Chapter§ 3, 4, and 5, we will bring
\\some of the results together in summary so that broader, more general
pétterns can emerge more clearly.,
We asked our respondents to identify "significant occurrences"”, and
th.eir 'selection is noteworthy in itself. By far the most commonly
described occurrences involved general issues of curriculum and

instruction. (These did not include, however, any.’direct intervention

i.n instructional practice within the classroom.) Thus, while the

respondents had broad discretion to interpret the notion of a "signifi-'

cant occurrence” in any manner they chose, they generally agreed that

instructional and curricular issues were the most important.
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One of the first observatons we made after reviewing the list of

significant occurt:ences was that the majority of the events were not
initiated by the school personnel themselves. ngr half of the signifi-
cant occurrences had their genesis outside the school, as reactions to
federal, state, and district actions or to community changes. Schools
spent most of their time reacting to events rather than initiating them.
The overall picture of schools that emerged was one of institutions with
a desire to undertake constructive efforts to improve instruction in the
face of multiple external demands on time and resources. Not surpris-
ingly, there was also sc;me resentment about these constant ;‘aressures
from outside. This anget: and frustration must be !<ept in mind when

thi.nking about ways to improve evaluation utilization,

Looking at the questions of the use of eva]uation, we found that

- school decision makers did not frequently rely upon evaluation when

!

.they made decisions. Instead, they acted most heavily on the basis of

personal belief and o;?inion. Program guidelines and regulations were
given the second greatest amount of attention.

At this point we must digress from the discussion of specific find-
ings to talk about the nature éf the results we obtained. Predomi-
nately, the generalizations we were able to draw were valid only for
certain types of decisions, for particular phases in the decison process
or for certain types of evaluation. In fact, one of the most important
findings of this study was that overall _generalizations about school
decision making or evaluation were not possible; definable patterns of
behavior or interaction only were found to be applicable for particular

circumstances.

- 122 -




>

.

'J'he‘ 'un.iverse of generalization for t;los‘{ qf our conclusions is not
schoél decnsnon maklng but school decnsnon making of a particular sort.
For: example, personne! decnsnons operated differently than decisions
involving: the establishment of gepera! cu;?'tcular guidelines. Slmrtfrly,

the notion of evalyation in the aggregate is too broad for useful gener-

alization. There were diffet:ent uses' for ﬁeeds assessment than for the

"assistance afforded ‘by the Mef;'o evaluation consultant. Finally, we

found ‘that it was - useful to subdivide the decison process into a number
qf smaller phases, and'tha.t different relationships held in these diffe-
rent phases. The use of evaluation, in pa;‘t'icular, differed between the
recognition phase, the decision making phasea“a'nd the ratification phase.
Thus, to summarize, we were able to ‘make important distinctions
between different conditions and to produce a nu;nber of conditional
generalizations.

The nature of these conditional generalizations- becomes more evident
when we further consider some of the findings relating to information
sources. Though evaluation data played a very small role in the deci-
sion making‘phase, they played a much larger role in the recoghition
phase. Both needs assessment and testing were useful in identifying
areas that needed school attention. Consequently, we mus;t qualify our
initial ;;essimistic assessment of evaluation utilization. While it is true
that evaluation was not greatly present in the full decision making
cycle, it p]ayed an important role in one’part of that process --
problem recognition.

Needs assessment,in particular, was a type of evaluation which was

mentioned frequently in the recognition phase by our respondents. We




found that needs assessment helped school staff identify areas that

required attention. By evaluating the status of the school program on
a;\ annual basis‘in a form that was familiar and in a manner that
involved the staff directly, needs assessment had a sizeable impact. It
helped the school staff recognize some of the successes and failures of
their program. These findings confirm the conclusions of Brown and
Braskamp (1980) that needs assessment was used to stimulate interest,
raise new issues and serve as a basis for future evaluation activities.

Within the decision making phase of the sequence there were differ-
ences in"the use of ;3Va|uation data depending upon the decision type.
Evaluative data (primarily tests and needs assessr.nent) were more likely
to be used in certain types of decisions. Evaluation did not enter into
administrative decisions, staff development decision§ or personnel deci-
sions. However, it was important in curricular decisions and in deci-
sions involving the bilingual program. This observation makes good
sense. Evaluation of the kind that was described to us is not germane
to purely administrative actions, nor is it particularly relevant to most
staff development and personnel decisions. What little evaluation use
we found in the decision making phase was concentrated in curricular
and instructional decisions, and this is somewhat heartening.

Thoe study also examined whether there was a differential impact
when different personnel were involved in decision making. First, we
noted that most of the decisions that were described to us involved the
entire professional staff at one point or another. A multistage process

usually occurred in which different individuals or clusters of people

were involved at different points in time. We do not mean to imply that
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decision making was democratic. In fact, the role of one group or indi-
vidual was usually dominant ;vhile the role of another was more limited.
However, most of the significant occurrences that were described.to us
were accessible to gthe whole professional staff at some point. In
contrast, only rarely did the district consultants become directly
involved in school level decision making, and personnel from the Evalu-
ation and Testing office were never mentioned. Paraprofessionals and
parents also had only‘limited ciirect involvement in dgcision making,
though their input was often conveyed indirectly; through teachers or
administrator;. Decision making in these s.ignificant occurrences could
almost be viewed as a family affair among the school's professional staff
.with little direct participation by "outsiders”.

Secondly, the level of evaluation use was related to which personnel
groups participated in the' decision process. In particular, the pres-
ence of administrators acting singly or in groups with teachers was
related to increased evaluation use. It may be that administrators had
more time to devote to considerations of evaluation, that they were more
familiar with the information that was available, or that they i‘1ad better
training and a str.nger commitment to data based decision making.
Whatever the case, the level of evaluation utilization increased in those
decisions in which the administrators participated, either alone or in
groups.with teachers.

in the next stage of our analysis we tried to develop decision prolo-
types for each type of significant occurrence. This was potentially the
gc;st important part of our analysis. Not only did it reinforce one of

the major conclusions about evaluation utilization to arise from the study
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-- the distinction between the use of evaluation in the recognition phase

and in the decision making phase -- but it may have the greatest long

term implications for increasing evaluation utiiization.

We drew two important, yet seemingly ;:ontradictory, conclusions
from the attempt to identify decision prototypes. First, identifiable
similarities exist in decis'ign making. We were able to characterize
distinct prototypes that captured the essential common elements of the
decision process for six classes of decisions. This is a major accom-
plishment. Such prototypes can be a valuable tool for understanding
evaluation use, and, as we ’will see, for developing prescriptions to
increase such use under different decision conditions. Second, identifi-
able prototypes do not always exist. In six other types of decisions
the differences outweighed the similarities, and we were unable to
develop prototypes of common .ction patterns.

What does this mean? For one thing, thz phepomena under study

were enormously complex, and any attempt to aggregate by focussing on

similarities must ignore a multitude of tndividual differences. Further-

more, as suggested earlier, the categorization system itself might have

been responsible for some of the heterogeneity in certain groups of

decisions. Beyond this, there still may be wide differences, and we
cannot determine from this study how great they are. These findings
suggest that further study to verify the similarities we captured in the
six prototypes seems warranted, and more detai’ed study of the other
kinds of events is certainly called for.

This concern for independent v'alidation of the prototypes is a good

introduction to a discussion of potential refinements to this study that
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might be undertaken. Following that discussion we will review some of
the implications for evaluation practice that might be derived from our

findings.

REFINEMENTS

As noted above, further verification of the applicability of decision
prototypes in other situations seems: like a valuable exercise. \While
these prototypes are valid for Metro district, locgl conditions (particu-
larly the administrative structure) vary ;rom istrict to district, and
this may in turn affect decision procedu_t;ca_s.,.«w"While we believe condi-
tions at most elementary schools are similar in essential ways, this issue
does warrant further investigation.

Hearkening back to a commment we made in Chapter 4, this study
tells us a lot about what occurred in the decisions we studied, but
much less about why it occurred the way it did. TI.1e "what" is
valuable in itself -~ we learned a lot about the decision making process
-- but it also leaves a great deal to investigate. Why did opinion
predominate? There are any number of possible expla~ations for this
fact -- opipgjons are usually salient, familiar, trustworthy, immediate
and credible. How is opinion formed? We did not thoroughly investi-
gate the important elements that went into the formation of these opin-
jons -- evaluation could well have been one of the factors that subtly
shaped people's attitudes.

The following example illustrates another issue that might be
addressed as a refinement to this study. A colléague, who worked in

Metro district for many years, tells us that a form of evaluation exists
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" which is highly relevant to personnel decisioi's. Each te:;cher applicant
is given an entry examination in his or her primary subject area, and
these scores become part of the person's personnel file. These data
are usually scrutinized by the principal before any hiring takes place.
We were surprised that these scores were never mentioned in the
personnel decisions that were described to us. On closer review we
noted that none of these decisions involved simply hiring a new
teacher. They invoived increasing the am;unt of time provided by a
specialist already employed, or shifting staff among different jobs.
Under these circumstances it wasiunlikelly that the principal would refer

back to personnel records.

Our colleague offered another explanation.” In her view, such things

as the entry test are so commonplace that they might not be mentioned.

They become part of the "background noise" that is filtered out because
it is so familiar. Our respondents might simply have failed to mention
the test scores because they were common knowledge within the district
and therefore not prominent in their recollection of the event.

The concern raised by this discussion is not the use of the evalua-
tive instrument in personne! decisions per se, rather there is another,
more important implication. This example points out the inherent limita-
tion of retrospective acounts of an event as complex as decision making.
Although our respondents indicated that they were able to recall the
details of the events to their own satisfaction (and we checked that
they had little to add when we sought field verification), we have no
way of knowing how much of the "background noise"” was filtered out in

both cases.
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The critical point is that there are limits to the amount of informa-
‘ tion that can be obtained in an hour long retrospective interview. We
tried to insure the accuracy of these reports through extensive cross-

¢
validation procedures, and we are convinced that no contradictory

statements or blatant falsehoods were included in our data. Neverthe-'
less, our results are constrained by the accuracy of .ur respondents’
memories and the sensitivity of their perceptions.

The reports contained consider:able detail -- enough to make the data
analysis itself a challenge. Ho;vever, the more familiar we became with
the cvents under discussion,., the more We‘ recognized the value that
could be derived from even more detailed reconstructions. Refined
observations and data collection procedures directed toward underlying
causes could yield a fuller recounting of this aspect of the events that

transpired, and thus shed more light on the reasons underlying the

patterns we observed. 6

IMPLICATIONS

* - This study has a number, of important implications bo’th. for future
research on evaluation utilization ard for evaluation practice in the
schools. '

Research Implications
Up to now evaluation ‘research has failed to distinguish between
types of decisions, and the assessment of evaluation's impac: is inaccu-
rate when this distinction is overlooked. By identifying distinct deci-
sion types, this study begins to balance the assessment, and such
. distinctions should be incluc_:led in any subsequent research.
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Similarly, most  evaluation research has focused on the

decision-making stage and has ignored the other stages in which evalu-

ation may play an important role. By concentréting on the manner in
’ -

‘which evaluation was acted upon, past research has ignored ‘evaluation's

more subtle influence: at other stages. This- study's re!:ognitibn of

s '

stages in the decision meking process further corrects previous over-

: generalizations about evaluation's role. -

When we carefully examined the stages in decision making and
diffentiated betWeen-Hecis,ion types, we were able to derive conditional
generalizations about evaluation use and make mc;re precise, statements

about particular types of decisions. For example, béa{t:-se\ it focused on

.the end product of the decisiop, most past research failed to perceive

evaluations's importance in identifying the very problems which were
being" addressed. This study suggests, therefore, that further
research should in.clude examination of the decision making process in

its broadest sense, including recognition, decision making and all other

* phases.

‘We_ initiated the study to look at interrelationships in a large cross-
section of decision .making, knowing fuil well that our method of
analysis. would limit our ability to infer causes. ‘Now that this analysis
is complete we would like to see efforts to achieve greate}' under-
sta.nding of the "whys”. It seems worthwhile to expand this inquiry to
include a larger number of decisioqs, to allow for lengthier interviews
or even first hand observations of decision making, and to include data
from the rest of the school staff. Without doubt teachers should t?e

included in any subsequent investigations of this sort.




-

In fact, certain relationships may .never be uncovered without
observing decision makingas it is taking place. For ‘example, any
study that would hope to ascertain why opinion predominates in decison
making (a question we raised earlier) would probably want to rely on
direct observation of decision processes. Similarly, one could only hope
to understand the role of ‘evaluation in opinion formation (another of
our earlier concerns) .through a review of opinion formation over time.

This su%gests that an ethnoér_aphic study of school decision making
would be valuable. AThe iﬁvestigator should x‘e;nain at the school for an
extended period of. time and observe first hand significant occurrences
of the type described ‘to us. Such cont‘ixtuaily sensitive research
would be an important supplement to the broad cross-sectional investi-
gation undertaker ir this study. It could begin to fill in some of the
missing "whys" that were on]y alluded to in our findings.!®

On considering the i'mplications of this study for future research we
aiso note the success of the data reduction and analysis techniques we
employed, and recommend that future research in this area consider
si;nilar approaches. These were not simple tasks. Data validation
procedures'employed on this project were uncommmon_to most qualitative
research. The multiple analysis and aggregation preccedures were allso
quite novel. .Finally, the use of the computer to make comparisons
among the ;uanftified variables from qualitative data yielded a variety of
important insights -- easily justifying the expenditure of time and

energy.

1

1 An earlier ethnographic study which was part of CSE’'s Evaluation
Use Project did provide ‘many of these kinds of insights (Daillak,
< 1980). However, that study focused on the district office evaluator
and not the school. y
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Finally, we laid the foundation ior a classification scheme that may
refine the discussion of evalution utilization and prove essential in
further research. The two-dimensional breakdown of school decisions

‘by type and phase had clear utility in this study -- the prototypes

derive directly from this structural model -- and it should be explored

further. The decision type by decision phase matrix that emerged from
this study appears to be a useful organizational tool for studying evalu-

ation utilization at the school level.

Practical implications

The "study has a number of implications for evaluation practice. We
will highlight some of these and discuss what might be done to improve
evaluation utilization in light of thes'e results.

First, we should emphasize the importance of the context in which
evaluative activies are conducted. Much of what we observed was a
function of the structure and operating procedures of the district as
well as th\e school. For example, the role of the evaluation consultants
was stipulated very clearly by the district. Daillak (1980) noted the
degree to which their activities were circumscribed, and noted even
that some people went outside their official dt;ties to interact in alterna-
tive, informal ways. This is all to say that one cannot consider evalua-
tion utilization in the school and ignore the impact of the district
administrative structure. The external pressures we noted above give
ample evidence of this fact. In fact, Daillak, Alkin & Stecher (1980)

noted that administration itself s-~emed to be a muck more salient

concern than achievement at the local level, and this observation is



3 3 ’ 5 N -
confirmed in the present research. Under these’ circumstances
- 3 . 3 . &. epg e .
prescriptions for improving school site evaluation utilization must
involve both district as well as local factors.

The clearest instance of evaluation use -- the use of needs assess-

ment in the recognition ph'ase -~ points up the.importance of local”’

involvement and familiarity in the evaluation utilization process. More
attention is given to data that are locally generated. Such data are
more familiar and they have greater credibility at the school site than
information that is communicated from outside the school. In addition
the personnel at the site have a personal i'nvestment in needs assess-
ment information because they are actively involved in its collection.
Recalling the almost family-like exclusivity of most important decision
making supports the notion that, to be useful, information must have a
local basis. In contrast, there was an almost complete lack of input
from the Metro evaluation consultant, and there ‘vas only minimal atten-
tion given o evaluation in other forms. School personnel proffered
negative reactions to external mandates and directives that emanated
from the administrative hierarchy. In fact, often the evaluation consul-
tants acted as the enforcers of such requirements. An implication to be

drawn for improving evaluation utilization is that the responsibility for

‘initiating and gathering evaluative data related to significant occur-

rences must be shifted to the local site.

This notion was recognized by administrators in Metro district.
Daillak (1980) noted that the E & T office initiated an ef‘ort to establish
on-going planning and monitoring committees within each school.

Unfortunately, the implementation of these local evaluation committees
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was not given high priority, and individual evalyation consultants were

given great flexibility in terms of the amount of e.mphasis they placed
on the effort. As a result, ongoing planning and#r.{aview never became
a reality. . We saw little evidence of this effort in our interviews. Only;
once or twice w;s such a committee even menfic'med. We think this shift
of respons:bility for evaluation would go a long way toward improving
utilization.

Y?t, our research sgggests that certain fu.nctions might be success-
fully carried out by such a local committee, while others could not.
The distinction we woild make is between infor'm'ation that i.s collected
to serve external reporting functions, and information that can fill a
local need. David (1978) noted that most Title | evaluation was carried
out for r:eporting purposes cnly, and :‘.hese are precisely the kinds of
externally mandated activities toward which the respondents in our
study reacted most negatively. In order for local evaluation efforts to
contribute to school improvement they must be motivated out of local
concerns and must serve local needs. Needs -assessment ithough_
mandatory) has shown that it can inform local decision making in “a
useful manner, and it is accepted to the degree that it does so. Other
evaluative activities will have to pass this same test in order to achieve
increased utilization.

.This distinction between informatic;n for external mandates and local
site needs argues for a separation between compliance and reporting
activities on the one hand, and evaluation for local decision making on

the other. While the EUP has earlier argued that evaluators should

adopt a consultative role, and we still feel that this approach has the
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greatest potential for increasing evaluation utilization, we would suggest
that it would be* impossible for a district evaluation consultant to spend
enough time at an individual school site to handle all the data that
might be useful for local decision making. The capability for
performing evaluation mgggjc‘})'e shifted to the local schools themselves. -
The district evaluator could be an instrument of this change, under-
taking training and technical assistance functions in a consultative
N .
manner, but probably could. not handle,the on-site responsibility for
such evaluation.
Our analysis of decision making has other practical implications. We
. can use the breakdown of signifiéant occurrences and the decision
protoltypeé to make pr;adictions about the kinds of issues that are likely
to arise during the course of the year, and the kinds of information

S E S

that are likely to be useful in addressing those issues} For example,
we know the typeé of significant occurrences that}

happened most
frequently in Metro district and thé typical manner in which many of
them were addressed. With this information school staff could generate
evaluative information that would be useful in a particular decision.
The end result of such ‘a procedure is that evaluation could play a
much greater role in many important, and seemingly predictable, school

-~

decisions. ,

When we began this data analysis, school decision making appeared-
to be haphazzard. it seemed to be dominated by unpredictable changes
and events rather than by careful planning or reasoned review of infor-

mation. The school level decision makers, who p.rovided this viewpoint,

addressed significant issues as they occurred without preliminary plan-
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ning. They found little‘ use for -existing evaluation and relied instead
on personal opinion to make decisjons.

The re'sults of this study suggest that there is some identifiable
order under this chaotic .facade, and that the existing pattern of deci-
sion making can be altered., If information on significant issues, such
as that derived from this study, can be fed back into the system to
illuminate that order and provide guidelines to help “local schools
develop relevant evaluation, -then the role played by evaluation in local
decisions can be increased. In our view, the kinds of analyses
conducted as part of this research have the potential to increase evalu-

ation utilization at the local level.




\ BIBLIOGRAPHY

Alkin, M.C., Daillak, R., and White, P. Using evaluations: Does
evaluation make a difference? Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications,
1979.

Alkin, M.C., Kosecoff, J., Fitz-Gibbon; C., and Seligman, R.
Eyvaluation and decision making: The Title VIl experience. CSE
Monograph Series in Evaluation (No. 4). Los Angeles: Center for
the Study of Evaluation, University of California, Lus Angeles, 1974.

Alkin, M.C., Stecher, B.M., Daillak, R.H. .interview Survey of Users:
Interim Report. NI/E Deliverable, Evaluation Use Project, Los
Angeles: Center for the Study of Evaluation, University of
California, Los Angeles, 1980.

Aronson, S.H., and Sherwood, C.C. Researcher versus practitioner:
Problems in social action research. Soclal Work, 1967, 12, 89-96.
Brown, R.D. & Braskamp, L.A. Summary: Common themes and a
checklist. New Directions for Program Evaluation. San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass Inc., Number 5, 1980, 91-98.

Dailiak, R.H. Evéluators at work: A field study. NIE Dellverablé,
Evaluation Use Project, Los Angeles: Center for the Study of
Evaluation, University of California, Los Angeles, 1980.

Daillak, R.H., Alkin, M.C. & Stecher, B.M. "Evaluation in a period of
transition." In L. Datta (Ed.), Local, state and federal change:
Evaluation issues. Beverly Hills, California: Sage Publications,
forthcoming. : '

David, J.L. Local ‘uses of title'l evaluations (Research report EPRC
21). Menlo Park, California: Educational Policy Research Center,
SR} International, 1978.

Griffiths, VD.E. Adminlistrative theory. New York: Appleton-Century-
Crofts, 1959.

Guba, E.G. The failure of educational evaluation. Educational
Technology, 1969, 9, (5), 29-38.

Hanson, E.M. "organizational control in educational systems a case
study of governance Ip schools." Paper presented at the meeting of

. the American Educational Research Association, Toronto, Canada,
March 1978. . .

Lortie, Dan C. School Teacher. Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1975. .

- 137 -

’ 143
- LY "
¢
. N R N .
: ,



H

Mann, J. "The outcome of evaluative research.” In C.H. Weiss (Ed.),
Evaluating action research: Readings in social action and Education.
Boston: Allyn and Bacon, 1972. o

Meyer, J.W., & Rowan, B. {nstitutionalized organizations: Formal

structure as myth and ceremony. American Journal of Sociology,
1977, 83, (2), 340-363.

Miles, M.B. Common properties of schools in contest: The backdrop
for knowledge utilizatlon and “school improvement”. New York:
Center for Policy Research, 1980.

Patton, M.Q., Grimes, P.S., Guthrie, K.M., Brennan, N.J., French,
B.D., and Blyth, D.A. In search of impact: An analysis of the
utilization of federal health and evaluation research. Minneapolis:
University of Minnesota, 1975.

Patton, M.Q. Utilization-focused evaluation. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage
Publications, 1978.

Patton, M.Q. Qualiltative evaluatldn methods. Beverly Hills, CA:
Sage Publications, 1980.

Rodman, H., and Kolodny, R.L. Otrganizational strains in the reacher-
practitioner relationship. Human Organization, 1964, 23, 171-182.

Weick, K.E. Educational organizations as loosely t.:oupled systems.
Administrative Sclence Quarterly, 1976, 21, 1-19.
@

Weiss, C.H. "Utilization of evaluation: Toward comparatiye study.”
In C.H. Weiss (Ed.), Evaluating action programs: Readings in
social actlon and education. Boston: Allyn and Bacon, 1972.
(Reprint of a paper presented at the meeting of the American
Sociological Association, Miami Beach, Florida, September, 1966.)

Weiss, C.H. Knowledge creep and decision accretion. Knowledge,
creation, diffusion, and utilization, 1980, 1, (3).

-8 - 144

X




‘APPENDICES

Appéndix A: Framework for Studying Evaluation
Utilization

Appendix B: Intérview Guide

Appendix C: Interview Topic Description
Appendix D: Interview Summary For@
Appendix E: Coding Form

Appendix F: Frequency of Information Use: Comparisons
Between Each Type of Significant Occurrence
and the Total Sample

‘ Appendix G: Freguency of Information Usc: Comparisons
Between Different Personnel Categories




U
0

APPENDIX A

’ ’
I'ramework for Studying Evaluation Utilization



Cat. 1

.Cas. 3

Preexisting Evaluation 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
Orientation of the Users .

Property 2.1 Questions or concerns about the program
Property 2.2 Expectations for the evaldation

Property 2.3 Preferred forms of information
Evaluator's Approach

Property 3.1 Usc of a formal evaluation model
Property 3.2 Research and analysis considerations
Property 3.3 Choice of rol:

Property 3.4 Uscr involvenient

Property 3.5 Deuling with imandated cvaluation asks
Property 3.6 Rapport
Property 3.7 Facilitate and stimutate the use of information
Evaluator Credibility

Pioperty 4.1 Specificity

Property 4.2 Changeability
Orgenizational Factors

Property 5.1 Interrelationships between site and district
Property 5.2 | Site-level organizational arrangetnents
Preperty 5.3 Other information sources

Property 5.4 ° Teacher and siaff vicws

Property 5.5 Student vicws

Property 5.6 Costs and rewards

Extraorganizational Factors

Property 6.1 Community influence
Property 6.2 Influence of other governmental agencies
Information Conrent and Reporting

Pioperty 7.1 . Substance f’
Property 7 ° Format

Property 7.3 Information dialoguc

Administrator Style

Property 8.1 Adsninistrative and organizational skills
Property 8.2 Initiative
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Interview Guide
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IToxt Provided by ERI

' ‘me of Interviewer:

INTERVIEW GUIDE Title:

School Code:
Respondent Code:

0. Introduction
Who we are interviewing
Why ("uses of information in special programs")
Confidentiality
) Appreciation
1. Description of Specially-Funded Programs
(Consolida;ted Project)

2. Duties & Responsibilities

3. "Significant.Occurrences in the Life of the Program"”
Changes (personnel, goals, materials, attitudes, etc.)
Rejected Alternatives
Factors Affecting Identified Occurrences
Description/History
Different Influences
Resolution Process

5. Role of Evaluation in Identified Occurrences

o .
6. Role of Evaluation in General
Administrative Level
(Within-school, District sponsored, PQR &
mock review) . '
Description
Influence on Action & Attitudes
Factors Affecting Impact
Improvement?

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

“

‘ Additional Comments

o .
5/,80 "

¥
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APPENDIX C

Interview Topic Description




)
\ /r/~/( Interview Topic Description

(Training Documant)

Introduction to the Study

The purpose of this research is to determine the role that
information, particularly evaluation inﬁormation, plays in schocl
'1§Vel program decisions. It is aifficult to ascertain the relative
importance of evaluationfinféréation directly. 'Asking about

’

evaluation tends to bias the {gsandents' recollections towards
~Just thoéé situations in which tgey did consider information

from evaluations.. Instead, the school-level decision makers will
be asked to identify significant occurrences in the life of the
school programs. The situations they select will be analyzed'to
determine the factors that affected their beliefs and actions. |

actors may be evaluation.

Hy

Among these
Hour long interviews will be conducted with school-level
administrators, who might be users of evaluation information.
These will not be structured interviéws with rigid protocols, but |
naturally evolving conversations guided toward ¢ertain carefully
selected topics. The topic guide is outlined below. The precise
.wording of queétions asked by each inte;vicwer will not be pre-
détermined, rather it will evolve within the topic framwork as
part of the naturél conversational style of the interviewer.
Similarly, the éxact oxdering of qguestions will be an inter-
active function of many factors{;including, for example, the

focused or diffuse quality of the respondent's answers, ctc.
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Model Introductoxy Remarks

‘Hello, my name is

. We are interviewing’
; .

-elementaxy school administrators to investigate the ways they

use different types of information in ‘school planning and ad-

-

" ministration. We are particularly interested in schools with

specially-funded, supplemental programs.

I can assure you that everything we say in‘thié interview
will be strictly confidential, ané any reports that are written
If you do not object, I would -

will be completely anonymous.

It allows me to capture

_like to tape record our conversation. 10

your thoughts correctly, and makeghour work much more accurate.
Howe&er, if at any time you would like to stop the reccoxding for
.a moment, please indicate that to me and I will turn off the
rmachine.

I would like to start by asking you for a brief description

school.

[
bt
~
|
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2
3
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0
7
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1
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Description for Interviewers

Topic Area l: Specially-Funded Programs in the School

A basic knowledge of the nature and scope of the specially
funded programs in each rchool is.necessary to understand the con-
text in which decisions occurred. Initially, oﬁly a very general
description will be sought; specific details will be elaborated
as part of the subsequent 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

’ Project?

[

Topic Area 2: User's Position and Rasponsibilities in the School

We also nced to know each respondents duties and responsibilities

in the school. 1In pa;ficular their administrative relationship

to the school’s special programs will be important.” At the out-

set a‘Qery'éeneral description will suffice. Details will be )

obtained\as épecific decisions are investigated later in the

intexview.

N Model Opgning Question: Can you give me a general descrip-—-
tion of your job and wha£ 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 answer will
/

determine the situations on which the bulk of the intervicw will
focus. 1Idecally, each respondent will be able tc reccall signifi--
cant program decisions in which Ehey pgrticipated. Realistically,

o

however, the evolution of a school program is more a matter of
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incremental change than formal "Gecision” events. Thus, each
school administrator will be ask~d to identify two or three
events thgg they believe were "significant occurrences in
the life of the program(s)”. Subsequently, 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
inteéested in the way information is used by school admin-.
istrators. To talk about this I want 1o iéentify 2 or 3

~

particiular 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

> < g - 3 N
is somewhat vague, but it is vague on purpose. I want to

get yocur impression of what was importnat rather than mine.

Try and recall a few differsnt occurrences that you thought’

were significant in determining- the shape and character of

the program during £he last two years. For now I'd just
like to list two or three such occurrences. We'll discuss
the details- later. | | |

sub topics: -+ S .

~-—changes (personnel, organization, goals, curriculum, materials,

-

activities, attitudes, other milestones, etc.) ,
--rejected alternatives

~-reinforcements in points of views, attitudes

Topic Area 4: Factors Affecting the Specificd Occurrences

To determine the relative contribution of evaluation infor-

-~

mation in the total decision context, the respondents will be -
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asked’t6 describe the factoré that influenced their opinions and
actions in the program events they just identified. Among the .
. constituent influences: in the situation might be such things as:
the respondent's personal educational beliefs and predispositions,
the respondent's first~haﬂd observations, information.from other
school site pgrsonnel, information and suggestions from district
staff, comments from pafents and community'membefs, contact with
state and federal program offices, information from evalﬁations, .
fiscal pressuf&s, etc.
Model Opening Question: I would like to discuss each of
these occurrences in greater detail so I can try to under-
stand the different factors that infliluenced peoples’ aétiogg
and points of view. I want you to explain things to me in
enough detail that I begin to see all the fcrces that were

. ) at work in the particular situation. Let's start with the

case of the

. How did it happen that the

school decided to : ) >

(Ox, how did it happen that

occurred?)

sub topics:
—-history; description of the occurrence
—--different influences

—--resolution process

Topic Area 5: The Role of Evaluation in the IXdentificd Situations

No special attention was given to evaluation information in

the previous stages of the interview. In many cases the respon-—

dents will have identified evaluation as one of the factors that

influenced the actions they discussed. In the event that evaluation
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was not mentioned, the qﬁgétion will: be specifically asked by the
interviewer at this stage'in the interview.
Model Opening Qﬁesfion: .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 §ituations identified by the
respondents were allowed to define the scope of the discussion.
Now, evaluation will ke considered in its own right, and the
:respondent's wicder knowledge and contact with evaluation will

be investigated.

Model Opening Question: We've discussed

and 1in gréat detail, and I think

I understand the important factors involved in those occurr-

! ‘ . - éncés (brief elaboration). Dr. Alkin and I are particularly
interested in +he usefulness of information from evaluations.

" X'd like to ask you to shift your thinking from these ‘

specifié.situations to thinking a&bout evaluation in general.
Will you.take{a minute to recall the program evaluations
that have gone on in the past year ox two; then, try to
tell me what impact they had on you and on the programs at
the schoél? '

sub topics:

—~Zlevel (within school,  district sponsored activities, PQR and

"mock review")

~——characteristics of the evaluation (formal/informal, content,

‘ style, personalitiés, method of communication, etc.)
——~its influence {on actions, attitudes, etc.) -
) ~~improving evaluation usefulness
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Topic Area 5: The Role of Evaluation in the Identified Situation
After the mo;e extensive discussion of evaluation it-may;be

appropriate to repeat the earlier inquiry into significant

occurrences. Certain subéle e&aluatioq influences may have

emerged from the lengthier discussion which were overlooked

previously:

Topic Area 7: Additional Comments

At the conclusion of the interview, there.will be a brief
open—-ended discussion period. Respondents will be given the '
_opportunity;;to modify oxr expand tﬁeir previous comments and :
clairfy any misinterpregations. |

, Model Opening Sentence: Before we conclude, I want to give
you an oppoftunity to make aﬂy additional comments about
our discussion. Is there anything you feel should be
clarified or expanded with respect to thé situations you
identified, the various factors you singled out or about
evaluation in generxal?

v v

Thank you very much for your cooperation.

Revised 2/15/80
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APPENDIX D

Interview Surmary Form

+




Evaluation-User Survey

fl‘ ‘ Interview Summary Form
Name: of Interviewer: School:
. , , Respondeni::
Title:

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

A

operating that this school.

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

as they involve the special programs you discussed.




3. In one paragraph each, describe the significant occurrences identified by the respondent
‘ and discussed in the interview.

Situation 1:

@

Situation 2:

>
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h ’For each occurrence: A. List (in approximate order of importance) the factors that influ-
enced the final outcome.
. B. Summarize in one paragraph the interrelationships among these
P ’ factors.

Situation 1:

Situation 2:




5. Was evaluation information a factor in each of these situations? For each occurrence
‘ summarize in one paragraph the role of evaluation.

Situation 1:
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nschool", “district”, and "state" levels. Indicate a) type of evaluation, b) its influence/,

, éln one paragraph each describe the respondents experiences with evaluation at the
usefulness, c) factors c,oQ\tributing to its influence, d) ways of improving evaluation.
u

"school level® activitities:

@

ndistrict level" activities:




4

PQR & mock review:

7. Summarize in one paragraph any additional comments that were important.

@




In one paragraph describe the interview context--the salient features of the setting,

the- participants and the interaction.




] ~—~ v:f

tep II: Replay the interview tape. (Set the counter at zero 000 at the beginning of each
new side.) .

As you listen to the interview:

“ 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.

_.a. First indicate in a sentence or two what is being discussed immediately
prior to the quote, i.e., some context for the remark. If it is an answer
to a particular question, 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 and
end of each quote. 9
Key quotes:
Topic Ared Tape Counter at beginning of quote Side AB ?
Context/Question:

3 ‘ote:

‘ Tape Counter at end of quote Side AB ?

186




« ¢
?pic Area Tape Counter at beginning of quote Side A B ?
& -
ontext/Question: .
e
Quote: A
) ~

Tape Counter at end of quote Side A B ?

,

Tape Counter at beginning of quote Side A B ?

Topic Area
N 1
Context/Question:
Quote: '
{
o —— —
4
’ Tape Counter at end of quote Side A B ?
4 \
\ i
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SURVEY IusTPRULELT FOE USFP ZUTZIRVIE: TAPL LISIZUILG

. €S2 Evaluation Use Prdjact
-
Schoo?/ﬂ,sgo.le ccde _ Eaviawer (g) /
Sicrificant Occurrence & ) - )

1. %hat action was taken in the "significart occurcence"?

(Check applyirg/not =zpplyiry for fundingy

ORE€E) e devnlop4ng or implessriing 3 program
rew or ircreasad furdirng
nodifying a proyram after 2 decLeasp or termipation
of fundirg
raspondiry to non-moretacy changyes in the
irteyratior plan
aodifying classzoom Odryz niz2tional patterrs

W

fter recziving

{2.g9. teamiry, Jroupings, etc.)
—— nodifying staff person risponsipilities
______ sw¥itcairg, aéding, oo dilstirng imstructioral
. matarials, texts, asnageasnt systeps, etc. ’
{ ___ inglementirny cr modifyinj imsstructioral guidelines
‘ or ogjsciives acrozs clas.,:ooms I KESPQHSI 70

DiST2ICT H&alkDATT

____ igplementiny o modifyiry irestzuctioral guidelires
or oojectives across Clis3Loons VYOLUNTARILY

N iritiz2ting o= modityicry 3%*aff developiaznt aciivities

L rRirir¢ new teachsrs

_____ hkirizg new 2uxiliary s*altf

_____ hirirg aidesyiaraproifessionzls

— igitiaticg or nodifyiry parert activities

——_  chungiry sckodl schadules

) modifyirg tre school dacisiosiraiing oI goverrarce

structure
iritiating oz podifyiry activitiass reiatad to
studert pehavior or Giscliplije

e iri*ia*'ng o= myditying activitias 3 teu to
evaluiticr or n:ieds ana_obneit -

L mOuifYLHQ ths physical fpiant
oth>p

Ir. a prief phacse a-=sciibe tle "sigrificanl occiTzence’:
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I ar inc-easze ir furas forn an ekisting sszcially
funded prejram? (Ldentify _ )

a decrease or halt in funis Zoz 2z exizting specizlly

fund=d pTcgram? (Tdsnticy __ )
L initiaticn of 2 nev spscialiy fund=d poogram in the
scnodl? (Iderctify the (rogran )

some other action/requsst by the State Department
of Education?

’ some othker action/rejuest by the school district
administration? :

pareat actioxn

e pandatory reaction to dumdjraphic changes
voluntary cteactiorn to dzrojgzaphic changas
2ds assasssent da*ta collaciad for tkes

—— e e

4 . CCuS')lLdﬁtcd Application

sujyestionsccamernt from within the schuol

Cther origin (3p=cify

Don't krnow

——— —— m—

3A. If “he proapt was exiternal, to »hd2 was the promoiing
ir.formatior first conmuricated?
e prirncigzel .
_____ asst. poincipal
- staff perscn(s)
— teachsr (s)
—~ —— aide ()
e othas (Identify _ o __)
don't krow

S

EKTC 17
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33. If the preapt was intecpzl to tne school:
vas the initial idez tha* a cranje was need«d zttributad
‘ strongly to orne particulas person o ornganizational Jooup?
‘ ____.no
———18s
If Yes, 1dentify the pzison o9t 4group:
_ the principal
e all asst. principel
e 2 stafi percsoun
——— a teacher
. a t2acher gIoup .
— a mixed tescher/other staf group
__ parent (s) .
Persorsyrouy includes respoidant?
. no ’
yas

——— «

don't krow

———

4, Did the proapt carry with it a suggested course 5f action?
_ po acticr. coacucrently suiygested
. one speclific action sujyasted
o mor= than one action o tlIon suggasted
. unknown/nct applicable
)
‘ 5. In Wai- con-ex* w2s the prompt fi-s* discaszad withir the

ciool?

«privately, uamdnyg z few p2ITSORS

in a puplic sctting, bt r.o* at 2 forazl

maetirg (e.y. in tha luzchzoom)

in a foraal setting {f.g. staff mtg.)

don't know .

—

6. Soom-tincs peoyl» creat2 a stratery or set of steps for
coming to a Jecision asont what to Jo, i.e. they estaplish
a2 ,-ocedute for ;lanting ard choos’zg th=air aclior.

#ho, if anyone, was @ast respoasivle for detertulning such
a ,roceduce iz this casea?

-~

N>t applicaple, no procedurzl plan esteblisi=d
dor 't kKrow

the »nrincigpal

a staff ,eson (s)

1 teacher

a jrou, of peopla, collsciively

- e

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Chasting the "Decisiorn Piccassh:
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codes are: ’

Prircipal

Staff persor _ -
Individual teacher

Individual aids

Individu°1 gzient .
Executive coranitiee," "ioadersnin cosmitios,"etc.

hepre;entat_ve {i.€. © l¢b+Fd or appointed)teachker

committes -

Full staff
Informal teachkar yroup

"School Site Ccurncil"(a forazl teacksr anrd paceat Jroup)
formal parent conmittee

All parents of students at the school

Iinformal parart gzoup

Informal aide groug o .

Informal mixed gyrouy of schoolfprofessionals ornly )
Iinformal mixed group including|professiornals,
sami-professionals, and parent

hrea staff perscnrel -

kesearch & Evaluation Office pecsoniel .
Consultants

Auxiliary pecsorrel

Other (Iderntify

Deaosgraphic data gathered for Consolidated -

Applicatioz or o%har specific puzpose

Coasolidated Agpplicztion Plans and Guidelines

Other program guidsalines . .

Coaprehensive schocl+ide needs assessment data (mandatory).

spaller scal2 needs ascessu2bis 0D Sufvey (volurntary)

CT3S scores

SEZS scors=s

Classrocn tests v )

Tast scores, urdifferarntiated 1
Area staff input (2avice, sujjyzstions, recomaendations) R
2s3eazrch & Evaluatiox irLput -

Collegial advice from princigals a

Colleyial adv1ce from stafi at otk

2rincipal's beliefs and Op’ﬂlO“

Staff perso:is! hPLlafS ard opinions

Taachers' beliefs and oginions

Principgal's observatiors (inclading irnforaal data

collection) ) -
taff persors! OLSEIVatlons

~aachess' obssrvaztions

Pacert input

Aide ingut

Info-pation from <diacatiorz2l Tes2accik oO%

professional publications

Informatior from othsr ma2dia (Junl*catlors, mags, IV, sic.)

Othar informuation sourLc«s !

Uncleatr irnfo-matiop souzces

POR ’

Publishers representatives or materials \

Budget constraints E-4 1]72 . C
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.

Code the SSQLeﬂue of interactions zrnd informz2tion uses which
pegan with rocogritior of the aasirability c:- n=ed for actiox
~ ard which eventu2ted in the school action dascribed to us.
. Create a separate person-inforration sirinyg £0- each disczate
ceeting {or activity botween meetirngs) that was described.
A percson-info: aatiox string is 1 sizyle perfsdn Oor groul cole
follawed bj as p2by informatiorn souice codes as apply.

7. Code the ovests relatirg to rezognition/iderntification

of the prompt. (Stage I)

¥4
‘8
-

.

8. Cods the 2veats irvolved ir conducticg the Gecision
procass, up to and ircluding the choice of tha final
actioa (embodied in the "sigrificart occurrenceM).
{Stag= II) )

-G, Code the events ianvolvad ir "sigoairg off" or rzatiiyiryg the
‘ f£inal choice. {Staje III)

the audiences tc whom the =z2ctior plan was diffused

13s Cods
or disseninated.

11. Row much data do you, the coder, feel was missing in the
preceading account of tne decision process?

very little )
3 moderatrs =2uwount

a gre2at amount

i -

12. How corfident are you, the cod#r, it the accuracy of
tha seyuencicg of events as cod2d?
not very corfident
moderately cocfident
. ‘ very confident

Q N

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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14.

16 .

Eow auach tirzs 2lapss
ard the selection of ta

B

— s s

Was there an express
relevant to the schog!

3 days or 1less

4§ days to 2 weaks
2 weeks to 1 woanth
ovar 1 morth

don't xXncw

ncludirg the finral plan, how mary options were coxzsidered?
1 only™
2
3 .
4

dornt't krow

to searchk out informatiorn
olice 0f£ action? (Check all

953

thkat apply.)

don*t know/systesmatic ssacch not apparent

polliny oxi surveyiny parsons
rescrutirizing “sld" available da*ta (e.j. from
heeds assessments or testinrg). HNot=: This does

not mean just citing such dzata as bavipy been used.
corducting 2 literature s=arch

contacting expaert sources (includes district staff)
delsgating fact-findiry cesponsinility to somsore
other (3pecity __ _

LS
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17. was the "finaz1l" action plan tZi2d out
the basis of experiercs in thke schosl?

veg

—

_ Lo
‘ e don't Xrow
not applicaile

(ro action,

-

If yas, whose rcac ulOuS/Op_h LS vere
important in reasssssiny the plan? (Ch

prancipal
staff p=tsorn

Q:

—__ tuachers
______ aides
—_ Parents
—__ students
18. Was a procedure established for noaitsring
igpleneptation and/or outcomes of the plan
Lo )
e Yes .
doa't know
______ rot applicable (no action, actiop in
' If yes, who was prima
i
e ciincipal
e stafr person
——— teacher
, e ccanittee
. (Give composition _

unclear

of itformatioz ralaticy to the sigzit
that Were not asxzd for in any of
yes
no
If so, pleas2 describe:

—— s et

19.Lid the respondent provida other ir:orctarnt

e

l.b!"

= e

future action,

as
all

codifiad orn

etc.)

aost
that apply.)

marily cesponsible for the task?

pieces
icant occuzence
the previous itens?
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APPENDIX F

Frequency of Information Use:
Comparisons Between Each Type of Significant

{ ‘ Occurrence and the Total Sample

Q
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INFOTYPE

COLLEALS
‘DIST STF

EXT €S

OSSERVTR
CPINICH
oTH EVAL
OTHER
PARNT IN
PROS REQ

TESTS

ND ASSMT

DECISION

TOTAL -
TOTAL
TOTAL
TGTAL
TOTAL
TOTAL
TOTAL
TOTAL
TOTAL
TOTAL

TOTAL

Figure E-1:
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Information Use, All Decisions (N=73)

177

FREQNCY

- 181
370 -
329
358

534

3205

123

14
411
740

178



INFOTYPE
COLLEAGS
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DIST STF
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OBSERVTN

" OPINION
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PROG REQ
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Figure E-2:
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INFLTYPE

BECISION

COLLEAGS NEW PROG
: TOTAL

DISY STF NEW PROG

TOTAL '

EXT CONS NEW PROG
TOTAL

ND ASSMUT NEW PROG
: TOTAL

ORSERVTN  HEW PRQG
o TOTAL

OPINION NEW PROS
TOTAL

OTH EVAL NEW PROG
TpTAL

OTHER NEW PROC
TOTAL

PARNT IN NEW PROG
TOTAL

PROG REQ  NEW PROGC
TOTAL

TESTS NEW PROG
TOTAL
Figure E-3:
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INFOTYPE
COLLEAGS
DIST STF
EXT CONS
ND ASSMT
OBSERVTN
OPINION
OTH EVAL
OTHER

PARNT IN
PROC REQ

TESTS

QECISION

SML INST
TOTAL
SML INST
TOTAL
Skl INST
TOTAL
SML INST
TOTAL
SML INST
TOTAL
SML INST
TOTAL
SL INST
TOTAL
SML INST
TOTAL

‘SML INST

TOTAL
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TOTAL
Stil INST
TOTAL

500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000

FREQ OF INFO USE PER 1000 DECISIONS

Figure E-4: Informat.on Use, SML INST (N=8) vs. TOTAL(N=73)
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INFOTYRE
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Figure E-5: Information Use, STF PER(N-8) vs. TOTAL(N=73)
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INFOTYPE

A

DECISION
COLLEAGS BILIAGL
TOTAL
DIST STF  BIL'NGL
TOTAL
EXT CONS  BILINGL
TOTAL
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TOTAL
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TOTAL .
OPINION BILINGL
TOTAL
OTH EVAL B1LINGL
< TOTAL
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TOTAL
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Figure E-6:
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Figure E-7:
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INFOTYPE  DECISION
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TOTAL
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Figure E-8: Information Use, MISC(N=5) vs. TOTAL(N=73)
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INFOTYPE DECISION
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APPENDIX G

Frequency of Information Use:

Comparisons Between Different Personnel Categories

1yy




raccucy

grotgion

tarotYeR
COLLEASS

DOCOTBOORANRNRNINEEIDCLABN~DONIEIOBEENY~-D
BOVNAMNNBNOIDHN P T R=ORCON ”» (- X . X . K 2 2 % J
N BDEDNAIMBN RNt - [ X2 K- E X ¥ K 4

TN

:

""'“.'“'“"'.'l..u'“..”.“'lx".'

ZUSSSIIITIATIIITIADLIIIAARIIIZAIIIAT
connbasnbocanccncOonNhodAONaOaBOAOR

QAAA‘AAGAA‘A‘ARA‘“AAAAA)AAA‘AAAAA

~OOmOO =00 =00=-00~00=~00=~00~00~00-00
B BBAE RSB B I RL LB BSIXRSVBRINNR IR I N I

3t18T ST°7
€ExtT COus
IO-AiUUT
O.lll';l
orinion
oTR ELVAL
oTRER
PARNT
rR08 REO
TE871S

TvveresregoorevTevy

revrvvvv vy ey

4000
iNFO USL PER 18500 OECIBIONS

2009

reeec of

©
o
A
2
=
[
=
(o)
Y
o
=
n
>
—
o
L
Z
Z
[
=
(o)
Y
Q
=]
v
n
>
<
—
1
&
Z
o)
3
=
e}
Q
0
o]
O
Y4
=
=

Figure F-1:

ol
op)
—r




reeoscy

sgei1stion

igrotyrt
SOLLEASS

 J

. | 3
AHNPRBEIRNTARNPRENONNNE N "OOCONRENDIONNND

Ty 3.2 X 7 3 R X 2 R % N J-R N X & B 4,7 X X X R K 32 8 X B 4
N CLNONACCrRCOIMNMNNY ~ OND MDD~
) nMHe Lo .

Bt Bt b Bt B S B B B e B B e e BB e e b Bl b b
"f'?fff?"f"ff"ff'?f?'!ff?"'f
CLCLELCLLLL SR L L L L L L LLLLECKLLCLL LC K
o o v 0o B P 00 (oo oo oo o B B Bn e B B B B B b0 0 e 0 00 0 0 B e 4 B 0 0
Y T YYYTI I LI I X I T B R L A LA L A dad d ol ol ol

‘°°‘°°l°°'°°‘°°'°°|°°’°°l.°°l.°°.lc° )

.L‘“L'“L”“L"L”"L'“L'a.L““l-‘"ln.“{b'

.i.t str
gxyY COus
8 ABSMTY
osstaviIn
orPIRtION
OTN EVAL
OTNER
PARNETY
PROG REQ
T1£818

I'!!!vv'va"vv"“
)

4000

000
INFO UCE PEIR

FREG OF

1008 OcECisIONS

g

33) vs. NO STAFF (N=28)

LO STAFF (N

12) wvs.

Info Use, HI STAFF(N

<2

Fiemive P
(<)

192




IRFOTYPE

COLLEAGS
DIST STF
EXT CONS
ND ASSMT
OBSERVTN

OPINION

OTH EVAL'

OTHER
PARNT IN
PROG REQ

_TESTS -

Figure F-3:

DECISION

NO T+ADM
T+AD GPS
NO T+ADM

" T+AD GPS -
- NO T+ADM

T+AD GPS

NO T+ADM.

T+AD CPS
NO T+ADM
T+AD GPS

.NO T+ADM

T+AD GPS
NO T+ADM
T+AD GPS
NO T+ADM
T+AD GPS
NO T+ADM

- T+AD. GPS

NO T+ADM
T+AD GPS
NO T+ADH
T+AD GPS

g

209
800
209

279
467
438
eéad

2442

]
| \\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘ 4300

140
100
23

372
487
847
833

70
333

1A“Euau ==

1000 2000 3000 4000 5000
FREQ OF INFO USE PER 1000 DECISICHS

Information Use, T+AD GPS(N=30) vs. NO T+ADM(N=43)

193

187

500.



INFOTYPE
COLLEAGS
DIST STF
EXT CONS
ND ASSHT
OBSERVTN

OPINION

- OTH EVAL

OTHER

PARNHT N’

PROC REQ

TESTS

Figure F-4:

DECISION
NO TEACH

 TEACHERS

NO TEACH
TEACHERS
NO TEACH
TEACHERS
NO TEACH

_TEACHERS

KO TEACH
TEACHERS
NO TEACH
TEACHERS
MO TEACH
TEACHERS
NO TEACH

- TEACHERS

NO TEACH

TEACHERS

NO TEACH
TEACHERS
80 TEACH
TEACHERS

‘ _
SRS KARRRRRNY

) .
"T'T"'"‘l"'""'!"""

1000 2000

Il‘l"'l""l"'

3000 4000
FREQ OF .INFO USE PER 1000 DECISIONS

tnformation Use, NO TEACH (N=53) vs. TEACH (N=20)

194

FREQNCY

75
350
226 ..
750
245
550
388.

- 280 -

828.
550
3087 .

3ceo-

132
100
19

491 .
200 :
642
1000 ..
189 .
150




INFOTYPE
COLLEAGS

DISY STF

EXT CONS
- ND ASSYT

" GBSERVIN

CRINICH
OTH EVAL
OTHER

PARNT N

" PROG REQ

TESTS

.Figure F—5§

DECISION

NO P4STF
PAR+STFF
NO P+STF
PAR+STFF
N0 P+STF
PAR+STFF
no P4+STF
PAR4STFF
KO e«STF
PARSSTFF
#O P4STF
PARSSTFF
RO P4STF
PAR+STFF
o P+STF
PAR4STFF
80 P4STF
PARSSTFF
NO P+STF
PAR4STFF
NO P4STF
PARSGSTEF

1

RO RERIRRERSANANNNY

1
¥

NN

]

1 B RARAI

FREQ OF INFO USE PER 1000 DECISIONS

‘II“"'"'"

1000

195

"""

2000

l"'l""""","

3060

4000

1

FREQRCY

164
83 -
393
250 .
298 .
500
36¢. °
333 '
541
500 .

3184

3417. .
115
167

18.
0
262

1167, .
738
750 .
213

o

Information Use, PAR+STFF (N=12) vs. NO P+STF (N=61)




INFOTVPE

cp:.iaacs
DIST STF
EXT CONS
ND ASSMT
OBSERVTN

 OPINION

OTH EVAL
OTHER
PARNT IN
PROG REQ
TeSTS

DECISION

NO PAR+A
PARYAIDE
RO PARYA
PAR+AIDE
NO PAR+A
PARTAIDE
NO PARFA
PAR+AIDE
NO PAR+GA
PARFAIDE
RO PAR+A
PAR+AIDE

" NO PAR+A

PAR+AIDE
RO PAR+A
PAR+AIDE
NO PAR#A

PAR+AIDE.

NO PAR+A
PAR+AIDE
NO PAR+A
PAR+AIDE

T ‘1l'!l""""U"UT‘V'I‘T‘UT'U""T“'

1000 2000 3000 4000
FREQ OF INFO USE PER 1000 DECISIONS

Figure F-6: Information Use, PAR+AIDE(N=5) vs, NO PAR+A (N=68)

'196

FREQNCY .

182.

338
800
353

324
860.
574

3191

3400
118
200 -
15

279 . -
2200
878
1800

162
400

T



{NFOTYPE  DECISION

COLLEAGS  CONSULTS .
NO CNSLT N
DIST STF  CONSULTS
o cnsLT - RN
EXT CONS  CONSULTS
HO CHSLT AN :
. ND ASSMT  CONSULTS , ]
. NO CNSLT AN
OBSERVIN  CONSULTS
NO CHSLT AN
OPINION  CONSULTS 3
NO CNSLT AN RNNARNNY
OTH EVAL  CONGULTS ]
NO CHSLT N

OTHER CONSULTS
' MO CHSLT
PARNT IN  CONSULTS : ]
HO CNSLT  DSSNY
PROG REQ  CONSULTS - _J
NO CNSLT
TESTS CONSULTS
NO CNSLT
—r—r— T Ty
600 1200 1800 -

FREQ OF INFO USE PER 1000 DECISIONS

Figure F-7: Information Use, CONSULTS (N=3) vs.. NO CNSLT (N=70)

197

FREQNCY

143
867
200

314
1000
329

557
1667
1768
1000 -

88

14
1667
357
1867

5868

186




