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Chapter 1
. - . VTt \'
v ) . . > Introduction

]

Purpose of the Report B g\\ g

" In this report, we review the qualitative’research

-

- methodologies emplo¥ed by csziijvalua¢ion Use Project‘over 2

thetlast six Years. The report is neither a: paean to

f

qualitative mathods nor an attack upon them. I+t represents ¢
a self-exanidgtion of our best efforts to apply qualitative
techniguas ta an 1nportant, and reasonably conplex, .

edncatlonal research problen- the study of avaluation

N
il

information use in local schools. Onr the whole, all of

thése qualitative lethodoiog;es have‘proven uségul. i

~
\

altﬁough they havg not been without difficulties and

limitations., 1In the report, thg/research ﬂethodsgare o

described and critigued. -

’ Trnre are dual reasons for such a réviev. Pirst, the

tine seems'right for a ;ethodological reassessneht.

Pnthusxasn for qualitative nekhods burgeoned in the late.

1979¥s and has ebbed a bit, since then. Some researchers 7

have taker qualitative methods to-task based upon .
discouraging experiences)(e.g., Miles, ?979); The CSE‘
experience has been less discouraging, although not without

.o its lessons. It seeams appropriate, and potentially helpful

to others, to share thase experiences.

.Segond, the CSE Evaluation‘ﬂsg Project has had the

-
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opportunity to apply several qualltatlve research .
strategies. The Project?s use of interviev-based case
studies, participant observation, and senl-structnred

interview surveys constitutes an uncommonly broad

. po
experiential base, which others may find useful to exaaine,.

The Experience Base “.

since 1975, the CSE Evaluation Usé Project has
,comp;eted‘gh;ee major studies of 1local schools' use of
evaluation information. The Eirst study -w actua}ly a set
of similarly conducted qualitative case studies -- examined
evaluation in five ESEA Titkf I (conpensatory education) cr
Title IV-C (innovative) prograams. Repeated, oéen;ended.
interviews were conducted with the evaluators and with
adeinistrators and staff of the five programs, and an
evaluation histocy*of'each program was aeveloped:\ In-
additisn, the i;terv{ewees vere asked to expf%in ghe uses
made of the evaluation finding%. A narrgtive repgrt;on
ﬁach pfogféx (l.e. "casen) was critiqued by the
intervievees and-other reviewers. After all five case
studies were completed, a cross-case andlysis Eas prepared
(Alkin'et al., 1979). ' '
Thereafter, twd fn;ther studies wvere condncted th}s
time within a single urban Calzfornia school distrlct
(Hetro Unified SChOOl District). One, the Evaluator Pield
Study (paillak, 1980{, used participant observation and

~ f
interviews to trace the work of three on-staff evaluators
. 1] .

-
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uifhin Hetro. Over the 1979-80 scgool year, the : ’ ,
+ evaluators' work was observed, and iastitutional influences
. upon their work were investigated., ° «
The other study, the User Interview survey {(alkin et
al., 1980), administeréd a Ioosely-;tructﬁred ore-hour
interyiew to sixty-five school evaluation\"copsuners"
(principals and their subordinate ;%miniétrative ;taff)
'vithin‘tventy-gyo schools, The interviewees were -
questioned about recent progranm planning or decisionmakipg
activities, and about their attifudés tovards evaluation.

Written summaries of the (tape-recorded) intervievs were .,

prepared by the interviewer and by aﬁ independent

tape-listerner, ‘Thesé summaries then were nséd’to:djﬁézzg\\\\
‘several analytical papers. ‘ /',

: 1
The study methodologies are reviewed in three chapters

<

to follow. A brief epilogue summarizes our experience with
i

- 7

the methods. .

. The pProblem: Evaluation ggdeﬁutiliggt;on
!

There is substantial evidence that program evalunation

-

findings;ére seldoa used by local school decisionmakers,

staff, program directors, or building
vid, 1978; Kefnedy et al., 1980), despite the
ation activity is required of many federal ~
or staté’ci;er;ical aid programs. Local school districts
generaily conply with the letter of . evaluétion

requirggénts imposed upon them. They conduct the.student
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ackievement testing required by funders, and they annually

-

assess each .prbgram's success in reeting its prespecifieg’
objectives. But schools do.not seenm to atteng to or use
the evaiuation information they generate, at least nat
s}gnificantly. . ' ' -

"Research has atteapted to document the precise axtent

¥ : .
of local evaluation use, to identify explanations for use

N - - A U -

or disuse, anﬂ—fa.determine vays to increase evaluation

use. Some researchers have tried to improve gvaluation.
research methods in order to make evaluation data
objectgyely nore‘ﬁccdrate and, they hope, more useful. :
Others have examined the interaction between evaluation and
client systems, believing that evaluation nsé is decided

more byfthe decisiénnakeqs' attitudes and intentions than .
by objective ﬁropertieé_of the inforhationjitself.)

Our research has emphasized the latter approach,
focusing primér{ly on social, political, and organizational
explénations.for evaluation utilization. To assess complex J
«socio-organizational interagtions, we have relied heayily
on qualitative studies of evaluation settings rather than
enploying more reductionistié.approaches; such as

quantitative or simulation-~baséd research. d
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e Evaluation Case Studies

RESEARCH DESCRIPTIOR

Ir 1975, when prior research on evaluation use was

scant, it seemed Important to examine evaluations, in an

exploratory way, in order to discover the factors that
- —_— .____‘_ . v
might account for evaluation information use (or disase) by

local school decision makers. If a few plausibly important
( factors vere to emerge from these initlal studies, then
they might be investigated in later research. Por’exanple,

if evaluation report fbrﬁhting appeared to affect |

information use, then later research might examime the
. . -

merits of alternative/procedures for reporting an

£

R
7

. eviluatlon's findings to decision nakers.
| _\ggoosing _h“ case §“__1 getho

.It seemed logical to favor either survey or field

’research methods for the initial, exploratory studies.

Neither field experzmeﬂis gor laboratpry smaulations ha

ippeared aPpropriete. Pield experilents seenad .premature.

Paper-and-péncil simulations could have beeif instituted

more guickly, at louer:gosi. Progran c{rcnqsfances,

-

evaluation findings, and(reﬁorts all could be simulated.

. . -~ By introducing systematic variations {nto&the simulated
. - . \‘ .

evaluations, one could explofé the_effeéts of proposed new

evaluation methods. 'Hovever, we hesitated to try building

/
i,

-
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a simulatioep for a phenomenon about which so little was
-knovne. 73 _ A

ssrveys and éxploratéry fieid studies remained as
Plausible research strategies -- and both had their i .
advantages. Questionnaire ind interview surveys could ¢
re?ch largerq;umbers of respondents, providing a more ° b
representative view of evaluation. Exploratory field
studies -- case studies, in-depth .interviewing, participant
v observation, and related methods -- could provide more,

detailed research data, however. o

For our purposes vhen the initial research was

planned, case studies based on detailed interviews seemed
p B tb be the most desirable approagh.' The arguament fof

\fxploratory field studies has been made often before:
Sociologists usually use ...[field research)
vhen they are especially interested in
. understanding a particular organization or
substantive problem rather than demonstrating
relations between abstractly defined variables. -
. They attempt to make their research theoretically
meaningful, but they assume that they do not
know enough about the.organizatign a priori.
to identify rélewvant problems and hypotheses and
N that they must discover these in tKe course
of the research, (Becker, 1958, 622-653Y ‘ v

Ingestigating evaluation situations through
- .ot Lo ' e
naturalistic field research thus® had much to offer, but the
problem of deciding just wvhat Shape the field research
" effort should take remained to be decided. Should there be- T

participant observation, of would interviews be the better
., 1 ‘

3 E - B
approach? How should the sites be found, how long would we

-
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spehd with them, and what, if anything, should we look for?
N ) fhese qﬁestions were resolved as daﬁcriped below.
Case sStudy Procedures ) -
As is typical in'gualitative field research,'exact
procedural details varied f:em‘cese,to case. Nevertheless,
. the major procedﬁfa; steps and their sequence "vere quite

simllar across the cases.

p
-

Overv1ew
. A ) -

The case studles were primarlly lnterv1ew-based and

‘retrospectlve (i.e., focnsinsion a previously completed

-evaluatlono.- Several in-dept nterviews were conducted
- : ' : ~
with the.operational staff and.the evaluator of the progranm

. { )
- selected for study. To supplement the intervieuws,
Y

documentary evidence, such as program proposals, evaluation

¥

fepbrts,‘and‘So forth, were reviewed. ' The research sought

»

to discover the way that an evaluation, and t he findings it

produced, had £it into the program's total operations. 1

- primary concern was to discover whether an evaluatior had
- « s ~ . -
influenced program activities and why it had *he influence

{or lack of influence) it did. . ) iy .
In several cases, one Or more year-long~e7a1uations
had.been completed and a follow-on evaluation was in
. progress. In these jﬁ§es, the interviewer comstructad an
— account of the completed:evaluations in the usual fashioén

(descrlbed below) and also updated this account at

lntervals to reflect conteuporareoue developments. ’ .

»
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4 .
" receiving ESEX Title I (compensatory aeducation) or Title

L d

0
’

The f;nal product of éach casa study vas a narrative case

*

requt oumnarizing‘ihe study findings. Program context was
descr;bed; one or more evaluations were recounted;
evaluation infldéncé, if any, was described: and éﬁe gaso
>was briefly analyzed, focusing on‘plédéiole explaoatioms

]

After all five case studies vere coapleted and reported (a

for“the observed degree of evaluation inflyence

v

~ 0 [y *" 4
matter of two to three years® work, since the studies were
begun at sfhggeged intervais), an integrativeﬁanalysis'vds

prgéared.

This reanalysis isolated”a number of common
factors -+ that is, ohes recurring acress several cases --

3
iﬁi&h‘seened to encourage, constrain, or in some other wvay

(affect evaluation information use in the cases studied..

Similar factors were clustered until a final frémeuork of

&

factors influencing evaluation uﬂlllzation .vas produced.

The caso study na;ratives and the franework we:e publlshed

Panl
‘ together as the concludlng product .in the initial research

phaéé iSee Alkin et al., 1979).

'P;ggegugés for the Indjividual Case Studies

Site Selécéio . 'Only local school prograas

e

The choice°

' \ * ~
Title I and IV-C ptograms reduced the .

Iv-C (inhovotiyé program) funds were selected.

of local ESEA

mpotentlal progran dlversity sonewhat yet still provided an

abuﬁdant progran pool from which to choose sxtes. ‘In

,additlon, BSEA evaluations (required as a condition of
’ ) N

N




fqndidé)'accohnt for much'evaluation‘activityliﬁ.locél
eduycational agencies. | . / ' .
-" Because only a small nuaber of studies were to be
con’ucted (five in all, splected one\a;: a time over two
.,yearg); elaborate efforts at randomized samplinq wera not

undertaken. - Tnstea& sites were identifled either through

~
v -

cogtacts in the public schools or from anong *he'.

respondents. to an earlier nailed_surVey which thé ;
Evaluatigﬁ’uée Project had conducted in California school
districts, The major criteria for site selection were: | .
{a) the existence of a Title Ior Iv-Glﬁtogran in at least
its second year of operation, (b)' geographic proximity, {c)

i%% { willingness of site pbrsonqel to participatq, and (d) a

L subjective assessment of ;he Program's sauitability for thej,/%\&b
study.‘ : l - ' s |

A program vhich get the first criterion would -

.necessarily have gone through at least omne fullyannual
evaluation cycle; thus, the interviews could

' -~ retrospectively trace the impact of the conplete@’ :

' evaiudtion(s) and also'exaﬁine ;nj'ongoing evalu;tion -
activities. The second criteiion, geographic proximity{
meané simply that the:program had to be within reasonabie
traveliqg_distéﬂce of ‘our Los Anggles base ~-- effectivelﬁ,

"within the Southern Caliﬁorniakérea.' The host's

willingness to participate voluntarily was a third, crucial

b .
criterion. ¥We had no power fo force oursevaE‘upon any

N




school site. Potential hosts Had o be persuaded to

/ coqgerate wvith the research. As’ a consegience’, some amount

of self-selection w%s inevitable in the cﬁse stgdy.

The flnal crikerion, a subjective‘jﬁdgment of
Msuitability,” vagfcomilex. As the césés vere selected, an
effort wvas made to diversifz(ﬁﬁe sample vith%@ the broad
parameters set by the other cfiteria. We tried to select
programs of varying types: -two-were Title I, three were
éitle IV-C; three were in large, urbar districts, two iq
snallé;, suburban districts; "two édsgs involved inféﬁgﬂf )
evaluators who worked full time within evaluation units of
their scﬁool districts; in équpghe: instances the.internal /
evaluators were distéict éaﬁlogees vho vwere not part of an
. . orQ;nized evalu%%i?n unit; and in the last case, the

evaluator vas an p&téﬁdé cdhsdltant. ‘Besides strivingrfor

diversity, we sﬁpght'to avoid programs which might ge'
- ,; miéleadingli atypical ~- for exanble, a diéi:ict's showca;e
' effort, treated markedly differently from its otﬂer
fgde;allf funded prograas.,

Initial g;:ntacg_g ¥ith Site Personnel. F'irst‘ y ”N
discussion$ typically vere with the selected program's
evaluaﬁfr. (In orly one case was the progran ﬁiréctor
cq&&ﬁbted‘first). Typibally,'the first contact was a ph&;e‘
N c§§§§rsation in which the proposed study's purposes and

¥ et

methods wers outlined, 1In each case, the person contacted

agreéd'to further discussions, usuwally through cne or more
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personal meetings but also occasionally fnvolving an

.exchange of letters. These initi#l discussions quick Y

~

A - : '
drew in the program director, the evaluator, and pefhaps a

v

school official (such as a priacipal or district

!

’aduinistiatdr), as well as CSE projec+ membeis (typically,
-4 ¢ 'S
the Project Dirsctor ‘and the interviewer).

P L

The initial personal meetings intrcdéced the research
‘to progran adqinistrators.'jje tried'fo project a sincere,
ngnjudgmental interestddn'tﬂeig progran and its e;}iuation.
Anonymity was proaised te‘the barticipants- in;ahy
research réports, pseudonyns would be substituted for ‘the
nanes of cities, districts, schools, prograas, and
individuals, and 6thnr id;n+if§ing elenents‘ﬁould be *
disguised in vays vhich vould preserve anonymity vithout
‘Significantly distorting the facts.- ‘
.Rone of the Sites initially contacted decliégd'to
participate., Several factors probably contributeééio this
high paftiCipation rate. Selecting Sites through >~
professional acqnaintances:cgrtainly played a key.rolef as
did the reputation of the senior researcher and the

sponsoring|agencies.

Data Collection. HNone of the meetings vith_ suhjects

»

were tape-recorded. written notes sere taken, aﬂd +Q)
J -;
interviever expanded and elabbrated these notes after

leaving the interview Situation. An effort was made to

keep the interviews flexible in formateaad informal in

L >
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tone. "Initial interviews weTe parbécularly wide-ranging.
Later, as the interviewer became more familiar with the
case details, the interviews often focused on questions
prepared in advance®*by the interviewer.

tIn the first meeting, the interviewer requested copies
of major progranm docuients, including funding proposals,
progran progrars re ports, reports of previ;;sly completed
evaluations, and any other documents the program staff felt
vooid be informative. ihe docunents prQVided an "official"
iéscription of the=program and its avaluation, and they
were used as backgronnd for subsequent intervievs, .
After thn introductory’neetiug(s), a round of private

intErViavs was conducted with tha Site progran director,

tgg’progran evaluator, the prinCipgl and any others

. actively 1nvolved in prdgraa-&ecision making. 1In these

intervigws, the informants were encouraged to describe the
program and its-evaluation in their own words. Ugually,
the interviewer simply indicated our broad interests ~=-.the
history, context, and avents of the program and its
evaluation,{and the evaluation's influepce upon the program
-- and then the informant guided much of the-conversation,

with the interviewer asking clarifying quastions.
Thn evaluation literatnre did sugges+ that certain
faotors would influence evaluation use: the background and

training of the individuals involved; the evaluation's

purposes and procedures; personal’ interactions during the




evaluation; and the manner in which evaluation findings

TR
o
’

were'conﬁunicamed. If these f%ctors vere not covered in
tﬁg informant's spontaneous remarks, the interviewer raised
them later in the interyﬁedﬂ
No single iPterview could fully cover all thef;opics
> of interest. Each inter;iev had to' be limited to an hour
or two in leﬁgth, and, besides, the need for clarification
fften bec;pe apparent onlx latérr after intervieving other
informants. Therefore, "key informants were ugually
iintertiewed several times, The mn1t§ple intervievw sessions
apéeared to increase the rapport betﬁeen the interviewer
and the iﬁformant5¢

\ .
. Interviews with the evaluatpr . and the program director

.freqdéntly indicated potential pev‘interviewees -~ for
s

example, a particularly influential teacher, principal, or o
counselor, These nev informants, when intervig;ed, ‘
sometimes 'suggested contacting other§. Thus the interviews
"snow-balledn, _. | ,
gggg-knalzsis: The multiple interviews provided a
fairly detajiled description of each case. The informagts'
differing vantage points generally coaplemented one. .
ano;per, each‘ﬁil;;ng‘in a part of the total picture of ’
evaiua;ion in‘thé ﬁfograﬁ being ;tud;eg.’ Event o .
b

descriptions could be "triangulated™ (Guba, 1978) by N
comparing different‘accounts;qf‘the same actions or.events.

Conflicting descriptions were not a commop problem; hhe few

Y

13




apparent conflicts were §eso1ved through foilowup contacts

wlth those involved.

-
-

once the set of interview data appeared complete -- as

QVﬁgenced for exanple, By considerable redundancy in the
data received -- the 1n+e*V1ewer prepared a first draft’

case report. Several steps were then followed to refine ¢

I}

~+this draft and insure the final report's accuracy.

First, the CSZ Projéct Director reviewed the event ,
descriptions for consistency, completeness, and
plausibility. Prequently, this review raised guestions
that the existing data could not resolve. To provide

ansvers, further personal interviews or teTephone

———

. discussions vere held with the ififormants, and th

report vas revised. This cycle of review, suﬁblenent ry

satzsﬁactory to ‘the csE Project was dpveloped.
The case report draft, vas next circulated to
e . interV1ewees.thenselves for césment. A report cgpy was
_given to each key informant (evaluator, school project:;
director, etc.), and a personal interview wa; oondnc;gp
after a%}owing the informant one or two weeksjgé review the
report.
The informants were extreamely helpful reviewvers. They
iden txfled factual errors and suggested alternate datx .
\ N -

inﬁg;ptétatlons. Where necessary, additional data vere

collected to thrash out controversial pecints. Then, based

]
%

14 19 . \ ‘ '
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* upon all the information available, the case report was

-

edited into final form. The final. report conformed to each
™y

informant's perspective on some points and differed on

others. all in ai}, it represented the Project's best J

effort at a balanced and accurate case presentation.

As a final effort at fairmess, and to give readers a

better sense of the study's accuracy, the key informants )

then were asked to respond to an open-ended questionnaire

~

assessing the final case study report and general issues

pertaining to evaluation utilization. Their responses vere

excerpted and 1lightly edited (with their approval) to

.produce narrative nenos,'appended to each case report.

\\( - Thus, the last word was given to the major characters in '

- N N I .

each case. . . 5
Comparative Analysis of the Case Studies.
By‘lng, five cases had™deen individually analyzed. It

seemed |desirable to revievw all the cases in order to

identify common forces underlying evaluation use.

s

The comparative analysis began with a review of the

>

five case reports and an attempt to reduce their detailed

" narrative data more éanageable capsule sumparies.

Project staff uembéfs %yéependently developed a set of

%

"utilization concept-cards"™ for each case. That is, a

. separate 3x3 card vwas prepared for each critical context

. - .
factor, event, situationm, or participéﬁt in each case.

Criticality vas judged subjectively, based on the

15
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@
importance that the factot or event secemed to have in
deternining the way the ?valuation was performed and the
vay its findings were used. ;

" Next, the Project team met to discuss each case,
comparing and merging the concept-cards’'they had developed.
The merged cards were then arf;nged sch:latically on a .
bulletin board to illustrate the floy of events and
influences that seemed to characterize each case. Firally,
the schemas for the Five cases vere compared in~a search
for analogous elements or patterns. )

Related eleﬁents did appear'across fheecases. For -
exanple, in most of ‘the cases there vere caid entries which
related to evaluator credibility. Together, the Project
staff discussed, grouped, and labeled the card groupings
until, ultimately, about ter broad categories emerged. The
categories fofugd the first version of a framework for
analyzin§ evaluation situations. The category labhels
captured the terms useful for explaining why the
evaluati;ns studied had been influential or had had little
effect., ' P N

Shifting from the conceptfcaggg to a new format of
taped group discussions, the Projeqt-menbeps refined the
tenta?in framework, in the process reconfiquring scme of
the origknal categories, These iftensive discussions

occupied several igeks. Gradually, the a;alysis

stabilized, first at the category level and ther.at the

. 16
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J/ . level of component elements (termed "properties®, following

Glaser & Strauss, 1965)., The final version of the b
. w ¥ . .
framevwork is given in Appendix 2}.

A paranmount concern was to link the franevoék tightly
to the cases to avoiad imposin§ any rreconceptions on the
~data, Huch of the group discussion centered on whether fhé
data supported the categories as then stated, and whethegv

some other foramulation would conform more closely to the
) /

case findings.
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Reviev of the Case sxhgz Purposes

The-research's initial assunmption, was that evaluation
This assumption reflected

was, not very inflﬁ;ntlal.

prevailing opinion, as ‘expressed in many published

complaints about evaluation underutilization (d.g., Guba,
\
With the Evaluation Case Studies, the

© 1969; Manm, 1972).
Project hoped to explain why school program evaluwations had

influenced program planning and decisionmaking so
i
In the process, it hoped to &iscover ways that

ninimally. .
evaluators and program managers night increase evaluation's

-~

usefulness.
Canvassing tﬁe literature, one could compile a long

list of potential causes of evaluation underutilization,

some organizational, some procedural, and some
But there was

interpersonal (c.f. Patton et al., 1975).
little evidence underpinning this potpourri of causes,

because, prior to 1975, é\aluation influence and use had

[ ol

r?geijeq little study.

‘ The case studleS'ﬁﬁye to explore §choo1 settings in
order to discofer which, if any, of the hypothesized causes
of evalﬁation disuse appeared significant, to idenﬁgfy any

other 1nportant'causa1 factors, to docunent evaluation ‘

strategies used by practitioners, and to deternine how

extensively evaluatlon information vas used in several

Na
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progranms. It‘seemed likely that case studies, producing
detailed descriptions of a few school eualuations, would
further the‘e ends economically and expeditiously. It was
expected that subsequent studies -- for example,

“»

experiments-employing in-basket written simulations --
vould refine the case studies' conclusions. The case
studies! detailed descriptive data could, in fact, be used _
to develop more realistic simulations.‘ The case studies'
explorato:y nature,‘uudetlined by the expectations for
followup werk, partially relieved our apﬁrehensions about
employing ‘gualitative methods, which were then rather .
uncommon in educational studies.
Research Design Decisions .

Several .design decisions shaped the research. one was
the fundamental decision to employ case, studies rather than
some other research strategy. Thereafter, a decision LEX]

, v
made *o examine already comple ted evaluations, i.e., to

‘conduct retrospective studies, rather than *o follow *he

- unfolding events of a cdrrent evaluation. Finally, the

. decision was made to collect primarily:qualitative data

(mainrly, narrative accounts of events) through intepsive,
open-ended interviews with a few local ewvaluatien;
participants.

© Case studies wera not the only research option

sonsidered. Simulattgg studies -~ employing writtern

situation portrayals, mock reports and m%moranda,tetc, -

’

i9 }
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weae~considered as a means Sf‘agperimpntallf'inaestiqating
the factors ihfluenciag avaluation use. Basad.upon advice:
and our o¥n judgment,igimulation‘studies vere deferred,
first temporarily and taen indefinitely; Initially, not
edougﬁ was known about school progran evaluatiols to be

able to develop sinu}ations in which ‘one could place

confidence. later, after the case studles vere coapleted,

T it appeared that" interactxons among evaluators and clients

were crucial to utilization, and, because these

- .

interactions resis?ed laboratory simulation, Plans for such
estudies were set aside. '

Questionnaire surveys vere alsc considered. Indeed, 2
small, pilot survey was administered to members of a’
California evaluation society. -But evaluation influence"
and information use seemed to elude measurement in the -
questionnaires, and few interesting reaults emerged. A An

itial Braéram of case séudy research seemed tﬁe‘nost

desirable option. The case studies would pernmit

. conversatiohs with evaluation participants, allowing for

intensive questioning about evaluation information use and
;ts contr}buting causes., Insights developed in the case
studiés could tafget latér ;esearch towvard tha most
productive issues. . \

Practical and theoretical considerations combined +o
vield a fetrosgectigg'case study approach. Infornation

use could be assessed fully only at the conclusion of an

V-
- -
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evaluatzon, ‘after all the evaluation flndings had beén
*eportE&. The lxterature hintea, in fact, that an

ejaluation's fu}} impact aight ;ot be.“felt dmtil several

mooths after the evaluation. report's release (Davis g ',.'.
Salasin, 1675). Consequently, a c6§te;poraneous study of /E
.af evaluatlon, fron its’ incep+1on until- the final stages of
'utxlization, couldfxake substaqtlally more than a year to
complete, A'retros@ective ;tudy, howevgr, could pegin

several months af%%%ﬁthe evaluetion's completion, vﬁen
utllization might be fully dpparent, and quickly construc+
A\i:story ‘of past events.\ The retrospective approach

pro ised faster results, at‘lower total cost. These ) ‘
advantages +o the retrospective strategy carried the day,

even thongh 1t vas clear that retrospective data would not
+ be as complete as that available'in a contempo:aneous

' / e

Stud’-

once a retrospective approach was chosen, many other
details fell into place. Observations were ruled out,
except 1s current observagions night shed Iight on past ,
events., - Documentary evidence would be exam;ned, Lut could .
. be expected to be rather limited. Partiuipa gy - _
‘recollectzons vere the major resource fron which to develop
the case data. Although recollections conld be tapped
through questionnaires or fixedgkrotocol interviews, .

informal open-ended interviews segred to be the most

expeditidus meansito detailed cas \descriptions. Moreover,
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.influénce the evaluation's design or the use made of.the

o . ¢
. ]
A Y

sgcb interviaews "Yet the interVLewees use their own words
and their own organ121nq.theaes, rather than forciﬂq ttem:
to f£it their descriptions to a prédeterninea framewqrk. _In
an_iﬁfor;al interviev, intervievees éonld.introduce iSsues

\ . .
vhich otherwise might have eluded attention. 2and

~

. intervievs could fally explore subtle uses of evaluation

“information, such as when evaluation strengthened a

decisionmaker*s opinion about a progranm.

;he research bégan vith ‘an'assumption that evaluatérs é
a;d décis}onmakers éére key participants in evalgatioq, and \
-withlthe expectation that their actions largeli ﬁoulq } ’

determine an evaluatiqn's effectiveness. In igch“case,

_ therefore, the evaluator and the prin¢ipal local_progran

decisionmaker were intervieved. One or .two influential

.others (usuaily aaninistratiée subordinétes to the primary

. v . ‘ -
decisionmaker).ve:e_aiso intervieved if they appeared to

v
"

evalugtion .results, .. s R
® P * N -
- , . S .
. ' - n thodological Assessment .

— N B .

escr;g;;__ etgi -

, » A deScriptlve report ranglng from forty to eigh+y

ublevsp ced typevritten pages in length, was prepargd for !
each case, The reports followed a common pattern. _ -: '
Connunity and school context vere briefly descrisqy The

special p*ogram qecelvlng evaluatioé?;as described naxt, in

* LY

_somevhat greater destail. Attentxon was given not just to

\ -

-
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describing the pro;ram's nature; program history was also
reported, ‘including a description of the program'’s orlglns

1

‘and rationale. ~

Next, the program's evaluation context was briefly
descrlbed, including the progranm's evaluatiou requlrements
and the evaluator's perceptlons ‘of his or her role
V1s~a-vzs the progranm. ‘A more detagled Qescrlptlon o% the
actual evaluation work, narratg&.chronolog;cally but’”
without precise dates, followed, This included reéorragg
of neetings betveen éhe evaluator and school staff,
evaluatlon procedures, arnd evaluation flndlngs. The case

/

reports concluded with a description of any uses made of

tbe‘eQaLnation findings, and a synthesis of the

“ uajor evalnation flnding.
The, case reports were written pr;larily in
third-perSOB‘narratire fora. Quotations were few, Hecanse

nope of the iﬁéerviews were -tape recorded and the . e

interviever had heen. unable to enter many verbatif

'qnotatiens in }he bandvrittén notes, Docuaents, primarilg
evalé&tion reports; had been examined, and'portions of
theigiconteﬁts (€eGe, eygluatipn descriptions - and. test
results) vere integrateﬁ into the narrative case reports,
However, documents were not directly reproduced i1 the
'reports. The scarc@ty of direct quotations detracted

somevwhat from the vividness of the case sreports.

[

- partxcxpants' explanatlons for use (or lack of use) of ach




= r
® -

é AQditiopalaquotations or docgnent excerpts would have
provided more visible suppor@ing docunentation.
fobscured by the third-person narrative format was the
fact that there vere only th;ge or four primary ’
interviewees for each case, Given the small nuaber of
—“**”“*“f“”*“%ntervievees;~ttercase~%tudies*-ﬁetail was high, an .
| igdicaii&n»of the intensity of the ;nterviews._—uissing'
from the studies, however, was the_breadth of coverage:that
is possihle‘vhen many persons are intervieved. For
example, defailed data was not available on classroon
- teachers' perspectives on evaluation. 1Little data vas
“ collected on the school environneqt, apart from that which
‘ seamed directly rele?ant to evaluation work. Disfriét-wide .
attitudes and perceptions were not explcred in any détaif}
'and there was little to place the studied evaluation in its
»  full district context.

Descriptive Accuracy

. : " There was strong feasoh to believe.that the case ®

-

‘studies descriptions of evalnatiqn'e;ents vi;$.£agtnallfA ;\k//‘
accurate. In iqrge part, this is becausé‘ESE case reports
“ o concentrated on events in which the irtervievees had )
directly participaéed, of{en jointlyJ« The stndy'nethods.--
repeaﬁed intérviewg, probing for details, cross-checking
'faCt;‘vith the other interviewvees, and submitting the draft. -
réport to tﬂe interviewees for review == all worked to

.
verify the factual descriptions of evaluation events.

-
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Descriptions of evalution use were more difficult to
verify. How can one be certain-that evaluation information
-= or any other inforpaﬁion --h vas "considered"® by a
decisionmaker? It is possible that the program staff who
vere interviewed exaggerated evalution use in order to
respond to_our obvi;us interest in Zinstances of use. One
saféguard, however, was tiat ti%fevaluators gave their own
views on utilization, which'stood as a partial check on the
pro%rai staff's assqgtions. )

Explanations for events were provided in. abundant .

~detail in :esponse\té‘bur pérsistentaproping in the

inter?iews.' Such explanations are inherently difficult to

§

o ©

I explanatiog‘s adequacy based upon ¥ts consi{t;:;y with.

- vefifya Thg'intetvieweé wvas parti;i}y able to judge an

“other data aﬁd—upqn an assess;ent of the intexy eweé's
_1 catdor and percepti%eneés. 'Also; explanations were
integrated inéa'the case report, partfcularly in the final
section on evaluaiioh use, and vere_available, therefore,
for'inspeq;ion by the other intervigvees and by external
re;iewers. Thes revievs were a ch;ck on the explanations'
. piausiéiliiy, ;{fhoqgghzhey vere not proof of their
accuracye. dften,,the explanations were of eventé‘which had
K occnrred,weéks or months prior to the interiieus, adding
énotHer element of uncertainty.

i \
Unquestionably, there were threats to the case

studies? accdfac?, as the preceding,discussion indicates.
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What 'is difficult tdmconvey, howeyeft is the extent to
_wgich these concerns yere assuaged during the research.

The intervievees wefe generally very cooperative. _In the
course of the resdarch, a positive reiationship between
rnbefviener and subjects usually developed, and there were
strong indications that the inie:vievees' remarks were
candid and sincere. These indications, vivid to the
interviever but elusive to describe, gave us confidence
tpat the case studies accurately described evaluation as it
appeared to thé‘intefviewees. of -ofesconcerq was whether .
the iniervie;ees' understandings vere adequate to explain
events, _ h T L. e

Hature of the Cross-Case Analysis.

The cross-cases analysis categorized the indiwidual
studies* explanations for evaluation infbrmatisn use (of
' disuse). Pach individual case study, in turn, had grounded
1ts analysis of evaluation ntilization in the explanations
for use or disuse provided by the interviewees. The
cross-case analysis generalized froi’the interviewees!
explanations, by identifying siuilar explanations across
the cases and labeling the generic factors or processes
‘Wwhich seémed to be represeuted. And, as a result, the
Cross-case analysis did not introduce entirely newv -
analytical concepts. -

.

The categorization (or analyticai fraqewofk, as it vas

labeled in Alkin et al., 1979) did not furnish a predictive




*

theory of evaluation use, That is, the categorizatior did
not spnc1fy hov the identified factlors or pf‘ceeses wvould

affect evaluition information use, either sinqu or in

\'interaction. Instead, a factor's presence in the

categor*zatlon simply indicated the factor's potential

‘Slgniflcance. For example, the interrela+1onship between

ég&gol site agd schoo{ district vas listed as a factqr
which}co@;d ;f;ect évaluati n use, but the probable effécts
of specific types of site-district relationships v;re not
iﬁdicated. -

The cross-case,aﬂalysis's.mqst significant

i

contr1bu+ion vas that it idantifled, based upon enpirical

‘data rather than speculation, a limited set of influences

‘npon evaluation use., The analysis was one step toward a

nore completn theory of evaluation utilization, with more °

‘thorouqh inVestlgation of the. ideutifzed factors beirg the

logical next step.

Projectjﬁf@cussions of the case data went further than

L]

the pubIIShEd analysis zn 1dentifying the most important
y
influences upon utzlizatlon. Ou:,prlvate conclusion was

that the evaluator's -and the school client's cozmitment to’
méking evaluation useful was vitally important. It

appearea, too, that evaluation information was most likely

to be used vhen the evaluator had established a

-consultative relationship with a local school

decfsionmaker.’ Relationships in which the evaluator acted

-
-

H
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as an auditor, monitor, or detached critic appeared less

succes§su1. Through close consultations, an evaluation

could b¥é designed that would address actual decisionmaker

interesrs,'vhich could be quitel different fronm the )
interests that zight be inferred froa off1c1a1 program
- plahks. and in consulta*ions throughout the evaluation, the .
araluator could involve the local client in decisions?‘
affecting evalunation design, data.analysis, and
interpretatidn. The result appeared to be rore neaniigfu;
evaluation information, in which the local client had
evaloped a ?ense of ownership.
. It appgéred that much evaluation disuse was caused by
the rbsence of this consultative evaluation approach,

either because evalua*ors had chosen other roles or because
policies or other external constraints interfered. bThe
most influential’gvaluators studied had evidenced this
adaptive, consultative style rather than working solely ‘ 1
frou,foraa% progran descriﬁtions and‘rdutiﬁe evaluation
procedures. ;
In summary, the piﬁiished cross~-case analysisl
categorized factors affecting evaluation rtixization.
. Because these factors were drawn from the individual case
§g§lyses£ the cross-case analysis had high face validity
for readers who had foun& the individﬁal case studies to be

piausible. nur private analyses had gone a step Purther. -
/ -

We assigred primacy to a subgset of the categorized factors,

28 - ﬁ
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haPely the initiative shown by evaluators and
administrators and the use of a consultative evaluation
approach. These conclusions were supporteaﬁ;y regularities
in the case data: instances of inforpation use appeared ko
be associated with special individual effort and close
consultation between evaludtor and local decisionmaker.
Gegerglingi}itz of the FPindings )

A traditional defense 0f the studies' generalizability
is difficult., Personal contacts frequently were used to
locate potenéial case sites, and subjects' participation
vas entirely voluntary, hence vulnerable to the biasing
effects of self-selection. Although therd was an effori to
introduce diversity into the sample;fby selecting different

tfpgs of projects ard various school district emnvironments,
‘greater.efforts at scientific sampling could have been
rade, Yét, even if sites had been randomly selected, five
cases would constitute a miniscule statistical sample fron
. vhich to géne:alize findings. s

These difficulties are common to case study research,
vhiéh“frgqnent;y relies upon small sanmples, ;ith sites
selected, in part, for their ccnvenignce and cooperative
response {Bogdan & Téflor; 1975). The fact is'théf'case
studies! géperalizability seldo; rests én the same grounds
as that of-qugntitativé surveys or exbeeineqts, if for no

oﬁﬁer’reasop than small sample size. But ‘case study -

findings can apély to other situéﬁicns, as reader

N

{




response to such studies attests, To the extent that
others do find the research meaningful and gelevant, then
there is evidence of genera%izability.

The published repert of the case’ study research (Alkin
et al., 1979) has received favorable reviews for its
realisa and fornthe insights the studies provide_into
evpluatiOﬁbpractiee. These reviews are perhaps the best
evidence that thegfindings are generalizable beyond the
five cases studied. . . : 7
Points .»f Concern

In hindsight, %there ;ere aspects to thé case study
methods which merit soee discussiqn, either because they
represent praetices ve night change, based upon today's
knowledge, or because they had :alificatione which might be

overlooked.

- Avoidance of Tape Recording. The intervievs vera

not tape recorded, prinarily to avo1d 1nh1bit1ng th°
intervievees. Although the nethodological li+erature is
divided on the issue of recording, recent Project
‘éxperience;“in the User_Interview énrvez, suggests that
taping need not interfere with data quality. 1In the User
Intervieu Snrvey, interviewees adjusted quickly to the tape
recorder, and they appeared to speak candidly. We feel,’
now, tha} the case study’ 1ntegv1ewees wounld hade ad justed
similarly. T ' o

Nevertheless, tape recordings are not an unmixed . -




—

\
blessing, even if intervievees are uninti&idated by the
process, Tape handling, transcription, archiving, and
transcript raviews quickly create a sizable logistic
burden. Had thé case study iﬁtervi;;s been tapéd,'hovever,
much more detailed data would have been aGailable froh
which to prepare the case repofts. On balance, ve would
tape if we had the decision to make todaf, but we would
expect 2 more tiﬂe-cohsnning and exrensive study.

Rarrovw Study Scope. In each gase, three or four

persons were the pridary informants, i.e., the persons with

. whom the interviewer spoké repeatedly and at length.

{Depending on the.circuustances, a few others were
sometﬁnes intervieved, albeit briefly.) The evaluator was
alvays a primary interviewee. The other primary  _
interviewees -- typically, pfoject‘directors, building
principals or on-site progran coordinatqré.-- Were selected
for their degree of involvement in the evaluation effort or
for- their significance.as program decisionmakers. In
general, interviews did not extend upwards to
administrative or technical staff at the district office,
or downvwards, to teaching staff. The intervieus,

themsalves, focused’ on evaluation werk at” the program or

building level, with a major topzc being the evaluation

events (meetings, conversationé, etc,) inxwhich the

. -ihtervievees had participated. ’

Because the interviewees were few and the interviewvs

31
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}
were so often focused on evaluation events, limited data

vas collected on the evaluation's wider conteit-eiéhar
within a school or;githin the host school district. It
would hgvé“ﬁeen_helpful to learn more about the evaluator's
*tactlgs with other. prograus- custouary evaluation practices
within a district; teachers! att;tuaés towards and use of ‘
evaluatzon the prznary conceros of school or program
personnel dnring the years studied, regardless of vhethfr
these concerns directly related to evaluation~ typical
decisionmaklng procedures in the schools studied; dlstrlct
adminis+rators' inducements (if any) to schools to use
'evaluatlon information; and district polzcies on evaluation
and i!nstruction.

Some of the preceding data could have come from
existing interviewees. Other data could best have been
collected through interviews with persons ahove or below
- the thin stratum of school personnel we coh%acted. At the
time the studies were conducted, it was not clear that this
vider data would be useful. But, were we to repeat the
studies, we would‘expand the interviewee pool to include
informan%s at 2 broader range of levels withiﬁ the schools.

We now vould be inclined towara studles with aﬂéloader
set of informants and broader initial scope. One can gain
a more thorough understanding of a school's lnteroal

\ dynamics and external environment by contacting many °*

informants and by spending mor® observational time within

/




‘the school.‘ A’ broader study, hbwever, requires broader
clearances. '}n arranging for the case studies, everf
effort vés made to keep a low research profiie. ;n
retrospect, it might have been better to try to negotiata a
broader charter. for the research, evén thougb'nére /
districts might have refuéed‘to-par;icipate.

- Igg §;gg;g§1_§mgh§§i5'gg“Bxglainiﬁg‘ggg;' The case
studies placed greatest emphasis on explaining the the
conditions underlying instances of successful evaluation
use. A major hope, after all, was to develop \
reconmendations leading to greater evaluation ;§§. In
addition, it seemed intuitively plausible .that evaluation
disuse was siaply the "flipside™ to evaluation use, that
.is; that evaluatién disuse would be explainéd adequately by
the absépce of those factors which led to use.

In re%rospect, it novw seenms more appropriate’to
‘conceive of instances of evaluation use as foreground
elements set against a background gf predoairant disuse.
The case study analysés satisfactorily explained how %the
instances of use came to pass -- through personél
initiative |and consultative eval'ition( primafily == but
they provided less satisfactory explanations for the
widespread disuse of evaluation. ?hy shoulq personal

initiative or exceptional evaluation activities be -

reqé&rea? Why should their absence lead to disuse? The

case stundies did not move to these more fundamental




questions, in part because we did not then recognize the
need to seek explanatiijj for both use and disuse. Today
wve believe that the t p

s

henonena need to be considered
separately. .

The Role of Exls_igg Theory. ~ The case studies
relied mlnimally on existinq theory. Instead, the 'study
analys;s seught to develop its own grounded theory (Glaser
& Strauss, 1965) of evaluation utilization, deéuced
-entiroly froa the 1nterview data. We 'eif largely
satisfied with this strategy in the case study phase of the

-~

research. )
.. Our later efforts have dravn more heafily'on extant
theories of schoollorganizatioqal behavior (some of-which
were only just ‘emerging during the years .covered by the’4
case study project) to help explain the lack ofuschoér
attention to evaltation data. We feel today that a case"
study approach which attempts to draw upon relevant tgeory :
is quite desirable. At a maininmuanm, exisE}ng theory can
inform data collect;on, specify variables of interesi, ang
suggest alternative interpretaeioﬁs of Q?ents.‘ Analysis
should be grodr&ed in and thoroughly substantiated by case
data, and it should not bend the facts to fit .
prasuppositions. But existing theory, properly‘used, is a
wvellspring of analytical concepts.
Summary Review v
* The Evaluation Case Studies accomplished their *

~
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‘that were far mére'detailed‘than any others then available.

I

intended purpdses at a modestr total costs Even though
relatively few informants were_iﬁiérvigwed, the case !

studies vyielded descriptions of loégi school evaldation
. . s ~ 3

The studies indicated that persgnal initiative and
consultative, client-focused evaluation were associated
with greater evaluation influence. This f;ndinq 1f :5' .
corrobarated contenporarf rese;rch {Patton et al., 1975).

The research methodology allowed schoél;personnql to
dmscribe evaluation work in their o;n vords, and it )
permitted an examination of school. perceptions of '
evaluationks influence, strengths, énd‘deficiencies.
Through open-ended interviewing, tﬁetstudies uncovered
quiet, incremental uses*of evaluation information, uses
that might not have been detected by other means.

The principiz iaprovement” that could hav? been made 19
tha case stﬁdies vas sinply to}broadpn the research =-- to'
interview more sc'hool'personnelL to épend more time in the
schools, and to explore a viaer‘%ange of issues. Had the
scope of thé studies been expanded; we might havq learned

more, more quickly, about the organizational and contextual

influences upon evaluation, Neverthel3¥wy_the case

studfes. as conducted, were a substantial- success,
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s ‘Evaluator & el study
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RESEARCH DESCRIPTION
The Evaluation Case Studies producéd the anai?tical

framewvork ontlined in Appeadix A, and 1solated features of
.o ) ’

evalua*ion Situa+ions vhich seemed éspecially significant

for evaluation utilization. The elements of the framevork

varied considerably in potential'lanipulabifityq Sone, -
such as the evaluation's mandatory :equirenents (element

1.2_.in Appendix A) or the relationship beétveen the school
/
and central district.administration (5.1, vere. typically . »

heyond an évaluator's control. But others, especxaIly

-

those relatea to the evaluator's abproach, could be ’ .
L purposely,lanipuiated., The research refg;t (Alkin et al.,

1979), clearlyginplied that evalnators shonld take 1nto

¥

acconpt factors suph as those listed in the framework.
%y N v M K ' N ) Al * ¢
“ ' However, it stopped short of ‘formulating a recommended
- N T ' . -
evaluation apptoach. o

o

" Within the Zvaluation Use Project however, posgible
reca;nendati;;s vere being,copsidered. One key to = .
increased . local evaligtion;uss appoared to be a

" consultative eval&ation approach} onefdeliﬁerateiy orianted

to the peeds of specific local.program nanagers. In

,° addition, %& seened that successfnl evalnators had gade a
-

commitment to c¢are most about 1oca1 users. ilthough they




I > /"‘J ¢

J carrisg out the 6fficially mandated evaiugxion tasks with
intedrity, their enphasisr;as or the local consequences of
.
evaluation. )

4

The case studies suggested that a consultatiQe,

user-focused approach would stimulate local evaluation use.
. - Yet there were important guestibns left nnresolved'by the
CSE case study data. PFor example’, were there important
orga&izational prerequisites to be met before a
coﬂspltative evaluation approdch could be effectively -
implenented? The case studies had‘focuséd on the
evalunators' work with programs, not on the organizational

.
e = ~

environment, so this ‘question could not be answered
readily. Assuming that co;snltative evaluatlon could
- reasonably be recomnended, was it applicable to all the
. o pfograms with which the evaluator iight work? Might some

izi} - programs rebuff the evaluator? M
The Need for-a Pield Study of .Bvaluators at Work

) A detailed study of school program evaluators at work
was needed to'examine the avaluation work envircnm;nt and
the nature of'cqrrént évaluation efforts. - Even at a purely
descvlptive level, such a sfudy would contrlbute to-the.

' still Ilnlted database on evaluation practice. In

%

addltion, by working with tke evaluators for an extended

’ "*‘pefigg;g;-tlne, the researcher might come to see the

-f’> organizational panorama as the evalnators saw it.‘ One

- could eWplore with thea the encouragements and constraints

1 3 ’ *
. Lo - )
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that the organization placed upon their work, factors ‘that
’ mnight éffect any attempts>at consqltative evaluation.
Horéover, the evaluafors' interacticns with progranm
managers and staff could be directly observed. One coﬁld

discover whether evaluators wvere already seeking to adapt

. S
thein vork to local needs. TIf they weregone could see how
their initiatives were received. }fﬂﬁs\#r- . .t

Field study Methods '

Overview
The Evaluator Field Study examined evaluation work as

it unfolded and as it appeared from the perspective of the

14

school program evaluator. The research relied primarily on

on~the-spot' observations and informal discussions with the

*

evaluator and[colleagnes. , -

2

Three school program evaluators within the same urban

-~

district,were observed as they carried out various °

e

" avaluation activities, ,.Phe fieldworker entered the study

?site -~ a school district evaluation office -- and spent an
initial orientation period "tagging along"” with the
” . ’

evaluator selected for the study, observing and discussing

¥

his or-her work but also concentrating cn becoming familiar

ES

with the work setping.‘”Thére;fter, each eva;u;tor's work
wvas traced in more deliberate fashion, focusing on the
sfream of decisions 'and events éﬁrrcunéing various work
'tasks._ Critical avents were observgd as they occurred,

P ‘discussed with the evaluatpr, and followed to resolution.

-

A
P
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From tha observations and discussions, an evaluator's view

of events was constructed. .

-

Selection.of Efé;uggggg ard §tng1(situg*;ogs

Criteria for selecting evaluator-sthjects were baged \

pfinarlly upon a cvonception'of the kind of evaluato::for

vhon the CSE°Evaluation Use Projebt wished to,develop

reconmendations.‘ It seeued }ost'approériate to stndy

‘ in-house evaluators rather than external consultants. A

consultative eva\natlon approac*eguﬁed extensiveg

lnteractlon betveen the evaluator and program personn21l,
E ]

2

In-house evaluators seemed more suitiifxo this

time=consuming rols.

x

As a secomd criterion, subjects should be involved
N ’ P

°"vith'pnogran evaluations -~ not sinply district testing or

the like, Third, if sore than one evaluator was associated

with a program, the the preferred suhject vas the senior

evaluatof, since he or she would be host likely to make

'declsions about the evaluation's focus., Pinally, subject
S

. cooperation should be volun%sry, not cogrced.

Besonrcesxand time dictateﬁ that no \wore thanm two or

' three evalumators could be studied and that shonla be picked

from no more than'two districts. The choice between a

-

~r
single districtzstudr and-a two distrlct stndy vas

problematic, Concentrating all the effort in a single

district wonlg allow the greatest coverage of evaluation

von(\ln the district. Splitting effort between ‘tvo

\‘\ . B » b

I

}
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districts would allow cnoss-conparisons of organizational

environments, As it happened, chance events deterninnd the

-ultimate outcome: a single-district study.

The research began wzth a two—dzstrzct strategy.

One was to b2 an urban distrlct, the other a snaller

inburban one. Effects of the difference in size, ,

structure, and comaunity environment vere to be explored.

The search for two distrzcts proceeded along fairly

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

qualitative studies (Bogdan & Taylor. 1975). Geographic

proxinity
important
the anan

crlteria.

A

and thé existence of a likely contact person were
considerations, Metro Unified School District,
district, vas a clear choice based upon these

~

The other site, santa Lucia (ADA approxinately

20-30 000), was a suburban bedroonm connnnity.

-~ Work

componen t

began in both districts, bat the Santa Lucia

of the study'proved_unsatisfactory; Contrary to

initiaitnnderstandings,‘the subject ir Santa Lucia normally

. did little program evaluation vork The research fzéld

visits, in. fact, were promptxng his to consider initiating

néw evaluation%vork‘that would not have occurred otherwise.

With regret, the Santa Lucia involvement was terainated.

* i . X
~ It vas impractical to locate a replakement district at that

point in the school year, and therefore all the remaining

work was, K concentrated in the single nrban district, Metro

Unified.

h ]
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Betro Unified écﬁool District «- O

Betro Unified School Dlstriqt was tromised anonynlty
in th's research effort, so exact details of HKetro's-size,
organizational structure, student or comaunity population

car not given. Hetro was a large urbpan district in

California. It had taken some recent_ steps toward

decentralxzatlon, but decision laking on ‘important issues
reputedly uas still highly centralized. 1Its service
population included students from qli socio-econonic strata
and racial-ethﬂic backgrounds, 'Liye séveral other
California districts, Metro was qn§a§ed in an evolving
integration effort. 1In aédition, its bilingual service
program ‘ue:e rapidly expanding,in response to demogéaphic

changeg and state legislative requiregents. Netro

_maintaifed 4n Bvaluation & Testing Office, which handled

evaluation related to corpensatory education progranms,
coordinated district-wide achievemefit testihg, and

conducted special studies. ‘ JRW

Initial Contacts in Metro District
In early nay 1979, the CSE Evaluation Use Project
Director, contacted the Hetro's Evaluat;on & Testzng
direcgor (an acguaxntance), described tbe purposes and
methods of the study, ané inguired about the district's
¥illingness to cooperates., The Ketro Evaluation § Testing .
(Ee T) Di:actor vas almost inuediatel; feéeptive to tﬁe

$i01d study idea.




-

The E& T Direc?br arranged for a meeting with Ars,

Elaine.Bowman, an evaluation staff member fitting the

evaluator-subject criteria. Few other staff in the E & T /

*

Director's ingediate offices were assigned as program 9
evaluagoréz most eithsr'held adainistrative positions or
worked on special activities rather than progran ¢
evalnétion. Mrs. Bowaan, however, was a recenpt addition £o
"the staff, hired expressly té serve as the evaluator of the
newly crgated Preschool Langﬁage Program for School Success
(PLPSS). )

- The fieldworker nmet Hith-tﬁ? E & T Director and Mrs.
Bowman in their offices to discuss the proposeé research,
The E & T Director remained supportive, and Mrs. Bowman
seemed felatively unperturbed at the idea of being
observed. The fieldworkeér acc;mpanied Hrg. Bowman through
theAnonths of péy and June, observing her work on the PLPSS
evaluation.

In the fall, after the snmnér hiatus, contact was
reestablishe;\iikﬁ the Evaluation & Testing office. Hrs.
Bowman hadtleftfégtro District (for a better‘ﬁosition), and
the fieldworker was directed to #rs. Carrie Jenkins, an
evaluation staff member within the Office's Compensatory
Bducation Evaluation OUnit. Mrs, Jenkins had an'intriguing

“dual role as a "evaluation adviser® for a group of Title I

schools and as the sole evaluator assianed to a special

district-funded child service program. It was the latter

A1)




role that first attracted the Project's at}ention jé/nrsl
Jenkins. Hoyever; as the research progreséed,!nrs.
Jenkins'.Titie I duties took center stage in the research,
and they were the focus of the final research report.
Contact was made by phone with the Compensatory
Educatioﬁ Evaluation gnit's supervisor, who/tesponded
cooperatively -- probably becausé he received assurances
from higher Evaluation & Testing Office administrators.
’ngftainly, the previous spring's ‘smoothly accoaplisﬁedﬁ
research activities greased the vheels for this second
entree,) The supervisor, in tugn, conveyed his approval to
ﬂrs.'Jeﬁkins,’and the fieldworker called Jenkins to arrange
a personal meeting. rs. Jenkins agreed to p;tiicipatb,
berﬁaps vith some trepidation -~ although the reSearch
experience assuaged her concerns. )

Neanwhile, it was discovered that the PLPSS was being

evaluated once again by a nev evaluator, Ms. Diane Grimes.

Phone calls io the E & T Director and the Aésistant
Director (Ns. Grimes!? supeizzggr), secured tpeir appro;al
for a further studf of the 1979-80 PLPSS evaluation. Ms.
Grimes and the fieldworker met in January 1980 and
immediately began the new PLPSS research. .

Thus, ultimately, data was collected on three
evaluators from Metro Unified School District.

The Research Process

; i, ’
The research detai}s viried, gquite naturally, from

L]

1 " -
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evaluator to evaluator. Here the general pattern of the ,
research is described. d

The. very first days in the field uerg.devoted éo
getting acquainted and getting one's bearings. Typically,
the first meeting with the evaluator subject was something
of a two-sided interview: the evaluator assessed the
fieldworker's intentions, purpose, and style, and the
fieldvorker learned as much as possible about the L
evaluator's work and personal style, Of course, this i
rutuval sizing-up was not completed at.the end of the first
meeting, Generally, the fifst few meetings had as part of
their purpose the goal of acquainting fhe fieldvorker with
the evaluator's work situation. :

) Por example, .in the PI.PSS cas? visits-to prograe
classroons vere guickly schednled. Anrd in the case of the 7
COnp Bd evaluator, the fieldworker was soon schednled to ,
observe a routin& Title I llaison visit and to take a tour
of the cgzld service program with which the evalunator also
_wbrked. 5 ‘

During these initial excursions, the evaiuators served
as guides to the workplace -- suggesting 1nteresting thlngs
to exper1enca and making introduc*ions to colleagues. Much
of the initial time vas also spent establishing the
research relationship. Of course, the fieldworker wa;
sinultaﬁeously bgcoming more familiar with th evaluator's

job iasponsihilitiesfand'cur;ent activities.

1]
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observed, for exanple, the evalnator's classroon -

.=
8

With the Comp Ed evalnator; Hrse. Jenkins, the
fieldworker usually‘spent abo;t a half day for each
observational session. This corresponded to the way Mrse
Jenkins usually scheduled her visits to the schools.
Interspersed with these hilf day sessions were occasional

meetings at Jenkin's office, to catch pp on events that had

not been directly observed, to plan futurs observations, or

Just to talk. ) . .

With Mrs. Bowman, the PLPSS's first evaluator, ‘the
fieldvorker wvas able to observe many of the evaluator's
activities during the six weeks in May and June }979£ when
the bulk of %pe evaluation took place. Bowman was too
bnsy} then, for lengthy intervievs hut éonversed at length
with the fieldworker on the vay to and fron nnetlngs and
school visits, i . .

Inﬁcontrast, Ms. Grimes' full year evéluatiop of the

' PLPSS regquired a different research approache Grimes put

in long stretches of daesk work in the office. This’
activity was difficult to observe'unobtrusively. The
fieldworker settled on a routine of frequent short
interviews and phone calls to check ‘the progress of éhe

evaluation, In addition, evaluatzon "events" were

observations, testing actlvitzes, interviews with

administrators, and other trips to the schools. -
J £

Table I summarizes the data on "contact hours" (spent

46
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intervievwing and observing) and number of field visits.

Telephore conversations are not'reflected in these figures.

D

-

Table I
Contaéts with Evaluwators

-
IR DD S W D DD P TR D D D D A D D D D P WD WD D A WD D D WD DD =D WS W DD D D WD WD WD M = D P =D =y P

Evaluator Progran Time Contdct Pield
‘Prame Hours . Visits
Bowman - PLPSS : 5/79-6/79 38 1
Grimes PLPSS 1/80-6/80 46 15
Jenkins Comp EQ 11/79-6/80 70 20

T D > S A D D D D WD WD DD D D DD D D B D D WD D WD D DD WD D T D S D Dy A G - = MDD - P
. ( .

Depending upon Jénkins' and érines' schedules, sone

' weeks during the 1979-80 school year were very busy,

involving several sessions with each evaluator; other weeks

. were guiet, The decision to directly observe any given

activity was a joint one. Sone activities the evaluators

. recoesmended as:likely to be interesting; others the

fieldvorker selected from the evaluator's upcoming

o
LY

X * schedule, based on the contribution +hey might make to the

. unfolding analysis of each case. The evaluators vere given

veto pover over the fieldworker's suggestions, a power

almost never exercised.

It was sometimes possible to take notes during the

actual observations -- for exanaple, dnriné observations of

"meetings where other participants were amaking notes.. In

any event, detailed field notes were preparem immediately

.

following each observational session.

R4

The Usihg Evaluations framework (Appendix A and

@7
/ - ' -




Alkin et al., 1979,-Chap.~9) identified situational
characteristies to be observed. As the research unfolded,
yet another list of potentially significant topics began to
také shape. These vere formulated and systematized irn a
series of draft topic lists (e.g., Appendix B).

working hypqtheses about the important features of the
evaluation work were developed as data were collected.
These working hypotheses could then be mapped against new

I’

data and refined, no&ified, or replaced. - - .

The Research Report

3

» Observations and discussions w;th the PLPSS and Comp Ed
evalnétoiS'coniinuéd thfoﬁgh the end of the school year.

2 - Following a complete geview 6f the fiéld notes, a draft of

the research rebort vas érepaged in July and August. The

three evaluators critigued that ?raft in interviews with

the fieldwork?t. Thereafter, a fipal report vas prééareq.

It described the evaluation work carried out during the

observational year, and it also discussed organizational

[

characteristics which appeafed to inpehe evaluation

»

influence. " o
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v CRITIQUE

Beview of the Pield sﬁugx's’Purgoses
The Evaluator Field Study vas a successér to the
Project's case studies. It vas intended to supplem;nt the
case studies by collecting nore detailed information on

7

evaluation's organlzatioual context and by allouing direct
observatiét of evaluation adtivities,

, The case studies had suggested that evaluation was
most succes;fnl vhen the evaluator worked EOnsﬁitatively
with local program édninistrators, attempting to address
thear interests and to lnvolve then actively in evaluation
plannlng and data interpretation. Personal initiative also
was lnportant to evalunation success, particularly
evaluators' and adwinistratoré! joint initiativa to create
a consultative relationship, as well as administrators’
resolve to use s}stengticaliy collected information in
decisionmaking. \

But,rias it péaliétic to advocate consultative
' evaluation and personzl initiative as answers to the
problellof evaluation undenutiiization? would
organizational realities allow consuﬁrativetevalugtion to
be inplemented on a broad scale?f Could individual
‘evaluators or prograa aduinlstrators introduc; this style

of vork on their ovn initlative, or vould institutional

‘changes be reqnired? Answvers to thesp questions requlred’
¢ . :

/
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more data on evaluation's organizational coktext and on

evaluators' interactions with school personnel, The field

s#ndy's on-the-spot observations of .evaluator work were

intended to collect this data. ; '
Thgre vas-a snbsidiéry notive for ihe\ﬁqiluatof Fieéﬁ

Sﬁudy. Quite sinpiy, it seemed wise to look f}fsp-hand at

school evalnation work. Although the ca studle;\rad gone —

well, there vere hazards to-basing anal éfézsc heavily on °

interview data. The.Bvalnator Pield Study, vith its

ogfervattonal vork, ;as to be a.check on the case studies?

findings. ) _ - .

S .gggggggg Desian gegisioné
Because the case studies had suggested steps -

individual evaluators aight take to increase evaluation

usefulness, the field ‘study sought to exapine cldg;ly the

work of ind*vidnaf'evaluators. This siggested a study .

focuse& on individual evaliators rather than a more queral

study of an evaluation~nnit's activities. Sanple size

would have to be small. . most two or threefevaluators could

be stndlad in d;éth by the sole fieldvworker. ‘ \\,7@ -
The evaluators could have been selecte&j??%m éither -

the same or‘different‘schéol districts. There were

arguments f;r'either strategy. As{gfated dﬁ the preceding .

research’ descriptlon, chance events influenced the nltimate

research design, in which- three evaluators vere studled,

all from the single district, Metro Unified.

*
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As in the case studieé} research access vas negotiated
! »

7

through personal coﬁtacts, and subject partiC1patlon vas &
: voluntary. Part1C1paut obServatlon regulres extensive
-'squect- ooperation over a long period of time (id this Y
instanoe, rore tdan a,year),'making'random site or subject

selection qulte g;ffycult. An effort was made, however to

avold school dlstrlctsli oted for uniéuely ptogressive

. evaluation practice. 1A oré’typical setting was sought,
¥ ' -

z = ’
. . = ~
. hdnstead.

+ -

Standard participant observation rethods were
renployed. 'Eerhaps the only major methdological adjustment
) A% . )
i ~« Was that the office work being studied réquired ‘more *

‘ﬂu\\ "intdté%ewing than had*originallg beew planned (see Points

&
&

' of’Concern, belou)._

-

‘getg_dologica Assessnent
Bescrlgtlve Detail

ﬁ éV The field study report descrlbed the subject

evaluators' work and charac*erlzed school attdi tudes towards >
] . -

E- evaluatlon. Two of the evakuato;s studied worked full-time

with a single progranm (the Preschool Language Progran for
-0 * *

School Success), Their work with this brogram vas

descgibed chronologically, much as evaluation has been A
’,/deSCribed, in the case studies. Program history and

- .

context were sKetched, and evaluation, from initial design

v

@o flnaligﬁportins!,was detailed.

The field study report‘did provide quite detailed data
.'% . . ) %
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§ on the'cipc%mstances, events; and deliberﬁtion§ zﬁ;t
. ‘ atfected the'PLg§8's evaluation dgsién; Compared with the
evaluation case studiesd}more informaticn was presented to
explain.why the evaluation had $2ken +he shape ‘it had.
Sgue of this information was colleéi:d through
conversations with the evaluator; some, through direct
observation of planning meetings and similar events. \J>\
PLPSé évaluation findings were d;scribed. First-hand
observations and discussions allowed a conpaﬁison bétween'
vhat theeavalugtoré said about a progras, ;ither to the
fie}dvorﬁer or to clients and colleagues, and what they
wrote in their final gvaluaéion reports. Pinally, some
data was-also collected :n evaluation's apparent impact on
the prograa. .o -
,'The thiéd‘éyalnator-subje&t was one of geveral
- "evalqation advisers® for the district's ESEA Title I ,
é}programs. This evaluator provided technical assi%tapce to

Title I schools rather than directiy evaluating the .

- ¥
63 schools? educational effectiveness. The description of the

—= .
oy

aevaluator's vofk theréfore was organized thematically,.
around the several varieties ofstechnical servicerwhich .
vere provided. |

Thro&Ghout'the study report, vignetées from the

* fieldwork vere used to illustrate situatidns encountered by

the evaluators or to provide more concréte and vivid detail

. N

on critical evaluation events, The use of vignettes was *
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.
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aﬁalogous to the usé 6? direct quotatioas in repoéts of
interview studies. .. o

In'the‘description of tﬂe PLPSS vofk, portions of the
annual PLPSS evaiuation'reports vere éﬁoted. These Teports

=

and other pertinent documentary materials vere‘gxcerpted at

7‘-—

length in appendices to the field studf reporte '(Segaentsf /’\
of these documents were excised so as nc; to disclos; our |
hostts identity.) . .

The vignettes, narrative descriptions of critical
events, and excerpts from documents togetﬁef furnished
evidential support for the fiel& study's &escriptions of -
the Metro school environment. This amount of descriptive
detail was available, in large part, because -the fiézg
stud} examined confenpéraneous}events. Obsefvations co&lda
be made, participants cou%d'be questioned as events
transpiged or soon thereéfter, and miscellaneous memos and
documents could be collected conveniently.

The field study report contained few direct quotation§
from participants, however, Conversations had not been
tape feéorded or transcribed by hand on the spot, so
verbatim quotations were efcee@ingly‘difficuit to capture.
Paraphrases based upon the fieldnotes were qqre readily
constructed,

+ In general, the Evaluator Field Study providgd depth

of detail rather than breadth of coverage. That is,

activities in vwhich the evaluators participdted wvere




v . . . .
covered in great depth: observations, discussions,
a -

docuneﬁt reviews, and seai-forsmsal interviéws ;ith the
evaldatb;s let us scrutinize these activities clpsely.
other'éctivities vhich_ might affect the evaluat r, but ;n
ﬁhich ;he’evaludtor did not directly participate, vere no?
?skgell’explored. For exasple, evaluation policy set by
higher-level district management affected the evaluators.
The field st;dy explorad the,evaluatoys' perception of that )

policy, but policy-setting by mainagement was not directly

investigated. .Similarly, activities iﬁternay to a school *
could affect evaluation, but sch&ols‘were not ;g
independent focus ;f the research. The field gtudi,
thefefore, truly heved to the evaluator's pe:s;ective on |
évents, with resultant advantages and disad;antages.
- Descriptive Accuracy

Pield study data came from observations ofrthe_
evaluators at work, from a great,nany conversations with
the evalﬁators, and from a much smaller nuaber of gr5up
discussions involvigg other school pergqnnel, the
evaluator, and thé fieldworker. Pro; this da tabase, data
could be substantiated to varying degg;es.

Events directly observed by the fieldworker were wefﬁ,
documented, of course. And the fieldworker could c?mpare o

his own understandings of these avents with the

inrterpretations provided by~£he evaluators or athers.. -
’

Other data dealt with evants or circumstances which

-
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werq‘not dir%Ftly accessible to the fieiﬁﬁdrkei;ﬁiébﬁﬁéhigw
an history or current events ;ﬁich the fieldworker had not
vitpessed; assertions that a practice was standarﬁ,
-custona:y, or mandatory; or diécussions of policy,
expectatiéns; or job requirements. This iéfornation could
be examined for internal consistency and plausibility, and,
singe Such topics arose frequently, there vere many
oppot+nn1t1eilto ask for clarlflcatlon or greater detail.
But there were limits to the confldence one could place in
this datae. g \
Data quality depended greatly on the relationship

‘established between the fieldworker and each evaluator.
With the %wo evaluators whom the fieldworker followed in
. the 1975180 school year, a solid ;orking rélationsﬂip
graduﬁlly developed. By year's end, these evaluators
appeared comfortable with the research, candid, and
forthconming, Bé vere -completely satisfied with their
cooperation. éhe {PLPSS) ;valuator vho was studiea for .
seveﬁ %eeks”in late spring 1979 was cooperative on most

matters, but less open than the-bthérs. _Importantly; frow

the naﬁy h;u:s of observationh and cenversdtion, tﬁe,
Eieldéorke; gained insights into the, evaluago;s‘ interests,
predispositiong and biases -- thus, alIoiiﬁé éore informed
assésshment of the evaluators® conments, .

éithout question, adéitionalfdata from a vidérlset of

informants -- -School=basad personnel,- the evaluators!




e e e . . C
colleagues and supervisors, and higher "level district

personnel -- would have aided Ehg study. There would have

‘been more opportunity to explore the contéxfﬁal mattaers .
: -~ ! .

that evaluators described but that the fieldworker could

not verify independently. Because the fieldvorker did not .

-

vish to dilate tﬁe'study's tight evalumator focus And his

own élosg identification with the snb}ectqevaluators, these

other informants were not inteévieuéd.
\,_// ' Taking all these facts into éccount,‘gur best judgment
was that the study yielded ai‘accurﬁte view of evaluation ‘
as it was known to the evalpators and to an observer (thé
fiefé}brker)iopéfétéig‘f}onifhé eéaiua€3£§'453r§pective:p -
: 'But it was also clear t?at the stndy ?fjered a situated

viev of events, one limited by tke ;iéldwork's erphasis on

LI Y .

the evaluators! perspective.

Bature of the Pield Study Amalysis
‘There were district differences between the field
s;udy analysis and the evalyation case studieﬁ' analyses.
The case studies' analyses were cgnstrd%ted from
"1 interviewees? efblanations of eval@ation influence in their
programs -- ezplanations:reqﬁ%fiﬁg a~hig£\level of‘
_inference and syathesis on the ii;erviéﬁées' part. The
_ cross-case analysis then generalized fr;n these
explanations. A

h)
The field study analysis was corstructed froz

lower-inference data: obseérvations, discussions of
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individual events as thgy occurr<d, judgments of the
typicality of an attitude or procedure, etc. This raw
detail was assembled into a description of the evaluators?
work and a summary analysi§_of aspects of the school
‘context that seemed to impede evaluation influence: loose
administrative control of classroom instruction, resistance
to outside intrnsiqn into the school or ciassroon, and .
general hostility towards evaluat iof. I

The field study ana%}sis compared the findings
reqarding Metro with extant data'and theory on school
organizational behavior. Prom the litefatnre, it appeared
that the orgaﬁiggé}onal chg:actggi;tics»gbservgd in Hetro
vere common in public schools. According to éome
theorists, these characteristics fit into a stable
organizational pattern which was functional for school
sufvival and growth. _ d "

.The crux of the field study analysis, therefore, lay
in matching the study data to exi§ting theories of: school
organizational behavior.. Theory, in turn, predicted
obdurate resistance to evaluation activity and evaluation
infgrmation, a prediction which conforamed Fo the experience
of Metro évalnators in their efforts to inérgase evaluation

influence.

Generalizability = . .

"The evaluator field étudy described the work of three

evaluators in one district, Metro Unified. Two of the

.1y
Ly
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tﬂree evaluators worked with the PLPSS, a unique preschool
progran within Metro, and no claim was made _that others
pursued similar work. V

mhe thlrd subject was one. of several ESEA Title I
evaluation adVLSers in Hetro. Conversations with the
evaluator and otehrs indicated that the evaluator studied
engaged in a rgpresentative sat of work tasks with the
Title I programs. This 1npresszén ¥as also supportpd by
~the User Intervievw Survey's findings regarding evaluation
seryvices available to school adninistrative staff. .

The Evaluator Field Study also described school staff
attitudes tovards evaluation and evaluators. Observations
of gfbhp interactions indica%ed that the cHaractettzatibns
vere broadly accurate., Independent confirmation came from.
the User Interview Snrvé},“which discovered school
attitudes consistent vith those reported in the Bvaluato;
~  Field study. -

The Pield study d4iqd not claim inherent-
generalizﬁbiiity be}bnd Metrq Unified. But the stuﬁy?s
findings verh consistent with patterns of organizational
behavior observed in other school systeus, as described in

. the vorganizational theory literature.. Therefore, there was
reason to telieve that the Metro findings might be
applicable«elsewvhere.
Points of Concern

Lack of Interim Peporting. Comprehensive analysis

=

{
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wvas deferred until the ‘summer of 1980, when a first draft .

of the study report was prepared. Before then, analytical

-

y themes had been discussed informally within the Project, B

rd

’but no writfen synthesis had been undertaken. 1In

hindsight, it might have been helpful tc have written an
. ‘ ;

interim research report, éerh;ps in March or april, 1If

such a report had been writ+en, subsequent data collection

might have been refdcused in drder to explore nmore

completely the emergent analytical theues.»

s

Pieldworker Patigue. The mechanics of participant

“

observation were mOre tiaeconsﬁninq and fatiguing thar* had

. ;
been anticipated. Fieldwork sessions were exhausting

. because oé'the concentration requiréd to collect data and
. - . ’\

simultaneously maintain a neutral, nnobtrusif; role. Pield .
4 .

note preparation was a lengthy process, even when thé notes

© were dictated‘rather than directly typewritten. HNote

preparation easily required twice as much time as the

observation sessions.

‘¢

z

Becalise data collection is so time consuming, it

becomes very tempting to cut corners. Analysis is .

deferred. One procrastinates about coding field‘potes.

dore insidious, thaugh, is the way that one may

unconsciously siaplify and routiniza data collection by

raperatedly observing.the same types of events, talking with

the same people, and visiting the same schools.

One needs the opportunity to step back from the
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harried life of the data collector in order to think
carefully and creatively annt +he research. In future
participant observation studies, we would try to structuré
more opportunéies for reflection and .planning, by,
scheduling ‘planning and anﬁ%ysis weeks, interiam reports,
and peri;dic rap sessions with cbiiéagues. for exanple.

o The gtoyiem of the office Environment. Much of a
program evaluatorfs‘vork takes place in an office setting,

and there is a good deal of quiet desk-work or telephone .

Confarencing. It is extremely difficult to observe these.

officé activities unobtrusively. Is the fieldworker to sit -
nearby? 1If.so, where? what is the‘fieldworker to do while

" others in the office are working? .How can the fieleorker
collect data ;boﬁt télephone conversations without beconring
a nuisance or an embarrassment? There.are no easy answvers

+0 these questions., When the evaluators held meetings or

made .yisits to schools, observations could be nade'Qore
comfortably., Then, the fieldworker was accepted with -
equaninit]; But in a general office setting, the ‘
fleldvorker's constant presence was troublesome.

The compronise solution was to observe scheduled

;; neetings and school visits, but to visit the evaluation

office setting primarily for brief drop-in calls before or

after scheduled observations or for scheduled discussions

vith the evaluators. Two of the subjects had heavy .

schedules of meetings and school visits, so considerable




obsé&vaiipg;wo:k was dona. One evaluatcr had more office
time; interviewing ias-mére freqﬁent in her case. A major‘
., difficulty with this approach was that the evalatog's
‘impromptu_neetinés in the evaluation office were not
scrutinized.‘ . a
‘Alternatives to trgﬁitional pagticipant‘observation
o methods migh* be more séited to a professional office
environment. Por éxample, subjecfs night coaplete daily
activity logs or they might be asked to dictate aﬂdaiiy'
journal, with their dictated.tapes being collected and
traﬁécribed wveekly. Observations and interviews could be
intersperéed with these other data c@llection ‘methods, as
appropriate., It seems impbrtant, in aﬁy.event, to

experiment with new methods for studying office work.

The Effectiveness of Person-Centered Ethnography
' The Evaluator Field Study.was person-centered in that
it examined the worklife of selected individuals.
) :

Ethnography and participant observation more often explore

‘activity within a physical setting (e.g., a hospital or

° prisoh) or social group (e.g., a youth gang), although
‘precedent for éerson—centere? ethnography exists. (eegey AN
¥olcott, 1973.)
in retrospect, we have some doub*s about the
effiqiehcy and efficacy of person-centered ethnography.
The method is forbiddingly intense. Observer and subject

-both value their privacy and find constant partnership
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difficult. Tacit“updergtandings ;imiting,observationfi
frequency emarge, éﬁd‘the observational work is likely to
~be less complete than.gpe researchers ofiéinally may have
envisioned., -

To the method's credit, strong working relationsﬁips

'd

can emerge between tﬁ; ethnographer ard the subjecis, ‘
which nay“increase subject candor. To a degree,,the
observer and subjectAmay become co-investigators. But
tﬂere are disadvantages, Bpef The fieldﬁorker'§ close
association vith‘thg;subjects is very apparent, and the
fieldvor&er may find it difficult to become ; confidaﬁt to
‘other persons in the setfing. Also, it may be difficult to
divert research attention to persons or settings detached
fronm th; original subjects, should the need arise.

In the Evaluator Pield Study, for example, once the
research ccmmitment was made to the evaluators it would
have been difficult to switch tactfully froa
evaluﬁtor-centeféd observation. 7Yet, the incoming data
night have justified dreager attention to séhool-based
evaluation consuners;blg the evaluatoré' colleagues, and to
top administrators in the district office. In the field
study, therefore, we encountered a problem §imilar tg that
encountered in the case studies, namely a sense that the
“informant pool could have been expanded usefully. In the

3

£inld study, however, the initial research épecifications

(viz. person-centered-ethnography) made it gquite difficult




. . N ’

to include additional informants. If the research had been
focused on the topic of eva’uation linkages wvith scho‘%
decisionmaking, rather than on the evaluators per s4

then an expansion of the study to include these additionel

informants might have been accomplishedvmore easily.

Summary Review
As hoped, the Evaluator Field Study yielded detailed
information about the work context of local school
evaluation, and the stndy was a provocative test of the
earlier case studies' explanations for evaluation
utilization. .cConfronted by the Metro data, e wvere forced
' to temper our faith in consultative evalumation as a renedy
| - for evaluation underutilization:\'fie field study's
greatest asset was that it offered this opportunity to
witness evaluation in the making. | -
Our principal regret was that data collection wis
confined, to a.degree, n? the evaluator-focused approach
that was taken. Greater flexibility to follow the emergent
research leads would have‘been helpful. In any future

applica*ions, we vouId be Inclined to experinent vith a

broader range of data collection activ1tias, although we

vould not wish to forego the observatignal.vork, vhich was

so useful. ‘ ;j>
* ~ .
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User Interview Survey’

“
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RESEARCH DESCRIPTION X .
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The User Interview Survey, dgicrlbed here, examined
the views of local school evaluation users: school 2
¢ prlnc1pals(and~nid-1evel staff within schools. The
interviews sought to dzscover the primary issues,
dec1szons, or concerns occupylhg school staff; to determine
if evaluation infornetion w¥as relevant to,lor influential

in, school decision making related to these primary

i L

"concerns;. to acquire information on tpe'uses to which
evaluation infornation was put; and to obtain staff : v

oplnions abont current evaluation sgervices. ‘ ' A

One motivation for the User Interv Survey
concern that the pgevious’ researcﬂcgfg:igzeve fiih :#;\\
vevaluatlon's import nce in the schools. he init1a1 CSE
case s*ndies had focused tightly on eva%mation activities;
from the studies it s difficult to mece evalnation in .
proper ‘perspective. Was staff a;teﬁtfgn nostly diregged
elsewhere and only occasionally turned to o \
evaluation-related matters? when~ prograa deeisions vere
‘made, how much discussion and deiiberation took place‘and
what role did evaluation data play? In;erfiewe could
address these gquestions. .

In addition, the interviews could reach a larger, more

~I
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could be ‘sure such’schools had nxperlonced evaluations, .

-

e '-. ‘

_ representative, .sample of school personnel thah had the

.

4 . - - L3 -
case studi'esqB Staff vieus .on evalnation strengths and °*

weaknssses; on“ésalqafionzzﬁfluenqs,«and on' potential .
evaluqtion~imp53ﬁemgncs-could be sjscesaticdlly expiored.
And by»conductihg thé survey in the‘samé<dist£ict chosen
for- thé Evaluator Pleld-study, the evaluators' and the _
local schéol users' perspectzves c;uld be compared, - . ’

'§§3Q1‘Procedures
Selerting ;gg gesgondgg§<5amgfe

~ Defining the gggg;ggigg.x seiqcting a respondent
sample requirfed operatiodali;dng the term’"iocal’schoo}

. . . A -
evaluation users®”, — Several sampling decisions were quickly ‘

.detérmined by the research circumstances. -Because the User -

EInterVLeus vere lntended to co:plenent the Efaluator erld

~. -
Study, Metro Unified‘School Dzstrict staff vould be ° ot

samplod. Bovever, to ‘cover Metro, an urban district, ghite
. A :

.2 number of interviews‘would be required. With the A

resources available, ~Metro alone codld be studied. y .
The Project's prior focus on evalnation 1n specially
funded programs directed attention to users connected with -
- ..

such ‘progranms. nope ‘than this, however, there vas the ‘ .o

sinple fact that Metro d;d-litile_progran evaluétion e

% -

- ;;;_B_EOf specially funded ﬁrograms. The study was

further Finited to schools receivzng Title‘I funding. One

<

%

- =

=sinca Title I requx:gs theu, ‘and the Title T progranm offers

-

-
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/ @, - & i >
. . a ﬁ%r@@ pool of schools from which to sample.
. & - Three'indiridﬁals vere interviewved at each school”

. site, in part to obtain ovirlapping responses from multiple

'~ .infopmarts in order to "trianqulate" the data but also inm . -

i pAr bﬁcause etro's Title I schcols seenmed to, have
S <
: multiple important deeision nakers -(Daillak, 1980). The

school principal was intervieved in every case. In

addition, two other persons holding influential poéitrons

relating to the school's programs were selected. Various

school personnel fit this description;_a'working list of

all acceprablé’job titles vas'developed. ‘ S
As bne of the two addi{ional interviéwee;, the staff

- ber,coordiaating the school's special programs was 4

ésiected (This was usually the Title I Coordlnator, \.‘

Special Prograu COordinator, or an Assistant Principal )

. The final respond%pt at each school was to be,somébne

involved ‘in administering the special program, although not

necessarily at a senlor level. -In a large school, this f

indiv;dual's duties ‘might be entirdly adainistrative. In a LT

14

.snall school, it was often necessary to interviewa

Resource Teacher, Curriculum Supervisor, or Bilingual

Cogrdinator -- indivi@uals who usually had teaching

_responsibifities in addition to their administrative

-~ -

duties. - ' ' -

PR 1

Contacting the School District. The Hetro

superintendent vas contacted. He approved tﬂe project,




. .’ L
- conmitted the‘District‘to°papticipation, and directed the
P I -
. Evaluation and Testing Office-(E & T) %o assist in sample
- - <
-t . selection,

-

An oversize sample was initially selected, to allow
‘¢ © for attrition. Twenty-eight Title I elementary scﬁools ¥
vere randomly selected, althongh a fipal salple of only
tWenty,schools was deszred. -The district compiled the
desired sanple, which included schools from all geographic
areas of the district as well as.schools of diverse size
and ethnic composition. - Each school ptinc1pal received a

-

. ‘letter from the Sup rin*endent icferning him that his
> ~
school had been selfcted. The letter hriefly described the

study, endorsed its _purposes, and vouched for thé
researcher's credentials -~ but also made .it clea; ttat
',school participation vas completely voluntary.
*he school princ1pals vere telephoned, reminded of the,
superintendentks letter, and asked when a research tean .

-

member aight conveniently conduct thke interyisws. 7Initial

- V calls were made in the sequence in which the school names
appeared on the list received from the District. Return
calls vere often necessarv,-hovever, in order to reach the
principals. All bnt two of the principals contacted vere
willing to participate, and sample selection was halted -
once 20 principals had commitéég,themselves and their ‘
schools to the study. This saaﬁle Was was augmented with

-

+wo additional schools, selected froa asong those served by
- ' ~ -
> -

7l )
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the cOmpensatory.Edﬁcation evaluation adviser studied in
the Evaluator Field Study. _thus, ultimately, 22 schools
. pa ticiéaféd in the study.

Interview Strateqy and Fo}nat

. Strateqy. To- place evaluatiog in context, one must

recognize that school-site decision makers have many
pressingvconcerns.other)tqgn evaluation. Humerous issues
conpetie for staff attentio;, and it seeus/likely that many
of these escape examination in the typical school.progras
evaluation. Therefore, to iékeﬁihe‘local informants' point
of view, the respondents were first' asked to describe
recent significant érograa occurrences, HNext, the
prcgran'é'recent evaluations were discussed. Pinally,'the
interviewee was to expatiate on evaluation's general ‘
usefulness, strengths, and problens.

The ratiomale for this strategy whs simple. If the .
interviews gad opened with di ‘ct'questioné about
evaluation, they might have lpd the informants }o ov;;state
the. importance of avaluatioh-re}ated issues. Therefore,
the interviewees were to idéﬁtiﬁf n"significant pfégga{
o;currencesﬁ first aﬁd discuss evaluation later. Also, -
)hingipg much of the.interview on specifics -- significant
progrﬁn gccurrences énd_recnnt evaluations ~- helped avoid
the generalities that plégue abstract discussions of

LJ evaluation's viftuﬁg, Faﬁlts; and’IupaEts.

a

i

Why the phrasing ?significant 6ccurrenpes" rather |

.




'than, for‘example, "significant decisions" or "significant
concerns"? "pecisions" seemed too ratrow, and perhaps even.
unrealistic. Pollowing Weiss (1980), it appeared that '
local school personnel aight have difficulty thinking of
themselves as decision uaker§ and identifying decisions
they had made. %¥eiss argues that, in bureadcraéic
organizations, policy actions often are n&t‘decided but
rather a;crete in a gradual flow of "small uncoordinated
steps taken in ;any of?ices -- by staffs ;ho have little

" avareness of the poliéy direction that is being promoted or
the alternatives that are being foreclosed™ (p. 382).

If decisions seemed too narrow and idealizgd, thern
concerns éeéneﬁ too negative and issues too much in the
realn of ideas or attitudes; possibly not yet (actualized.
The term, occurrences, was.a comprotise. A "sjignificant
occurrence in the life of the prograr" seemed more likely
to be something that informants could identify, discuss,
and analyze. It connoted a change or departure from-the
ogdinary strean of activity in the sqhool -- an opport;nity
for influence; soéething that evaluation might (or niggt
not) have affected: | \

T

\\, By having respondents'discuss these self-selected

o

A

occurrencds, one could inve'stigate several matters: what
the respondents felt were important decisions or events;
how- the school went about handling the ogcurrences; and how

evaluation or other information sources were used to deal

0. . \ 4
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{with the occurrences.

Format ’

-

Data Collection in Perspective. The Questionnaire-

. Javboning Continuum is one construct for thinking about the
use of structure in data collection.® At the questionnaire
end of the continuum, data collection is quite structured.

% All respondents face the sime questions, which appear in
predetermined order. 1In ; selected-resgonse guéstionnaire,
idiosyncratic responses are not permitted. The respondent
cannot volurteer iﬁfégnétiéﬁ beyond that asked for in the
instrunént, and the data collector cannot tailor the
interaction %o the individual responq?nt. While this data
collection method offers comparability aé;o§s subjects, its
se;sitivity is limited to the choices within the
que%nai}:e. -

PJavwboning®.defines the other éxtreme of the re§2arch
continuun, Iﬁ jawboning, neither questioner nor respon@gnt
is bound by external structure. TIn fact, the notion that
one person is the guestioner and. the other the reépondent,
is misleading. Jawboning is mora nearly an unstructured

. conversation between two persons. Neither party has a

‘specific.agenda,‘and the cohvefsation is éﬁided only by its
ovn internal logic. Jawboning is rich in detail, since’the
participéhts‘are free to exhaustively gxp}ore.any given

topic. However, since each.conversation takes its own

‘unique course, data from "jawboning® lacks comparability

-

qu'




from subject to sdbject.

Betveen the two extremes, there are other data
collection options. For example, in a "standﬁrdized
interview”, guestions can be carefully scripted, but the
interviewse car be allowved open-endgd respoﬁses. br, as
ano&her option,:an interviéaer unight be allowed to conduct
a seeaihqgly freeflowing conversaiion vith the subject,
after which the interviewer might complete a structuared,
forced-choice questionnaire reporting on the discussion.

The Togig—Centg;gg ;néerviev. Initially, a
standardized interview p:oviding for open-ended responses
vas considered. This choice ultimately was rejected as too
rigid éo fit the diéérse "sién{ficant occurrences" which
.the respondents might choose to discuss. Instead, a
topic-centered interview format was chosen. Such a format
modestly structures the intervievw -- by outlining the

7 %opics to be covered -- but it leaves question phrasing up
to‘the interviewer. The respondent is almost entirely
unfettered, e;cept as the interviewer may refocus the

y respondent's remarks or’pOVQ the diﬁcnssion along to other R

» topics., Thus, the topic-centered interview offers great
flexibility within a guiding framewcrk.

Patton (1980) terms the same method the "interview

guide" approach, and he states its function rather well: -

An interviev guide is a list of questions
or issues that are to be explored in the
course of ar interview. An interview




guide is prepared in order to make sure
that basically the same imformation is

—— obtained from a number of people by covering
the sane material. The interview guide
provides topics or subject areas within
wvhich the interviewer is free to explore,
probe, and ask questions that will elucidate
and illuminate.that particular subject.
Thus, the interviewer remains free to build
a conversation within a particular subject
area, to word questions spoentaneously, and
to establish a conversational style -- but
vith the focus on a particular subject that
has been predetermined. (p. 200)

‘The Interviev Survey's topic guide is displayed in
Appendix C, The brevity, indeed the almost skeletal
quality of the guide, underlines the key ramification of
the method: interviewer training must be coiprehensive and
thorough. The training, with its supporting materials
(Appendices D & E), inculcates in the intervigvers.the
purpose of the interviews, specifies the information which

. should be sought out under each topic, and prepares the
interviewers to secure useful data. The brief written
guide simply cues the interviewers, renihding then of the ;
interview stracture. '

Interviewer Selection and Training

The Research Team. The inteévievers were drawn Erom
a group of ad;anced students eﬁrclled in a OCLA graduate
seminar on evaluation utilization. 211 students received
five weeks of training.' Pive interviewers and five =
"yalidators" vere selected to be neﬁberé of the research

team, together with the Project diractor. Those students
,, ’ L]
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who had demornstrated the greatest interviewing proficiency
during training, and vho had prior public school
experience, were designated as interviewers. ' The

validator's role is discussed in a subsequent section.

The Training Program. Training involved four
phases: (a) familiarizing students with evaluation
utilization research; (b) developing‘general interview
skills; (c) familiarizing students with Metro pistrict’
adainistration, organizatio;al structure, and terminology;
and (d) training students in the specific pnrpoges and
procedures of the User Interview Survey. |

All the students read and discussed Using
Evalugtions: Does Evaluation gggg a2 Difference? (Alkin
et al., }979). A1l had'previously read Utilization-

focused Evaluation (Patton,: 1978). In addition, theyp

reviewed other articles on evaination utilization,
including works by Weiss, Caplan, Braskamp, David, and

4

others.

Interview skills training was conducted by a OUCLA
faculty specialist in qualitative methods, training‘
sessions involved lectures, videotapes of model interviewz, ,
préctice interviewvs, and discussions.

To familiarize the trainees’with the Metro research’
contaxt, Daillak, the investigator in the: Evaluator Field

Study, lectured on the organization of the Metro Evaluation

and Testing Office, and onthe evaluation activities
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commorly found in the schools. A glossary of comrmon school
teras relating to special programs and evaluation was
presented; ‘

Finally, the training focised on the detailed study
‘brocedures. Supporting materials were developed, inéluding
an interview topic dgscription,-a rock interview narrative,
a one-page topic guide, and suamary data reporting forams
for interviewers and validators. -

The interview topic description explicated the topics
to be covered in the interviews (Appendix D). The mock
intervie§ narrative was a‘facsimile~transcript of the .
interviever portion of an interview (Appendix E). The
topic guide was a one-page topic sumepary, to which
intervievers ve;e to refer dquring the actual interviews.
(Appendix C). The summary data reportfhg forms (Appendix
?) will be described in a subsequent section.

The trainees, together with outside experts, helped
revise the training materials. 1In addition, interview ) -
ﬁrochures vere pilot tested in tvo schools, and training
materials were uodifieaﬂ as necessary. For exaaple,
improyéments vere made in tdpic sequencing, suggested
phrasing of interview gugstions, etc.

‘ The trainees revieuéd and discussed transcripts and
audio tapes from the pilot interviews. (Questioning

. strategies and question phrasing were considered during

these sessions, The relative importance of each topic was




2
discussed; interviaw time allocations to the tppicé were
suggested, along with procedures for keepiné the interviews
on target.

Before his or her first schocl interview; éach
interviewer conducted an hour-1long simuiated interviev with
a study team member who role-played a sbhooiudecision
maker, aimicking the kinds of responses that had been
encountered in the pilot interviews. During the inte-view,

the mock interviewee took notes on~£ﬂe iﬁterviewar's
questions, techniques, successful and unsuccessful tactics,
and on information which the interviewer had neglécted to

request. At interview's end, interviewer and mock

interviewee discussed the interaction, and the interviewee

3

sﬁggested areas for improvement., ‘ .

.
. The tapes fron the first actual interview wefe used to
train interviewers in data sumngrizat}on. Bach interviewer
listened to the tapes from this interviev and, completed the.
data summary reporting form. The interviewers then met
jointly to discuss the summaries, and, based upon the
exarcise, improvements vere made t; the reporting forms.'
Just as importantly, however, group discussion helped to
standardize the data summarization process. ’
The Pield Interviews

Scheduling Interviews. The intervievs were

scheduled by telephone two or three weeks before the

interviewing was to begin. RBach school was Eelephonad, and
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the proposed interview procedures weré discussed with the
school's piincipal. Principals were told that three
one~hour interviews were desired a; each schooll They were
asked to identify two other staff members who were school
level eyaluation users, as defined earlier, and a tentative
date and time for the intervieﬁs ;ére set.

. The three interviews at a school‘gere—schedhléd
consecutively, with a 15 minutes break between each. The
'schools vere asked if they could arrarge a quiet location

-

for the interviews. .School personnel were very

- cooperative,

Appointments were reconfirmed by telephone one or two -
days in advance. If the names and titles of the two
subordinate staff interviewees had not been obtained
| previously, they were. obtained during this second teltephone
“_ contact, At one or two schools, a scheduled inte;vie;f;\\

Tﬁ;;s unavailaQ&e the day the interviewer arrived, and the -
principal had selected an appropriate substitute satisfying‘\
éﬁe respondent selection criteria. In cne of the 22
schools, chance(circumstances on the day of the‘interview
resulted in only two, rather than three interviews being .
conducted.

Conducting Interviews. Interviewing proceeded

Smoothly. Interviews usually.took place in private . -
offices. The first intérview at a school was always

corducted with the school principal. Before that interview
:J- ’ - i i /
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began, the rest of the day's schedule was alugys

-

reconflrmed. ‘
At the beginnbng of each conversation, the

interviewers 1ndicated that they wished to tape record the
R

interviev to ensure accuriacy and to facilitate future
analysis. There ware no objectlons to this, although a few
respondeﬂts asked that the machines be turned off

momentarily during the one-hour sessions.

) Data Analysis
veloping thé Initial Data . R

De
It was theoretically possible to transcribe the

interview tapes and use the written transcriptions as the

However, the 65 hours of tape would have

base data.
produced #n unvieldy volume of transcrirpts and requlred_

substantial clerical support. 1Instead of being
+raﬁscribed, the interviews vere sumgarized on standardized
reporting forms (see Appendix F). The ~summary forms!?

structure paralleled the interview topic guide and

interview topic description.
As soon as.possible after finishing g three

interviews at a school, the intervievwer coopleted the

summary forms, one gfr each intervievee. The interviewers

referred to their written notes and listened to the
Then they .

interyiev tape as they completed the summary.

listened again in order to hand transcribe quotations that
—_— ‘

The final summary. forn, -

seemed particularly valuablee.

7
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therefore, contaired five or six pages Of narrative, '’
. * J . ———

. otganized by topic area, and as many as five or six <.

additional pages of selected quotatioms. . : .

.Yalidating the Tnitial"Data Base i

At ——

. Several strategies were employed o increase the ‘
////' inte;viev summaries' accuracy. As described previously,
. ' . tape }ecorders vere used in’each and every intervievw.
‘ There are arguments both for and agairst interview tapihg.‘
. In its favor, iapingg {a) lets the interviewver concen trate
on guestioning rather gh;nyon transcribing the respondent's
.\ answers; (b) lets the ii¥erviever focus his or her

‘gitention on the respondent and maintain a more natural,

conversational interactioﬁ; and (c) permacently records the

N A
*

study's rav data. e
Using the £apéd interview record, it was possible to
. obtair a second, independent summary of each igiertiew and
©  thus help confirm the interviewers' summaries. After the }
interviewers' summaries had been completed, ¥he interview
Aiw4cassette tapes were given to a "validator.™ Working from
the tapes‘glone, the validator completed summaries exactly
like those used by the interviewer. validators listened
fully to each tape before beginning their summaries; +then
they replayed the tape While'conpleting the sﬁnnarf forns. .
validators also identified and transcribed key: quotations,

» -

listening to the tape once more, if necessary. .

Interviever and validator summaries were conpared, and -

.
t{
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1_procedure uas developod for resolv1ng inconSLStenCLes. Al

) S «‘pa“el, coqflstlng of tke 1nterv1ewer, the valxdatog,’and a
i J S

P ‘third research team member, examined both uritteg versions

. - » =

of the lnterview and, if necessary, listened.to the

Lntprvm@ tape to resolVe disputed Lssues. q

.> Pew differences yere found beyond vaciations in thé

- -
- . ’

3

. degree of detail with whic@ observations were reported ‘on

"the summary forms. There weré two or.three instances in,
. 'S v

Fy

o ALl in which an.inteyviewer and i'validatof'reported.

el bonéradictory information. Relistening to *hp-tape

. ' recording; easily resolved the diffefehces._ The small

| number of dlscrepanc1ﬁs.and their simple resolution were
encouraging indicators of summary accuracy.

- ‘Réveétheless, a second quality chegk vas. introduced
(on a sanpling basis).  The intefvievees at the siﬁonq

- 'schoo]l ‘visited by each of the five intervievers vera asked

. . " to comment of the summaries of their iqterviewsL Copies oflg el
the iétérViéGér ;unméry-férﬁs_éére mailed to the
. réspondehts, and followup phone calls we;e made a week
R af;sr the naillnq, rémlnding respondents‘to return th;J

summnaries w1th their comments. Ten out of 15 summaries

' RN wére'retu;ned¢ (ft|seems plausible.that interviewees who

-

‘s-;ﬂ v disagFEéd\'ith the summary voald be more likely to betu;n
ST T CGﬁméﬁtéiy‘Féuf"bfﬂfﬁéfggﬁwfespdﬁééﬁté”n&&e‘ﬁb/coﬁfécfjoﬁ§:7 o
”a'} ‘ [ T L. . * .

Tventy-six conmments wéqe made on th ;enaining”sii;forns. .
'“" I . n‘ ! F ,\ . . . ﬂ N
L L The respondents' had few substantive differences with

‘s . . h
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tha.summarfes. In post cases, the respondents siﬁply took ?

the opportunJ,~ to provide additional (i.e., supplemnntal

;BEVersations. ‘
SN Data Synthesis
Datén;ynthesis entailed group discussions, simple
~ quantitative tallies, and a procédure for "interrogating"”

¥ the data base.

8

Group Discussions and Quantitative Tallies. The

. initial data synthesis began with wide-ranging discussions

/\

within the research tean (iee., among the principél

investigater, five interviewers, and five validators). The

team met weekly after completing the interviews and -
validation. Teanm discussions touched upor many topics,

including what constituted "significant occurrences" for
r 4

*he respondents, what data sources seamed mos* importan+ to

the interviewees, and wha+ 1ntervieunn reactions werz2 to

)
k]

Al

evalua+ion data. . . . .

-

After three group meetings, each téam mezber drafted a

report based s&lely on the interviews he or she had

conducted or validated. Several tentative analytical

’

themes emerged from the reports., These themes *h@n wera
. - &

x

*

{colleaguﬁ (4ichael Pa*ton). i

Some simple quantitative analyses were carried out

9 » , ~

immediately. For‘example, the respondents' job titlas were

A




v

) W L

categorized and tallied. Other tallies provided a quick -

descriptive look at the kinds of "occurrences" discussed by

Le d

the inte}viewees.

s K
} N %
Using Case Experts. As the research tean

discussions progressed, queééions b;came more conmplex,
requiring more time-consuming study of each written
intervieﬂbsuimary than had been -necessary for the saample
tallies, To efpgdite this, each team member assumed
reSppnsibilitzﬁfor the iﬁteriieué from approxinqtel§ four
schools, 1In effect, each team member bgcane the case

- expert for -about a dozen intervieus, As\far s possiblé,

-tean members were assigned interviews.with which they were

- - e a T o A e e

‘alteady familiar, namely, interviews they had conducted or

validated. The case experts became sufficiently familiar . -

with their assigned interviews that they could quickly.

recite or locate relevant facts in the data suamaries.. P
TR - » B )
At this point, the data analysis discussions began to

focus Qore'tightly'on %f%f{}ted nunbe; of themes. Each -
tean member*took charge of one or nore‘of the ttheues,‘bz
qnestioping fellow teanm mgmabers on relevant points during

' group ‘meetings oé by preparing short writtep duestionnaires .;
to be'éompléted outside of the meetings. Acting as case l
exyperts, the'other tean me;bers marshalled facts and
quotations and éroviéed §age citaticns to the written

summaries., The "theme .leaders® drafted analyses of their

chosen themes,-khich were then reviewed by ti} full

=
.

-
-
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research team. The most promising drafts were expanded T
‘ o o . e
into Project working papers. X
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CRITIQUE"

3eview of the Interview Survey Purposes
The Interview Survey was designéd to provide a broader
perspgftive on school staff attitudes towards evaluation ,
agd thereby coaplement’ the Evaluator Pield Study's work in
Metro OUnified School District. The Bvaluator Pield Study
was expected to provide only partial knovledge of
school-lavel attitudes tkvards, and nSes of, evaluation

information, because the field study vas so tlghtly focused

on evaluaters rather than schocl site persomnel. To
- explote school perceptions more fully, .ve wished to

interview at some of the schools served by the ev&iuatoré

under studys&gAnd to place these interviews in groper

perspective, ve hoped also to interview .pérsonnel in other,

similar ‘Schools.
An interview survey of school-level staff seemed an

ideal s+:ategy‘_ with proper de31gn, thp survey results

e

would be representatlve of Metro staff., Approprlate

questiohs could be formulated based upon the.case study

findings and the Metro £jeldvwork. And the data from
. ‘ » £ I
Schools gerved by the field study's evaluator-subjects
' -

could be examined £OK its compatibility with the fiéldqgrk

findings. .
. 9
Researth Design Decjisions

Although the Interview Survey vas'to complen?nt the

’

- ’

‘ .

3
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Tiecld study it was also to be defensible on its own as a
research inves*tigation. ™Therefpre, every effort was made
to survey a represeotativeAsample of ESEA ?it%k I schools
in Metro and to collect comparable data fronm All the
interviewees, !
As anticipated, the Evaluator Field Study influenced
Interview Survey Design. Prom the fieldwork, it appearasd
that ins*ructior was seldom an issue for school-wlde
dlscuss10n, planning, and decision making. Administrative
personnel in the schools seened detached from instructionsl ]
_ decision making and, therefore, not always interested in
evaluation's findinos about irstructional effectiveness.
" In order to explore these indications, school planning and
decisio@ making was added as topics for the interviews. "’
The,rétionale for the 1nterviev guide has been
descrlﬁod earlier in this chapter and Vlll not be repesated
here, <The choice.of 4nterview length (one hour) ges a
compronise: long enough to establish some rapport and to

move beyond pat ansvers to questions; short enough rot to
. N )

inconvenience the interviewees significantly.
- . . -\

Several- considerations prompted +he decision to tape
record the interviews. In a one-hour 1nterv1ew 1t seened
unllkely that taplng woula make che subjects much more
reserved or cautlous than they otherwlse would be -- thus
)71t1at1ng the najor argument against recordlnq. In‘ ,

taplng's favor was the promise of" having a pernanent

&
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verbatinm pecord of the interviews. Full transcriptisns

were too costly, however., .As a compromise strategy for

extracting guotable material and a written interview
record, it was decided that narrative suamaries wvould be
prepared by the interviever and illustrated with quotations

» , -

selected from the tapes.

. Hethodological Assessment

Descriptive Detail

-

The \Interview Survey's descriptive detail must be
examined from two perspectives. Firsi, one must consider

the raw detail developed in *the interviews themselves.

Second,'there was the detail transmitted in the study's

— Ce e — - - ———
’

Paw data comprrehensiveness and detail varied widely
from interview to interviev and frosm topié to topic within
eaéh interview, 1Interviewer training .had included a amodel
allocation of time to topics, but a review of the tapes
shoved that the time allocdations varied significantly. 1In
somae cases,.the interviewvees appeared to pull the
co;vér;;tién‘téla certain ;et df'topiqs:'otﬁer timeé; the
intervievers appeared to Euide the interviev‘
idiosyhcratiéally. -Irrespective of time allocation, detail
yvaried depeqding upon the Yrtervievwer's skill and tﬁé

o -

intffviéwéé's talext as an informant, Cverall, the

Lt

intervievs covered thé{désired topics, but not alwvays in

the desired detail “or proportion,

U [ - [4
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“interviewees, programs, and the "significant occurrances®

The study aralyses drew upon the raw interview data in
different ways. For example, mini-case studieswere .
prepared for two schools (the schools in the sample that
were served py the Compensatody Zducation education adviser
from the Evaluator Study). These mini-case studies offere&
the most descriptively detailed éresentations of irterview
data. They ‘gre developed from an intensive examination of
the six hours of taped interviews in these schools.

Bost of the remaining analyses relied upon the ‘written
inferviev‘sunnaries and thercase exrerts' recollections of
the subset of tapes each had auditioded: Several working
papers were prepared. Two were classifications of &
discussed.by the intervievees. These two papers were
prepared fros the‘inzerviev sunnaries’and did not ;;EE use
of direct interyview -quotations, A *third paper summarized

Hetro's major evaluation and testing endeavors. This

summary was prepared .from intra—szject discussions, was

entirely narratlvF and did not include illustrative

vignettes or quotationms,

The reuaining‘wo:king'papers presented thematic
analyses of the’interviews, Recurrent theies were analyzed
in the. worklng papers ana illustrated by4ggotat;ons,fcom -

&
the wrltten interview summaries. -

Descriptive Rccunacz X

There vas 1i+tle opportunity tq independently verify




. the accuracy of the interviewee's remarks. The intervievs
were relatively brief. The three interviewees within a

- - —_—

school did not all discuss the same ‘events or contextual
~ conditions,’ reducing the opportunity for triangulatior.
And there were no follov-up interviews in which to probe,
. clarify, or cross-examine. As noted in *the methods
description, hovever, fifteen sampled interviewees were
given the chance to coament oﬁ the written summaries of
their interviews: This provided a check on the Eummaries'
adequacy but d4id not insure that the interV1euees' -
desc*zptlons and interpretations were accurate.
' Accuracy, in this situation, is best examined in the
aggregate, Aqy"ﬁescriptionhur”opinion which recurred in
severgl inter;iews Was more likely<§% have some factual
basis, Beh;vioral patterrs, visible in the intervieweces'
descriptions of the way tﬁey made~aecisions in their
schools, also seemad worthy of confidente. R .

There was a clear effort to check the data for ° .
consiSt;ncy ind plausibility. The aualyticdl_th;mes were
discussed at length, too, and efforts were made td search
“oug supportive and nonsupportive data. The’case exparts
major responsibility was to serve as stringent critics

" baged upon data in the inteqviewg they had been assigned. -

+

Hature of the Amnalysis

As already mentioned, the analysis sought to

generalize from the interviews, identifying recurrent '

=3
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opinions and behavior patterns, or broadly applicablg’ Lo
interpretive themes. Four thematic analyses were written.
Oone paper differentiated evaluation activities into three
classes: fornél evaluation, informal evaluation, aéd‘
evaluation-like ac*tivities, Pxact definitions'of the
classes were not given,’but ma?or exemplars of each class
vere enumerated. The paper's tripartite cIassification of
these activities was %etic," i.é., imposed by the aralyst
and not indigenous to the respondent grqup.

A second paper summarized the reported attitudes
toward, and uses of, several specific evaluation
activities:; state progranm reviews,’needs assessments,
standardized testing, etc. Information relevant to this
paper vas‘available in most of the interview summparies,

Another paper examined the interviewees' explanations
for evaluation's inf%uence (or lack of influence) }n their
schools, alogq uith\intervieﬁees' suggestions for
evaluatibn improvement, The author aréned that three
categories ;f factors recurred in the interviev comments:

ximi*y, competing demaﬁgs’bﬁ time, and psychosocial
relationships.. These categories were explicated and
furpper’subdividea- The inplications of fhe‘subcagegories
for evaluation utilization were ﬁiscussed.

The‘fourbﬁ analytical p;éet proposed tha; school - .
principals?' management styles could be differentiated.” Two

#ajor styles were‘discerned asong the. intervieved

bl

89




e

\bripcipals, and it 453 eréued that the styles were
associated with different patterns of‘evaluation use. The
styles were not defined unambiguously, however.
Generalizability

Sample size and represerntativeness were more _
satisf ory in this study than in the case studies or the
Evaldgijf FPield Study. iwentz-tvo ESEA Title I funded
schools were sampled randomly friu within Metro school
district, and sixty-five intervigws were conducted. e
believe that Interview Survef adequately captured,the
attitudes and perceptions of Hetro Title I personnel.

Geperalizability beyond the Metro population
cannotser+ed be asserted rigorously. Many of the zssues
ldentzfled in the interviews have been nen*loned by other
school researchers, however, suggesting that *he findings
were not inherently idiosyncratic tc Metro.
Points of Concern

Interviaew Heterogeneity. Fecent reanaiysis of the

interview tapes has indicated that, acrossarﬁe~65
intervieus,‘ryere was greater heterogeneity in topic
coverag2 and emphasisbthan had been an;iq@pated.‘ bespite‘
extensive training, interviewargs did not always elicit |
appropriate irfornation} and some interyiewers .
systema* ically divarged fror the intended'topic enphises.’
As a consequence, missing or incomplete data was not an

uncomnor problem. It may be that this heterogereity is

R 4'90 9,




almost inévitaﬁlé'when a topic-guide interview is
admin;stéred by séveral different interviewers. 'To correct
the problem, one could either chinge ?o a sténdardi;ed
interyiew Yi.e., one wiéhla fixed guestion scri;t) or
fedgcg éhe:number of inFervie;ers.‘ Two or three highly ' :
- ‘siilied intervievers, conferiﬁg freguen;ly, might holi to 2
:coumon interview format more succeséfhlly. In future
studies we would be inélined to select cne of these’
options., If a panel of several interviewers wvas necéssary,
stanéardized interviiewing vould seem preferable.
Laék of_Quantification._ The thematic analyses
. uFfered from a lack of tabulations or cross-*abula+1ons of .
. relegzgt evidence. For example, one ana1351s asserted 4hat
“competlng demands upon timen were/;%ten cited as
§§scourag%ng evaluation‘utilization, bpt no indication was
inen of hov many iﬁtervieupes mentioned ghis ﬁéctgr.
"Anothér paper related tvo different mapagement styles to
different bagterds of'e;gluation. "This relatidnéhip could
have been il;uminafed bf‘an appropriate cross- tabulatip&,
but was not. - "
| Two gircumst§nces'discog}agéd sﬁch quantitative

~displays. ?irst, on any given topic, many interviews vwere

N ”

. . inconclusive, ' To'take one of ihe precedlng examples, many
lnterviavs did not touch upbn the question of time den .
o)
\ bq\\cannot know' if these .intervievees wald have agréed

"7 % thit competltion for tinme vas a significant impediment to

- i

-
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evaluation influence. WNevertheless, a tally of t&fhnumber-
of inkterviews vhiéh mentioned this factor might have been’
infd&mative - exceptnfor a second difficulty, the lack of
full tape transcripts. & taily based solzly upon the

Yy Anterview summaries could’easily be in.error? Oonly by
exarining the interview tapes or a full writteq transcript |
could one accuraEely determine how to tally an interviev.

ack of Pull Transcrip%*ion. In gereral, the lack
Lack pscription :

of full interview tramscrip*ions was troublesomes It

impeded quantitative analysis, as indicated above.

"
~

soreover, the typicality of the few gquotations which were
noted in the summaries (often because of their pithiress cr

color) may have been overstated. Pinally, if transcripfs

S

had been avdilable on a timely ,basis, senior Prciject staff

>

might have been able to monitor interviewer performance

3 4

-

more readily.
{ Transcription is agr‘:ous burden, however. Other - g
researchers have report n a;erage four to one ratio of -
transcription time to tape time (Patton, 1980). Full
transcripts would be a sdperior‘data analysis resource, .but
~budgeting foﬁitranséription is difficult. :

' "Qccurrences” yersus "Decisions": In the

intervievs, respondents mére asked *¥6 discuss two or thrae
"éignificant'occurrences in the recent history of the
° program. The way these occurrences =-- program changes,

decisions,- new activities, new requirements,etc., ~- were

‘ . - £ et
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handled by the school was investigated in some degail.

\ .
+ . In hindsight, we would have done better to 3sk the

-

interviewees to describe recent significant decisioms. -

.

That change in wording would have focused interviewers'! and

e

nt iewﬁes' attention on *he decision making and p;an lng
activities associated with program change, topics whi&?
ve%i_zii—ziio} interest. Unfbrtnnatelz! £he interviews ’ .,
often dwelled, instead, on the sqbstandé of thg chang® 5, and
9# bow arrangenents wera made to inplémenk new progran |
aéﬁivitiés. The need”for.this.different-vording might ¥ave
been ap?arent-if there had been 2 gg;§:extensive pilot test
of the interviews, q.test,in vhich all the prospective

% ®
interviewers had participated.

-

Subjectivity. The topic-guide interviews ga?gﬂthe

interviever considerablza latitude, which ve know affected

b

topic coverage. One must wonder whether dmfferen?es in
fguestion phraSLng and in- respon51veness to interviewee '

remarks could have subtly cned the interviewees and
_‘agﬁectéd not only topic coverage but also the tone and
,contgnt’éf the interviewees! responses. :
- Summary Review . : ) S
The Tntervmew Survey genu1n=ly seeemed tg,avoknﬁ -k
candld interesting data from lntervlevees. During the

hour long interview, tha intervieiéas‘appearéd“to become . %

accustomed to the tape reéo:ding and seemed to speak 7

~honestly, and sogetimes quite insightfully, about their




: , . ~ . . :
-difficult, and less amenable to gquantitative reduction and

substantial variability inh technique and amphasis from

»

schools. At the conclusion of the s{udy, wa felt that much

had beer learned about school decisionmakﬁng and about the

’

role 1} evaluation at the school level. Moreover, the

number of interviews undertaken, and the sampling

-

procedures, engendered confidence that the findings would

be representative ‘of Metro Tltle I =chool perceptions. 4
!et as more rigorous and more gquantitative analyses -

were undertaken, another side to the research expericnce

*

-« emerged, It was extremely difficult to rigorously define

~
/

terms or quahtify the data. Holistic analysis was

possible, and general analytic themes cculd be 1dent1f1ed

aéd conmunzcated throuqh judlc1ously chosen lllustr%+1ons.

and quotations. But more systemgt;c analyses  were

frustrated by the slipperiness oé the cenc pts involved, by

the inpregision of the:language u%ed by interviewees (and ¢
interviewvers, as well), and by thé diversity in coverage 7

! ' .
fron interview to 1nterview. The survey sampling design

had held out thg promise of useful, straightforward

" statistical analyses, The reality éas @ore complex, more

) 4 , . o
analysis.- . : ’ . '
. . )
- Rlso, the use of the topic-guide .interview approach
- ' *
vas instryctive. Even fhough the integviewers had. had

several weeks of.group-training, and despite the use of

validators and standardized data sunpary foras, there was

- + -
1]
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interviever tblinterviewer. Perhaps signif}cantly,'a prief
Pilot test was not sufficient to.reveal this potential for
variability., ) : , | /

. - In all, the Inferview survey convinced us of the power
of interviewing, and also of thg sizeable challenge in f‘ -’

guiding such studiss to a successful ende. Portunately, we
-+ _._.vwished to make an exploratory investigation of behavior and \\\ 7
attitudes in Metro, aﬁd the research results met our needs
quite well, If more stringent hypothesis verification had

, been the goal, instead, then the survey experience would

have been less shtisfactory.




Chapter S5 E
o e Epilogue _ ,
. - . . . \:\..
;>/‘ All the research efforts described inthis report

contributed significantiy to‘pur Understﬁnding of

evaluation information use in lodal schéols. Neasured at

; . this boftélrliﬁe, allvghe nethoaolégies‘have been

successful. The ugthods h;%g their differences, hovever,

in the denénds they pléce'ﬁp;n the researcher and in the
) uses to yhich thé} ara nost appr&priately put.

The Evaluation Case Studies and the Evaluator Field

.Stu@y enployeg methods QQich were almost complementary

faces of the sanme coin{.ﬁBoth efforts were case studies, in . -

fact, because the Evaluator Pield Study was actually a case

study of thé‘evaluato:s' work, The studies differed in

their priﬁary mode of data collection, of course. The Case

Studi;; relied heavi}y on interviewing; whefeas the Field ) - 4
Study favp;eh obserfgtion and on-thg-spot,‘iﬁfornal" ‘
conversation, Both sipdiés generated' narrative datanotes. -

The éefiq;enciés of one study were the strengths of
ghe other, The interviews in the Evalnation‘Case studiés
,gave us hearsay\diii§/but from several strategically placed

informants. The Pield'study yieldedyqonpglling, first hand .

observations, but observations anchored to a narrow vantage

point.

Beither interview case studies nor participant




“‘

. (i‘ -
observation require that the researcher have a s¥rong prior

-~

13

understanding of the phenonenon under study. So both are

suited to exploratory research. One canr’'learn as one goes,

v

although an awaremess of alternatlve theories or conc¢eptual

frameworks can be invaluable ds one tries to make sense of

the data. '
- / )
The,Case Studies and the Pield sStudy conplemented each
>

other so well that an analgan of the two vould probably

/

have been superior for our research purposes° The case-
studies would have beneflttea if the researcher had had the
opportunity for a brief immersion ia the cu;ture of the
schools studied., fThe field study ‘con]..d have profitted froam
a vider set of informants -- prcbably as interviewees, It
sé2as foolish to segregate observatlons from interviews,
although teanm research may be necessary to ef£¥ctively

reach distinct informant groups. The stimulation afforded

by tean researth could also help to counter the /
routinization mentioned as a hazard in solo fieldwork.
Both case studies and participant observatjon ’
v ‘1. /

typically focus on just a few cases or settings, making
generalizapil%ty a concern, Findings fron‘snallvsampfes
can generalize, of coursg, but the problea is convincing.a
‘skeptic kor sometimes oneself) that the findings will do
SO

The User Interview survey, in contrast, yielded 65

»

gne-hour gpterviews at 22 randomly selected schools. But
\ \ - ~

‘ 8

dun

i
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sawpie size and saméle;selection method were only the most
obvious aimensiPns,onéwhicg the Interview Survey differed
from the other studies. Interview planning, instrument
developnent, and intéryiever tréining were all very
demanding, requiring much-more preparation déd leaé-in time
than had tié otﬁer studies, ‘The selection of a tggigtgnide
'strategy easeﬂ{the instrunent’dev lopment taék soqéwhat,
but it increased-inte;viev varjability. Consequently, *it
was nor% difficult to carry out quantifative analyses which
could exploit the method's inherent sampling advantages./

The thenati;, non-gquantitative approach‘taken in the
Interview Survey aﬂalysis has substantial precedent (e.g.
David, 1978; Kegne?y et al., 1980!. We were satisfied that
use ful results‘ﬂad emerged. Procedures for thematic
analyses are not codified, however, and one hesitates to
make the same claims for the gdneralizability of an “«
analytical theme tﬁé% one~night‘na£e.for the
generaiizabilitx of a guantitative £esu;t frén a sample of
similar size. We believe tﬁat more attention should be
given to the problea of inalyziﬁé this type of interview
surveyd

A1l three methodologies have, as we Pave said,
contributed toaour’understanding of evdluation infbrmqtions

use in the schools. Kone of the methods is clearly

superior; all have advantages and disadvantages. Just as

clearly, researcher judgment must be exercised at many




}

points throaghout the studies. TIn the research.

- .

descriptions and the critiques, we have discussed the

decision making which shaped the researgh, and the
ranifigations of the decisions iade. In hindsight, there
are neihodological decisions which we might make -
Qifferently today. But none of tf7 choicdes which were nrade
wvere disastrous to data_gua}kty or validity; their effgcta
vas actually qniée modest. On balance, we believe that we
have been wvell served by our gualitative explérations of

school evaluation activity. Prom reassessments such as .

this one, we hope to be able to design even better studies

in the'years to conme. '
RS
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~ FRAMENURK FOR ANALYZING EVALUATION SITUATIONS* )
. A
Category 1: Preexisting Evaluation Bounds v !

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

4

Category 2: Orientation of the Users .

Property 2.1 Questions or concerns about the program
Property 2.2 Expectations for the evaluation
- Property 2.3 Preferred forms of information

Category 3: Evaluator's Approach .

Properfy 3.1 Use of a fom‘al evaluation model
Property 3.2 Research and analysis considerations -
Property 3.3 Choice of role
Property 3.4 User involvement J
Property 3.5 ‘Dealing with mandated eva]uation tasks
Property 3.6 Rapport
Property 3.7 Facilitate and stimulate the use
of information

*

. / )
Category 4: Evaluator Credibility

: ' Property_4.1 - Specificity ~
Property 4,2 Changea@ility

+~  Category 5: Organizational Factors

‘Property 5.1 Interrelationship between site

and district -
Property 5.2 Site-level organizational arrangemepts
Property 5.3 gther information sources
Property 5.4 Teacher and staff views .
Property 5.5 Student views . Con
PrOpergy 5.6 Costs and rewards .

-

.Category 6: -Extraorganizational Factors -

Property 6.1 Community influence
- Property 6.2 Influence of other gorernmgntal agencies

1 ’ - -
14

B from'ﬁlkin, M.C., Da¥1lak, R., & White, P. Using Evaluations:
Does Evaluation Make a Di¥ference? Bever]y Rills, California:
age Pubiications, . A
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~ FRAMEWURK FOR ANALYiING EVALUATION SITUATIONS*
. ~
Category 1: Preexisting Evaluation Bounds C

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

i

Category 2: Orientation of the Users

Prope?ty 2.1 Questions or concerns about the program
. Property 2.2 Expectations for the evaluation
- Property 2.3 Preferred forms of information

Category 3: Evaluator's Approach .

Properfy 3.1 Use of a forﬂél evatuation model
Property 3.2 Research and analysis considerations -
Property 3.3 Choice of role
Property 3.4 User involvement

- Property 3.5 'De&ling with mandated evaluation tasks
Property 3.6 Rapport
Property 3.7 Facilitate and stimulate the use

of ‘information

. / )
Category 4: Evaluator Credibility

. ’Propertx_?ll' Specificity .
Property 4.2 Changeability

Category 5: Organizational Factors

‘Property 5.1 Interrelationship between site

B and district
Property 5.2 Site-level organizationa1 arrangemepts
Property 5.3 OQOther infprmation sources
Property 5.4 TYeacher and staff views
Property 5.5 Student views . . o
Propergy 5.6 Costs and rewards

.Category 6: <Extraorganizational Factors -

Property 6.1 Community influence
* Property 6.2 Influence of other goxernmgnt&] agencies

* from Alkin, M.C., Dat1lak, R., & White, P. Usin Evaluat‘ions
Does Evaluation Make a Difference? Beverly TylTs, ornfa:
age PubTications,
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‘Category 7:
\\

\
\
N

Category 8:

4 ?\‘

)

Information Content and Reporting

« Property 7.1 Substance
Property 7.2 Format
“Property 7.3 Information‘ diatogue

-~

Administrator Style

A=2

Property 8.1 Administrative and organizational skills_

Property 8.2 Initiative
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‘OBSERVATION FOCI

. A

' -

Miscellaneous Evaluation and Testing Duties
Misc. Comp. Ed. Duties
Liaison Visits
Testing Services
Ongoing Planning and Evaluation
Needs asséssment .
School plans

Mock reviews
State Program Quality Reviews

¢

-]
]

2

Child Service Program Duties
“Liaison Visits

State Preschool Evaluatlon

MH/SS Survey

Contextual constraints

Other data collection activities

r 4
-

[

PLPSS Duties
Pupil testing
Other data collection actlvmtles
Evaluating staff meetings
Evaluation Work Tasks .
Learning one's.job
Attending staff meetings
Planning-and designing evaluation efforts
- Preparation activities _
Interactions.

-
£y

.5.5.1 . Exchanging- information

5.5.2 Making recommendations

5.5.3 Building relationships
Collecting evaluation data
Analyzing evaluation data

"Reporting, formally or informally
Giving public presentations
Representing the E & T Office -
Giving misc. technical assistance

)

Daillak




Special Topics .
Attitudes towards, evaluation and testlng
Attitudes towards the evaluator
) aﬁlngual educatlon issues
COn i eneiallty
Sltuatlons ‘marked by conflict -« >
Evaluator's follow up activities . R
The role and functions of evalwation
Who initiates evaluation work? o .
Who is involved? Who participates? o .
Evaluation methodology : A
_Organizational constraints - o
Regulations, Requirements, and Policies )
Participants' roles
6.13. 1 Client roles
¢£ .13.2" Evaluator roles
6.14 (Open) '

b b bt bt WO 00 ST OV U W) N O

WO

, DAY N

6.15 Sens1t1v1ty to clients' ’

6.16 The use of forms, recipes, and other Jformal structures
6.17 - Perceptions of evaluation success

6.18 Supervisors and supervision . .
6.19 The role of testing in evaluation

" 6 20 Timing and time constraints
1 ' Inteérpersonal relatienships '

6,22 "Compliance" issues. . . .
6.23 Especially significant 1nd1v1dua1s ) N
6.24 Use of memoranda ,
6.25 Efforts to build evaluation capa01ty ' - (* ’
6.26 Parents and the community in evaluation \
. 6.27 "The Schools' Point of View" . .

6.28 The effects of positive vs. negative findings
6.29 Special evaluator characteristics
7.0 Fieldwork issues

. 7.1 Rapport y
7.2

Fieldworker's asides
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lame of Iuterviewer: ‘ School Code:_ " °

Respoadent, Code:
INTERVIEW GUIDE - . Title: =% -

. I'd
}. Introduction ° .
W‘no we are interviewing . S
Why ("uses of-information in special prom ams") .
Confxdennahty . . X

" Appreciation_ ' 2 . y
.1. Description of Specially-Funded Programs '
(Conso}idated Project) '

2. Du&s & Responsibilities . . . <
. - : SRR ‘. ]
3. "Siznificant Occurrences in the Life of the Program" ;
Changcs’(personr'\el, goals, materials, attitudes, ’e.tc.)
Rejscted Alternatives -
4. Factors Affectmg’ Ident1f1ed Occurrences
Description/History - ' T
Different Infiuences '
Resolution Process
5. Rol€ of Evaluation in Identlﬁed Occurrence.,
, ..
6. Role of Ewvaluation in General . -7
- Administrative Level
(Within~school, District sponsored, PQR & . - "
mock review) - ‘
Describtion ,
Influence on Action & 'Attitudes
. Factors Affecting Impact
Improvement”

(Repeat .if appropriate: 5. Role of Fvaluatxon in Idennf’md Occuuence)

*

- 7. Additional Comments R - ™~

4/23/80 . . - i
’ g ? ;
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Interview Topic Description.

N

. YTraining Document)

*Introduction to the Study

.

The purpose of this research is to determine the role that

~information, particularly evaluation information, plays in school

I3 . r
'level program decisions. It is difficult to ascertain the relative

-

importance of evaluation infdrmation directly, Asking about

evaluat%on tends to bias the respdondents' recollections towards

just those situations in which they 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

hY .
. determine the’ fzz=:-»s that affected their beliefs and actions.

Anorn: these faczirs M2y be evaluation. .
4 .

’

Hour long inisrviews will be.conducted with schogl-level
administra:tsrs, who might be users of evaluation information.
These will not ¥e structured interviews with rigid protocols, but

naturally evolving conversations g#ided toward certain carefull&

selected-topics. The topic guide is outlined below. The precise

&

wording of questions asked by each interviewer will not be pre-

4

determined, rather it will evolve within the topic framwork as

part of the natural conversational style o€ the interviewer.

Similarly[ﬁthe exact ordering of questions will be an inter-
active function of many factors, including, for example, the

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

-

»
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Model Introductory Remarks - *

Hello, my name is . We are interviewing

eiq@entary school administrators to inveStigate the ways they
use different t;pes of information in school planning and ad-
’miﬁistration.; We are particularly interested in schools with
special%¥-fupded, supplementgl pfograms.

I can assure you that everything we say in this interviéw
W?&l be strictly confidential, and any reports that are writ?en
will be completeiy anonymous. If you do not object, I would .
like to tape record our conversation. It allows me to capture
your thoughts correctly, qnd makes our work much more éccuraée..

However, if at any time you would like to stop the recording for

ﬂ\& moment, please indicate that to me and I will turn off t

machira,

{4

I wouléd lixs z=: start by asking you for a brief descripti&n

of the speciallir-I=ndad programs here at schoOl.

A B +

.
-

o
b
i
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description will be‘'sought; specific details will be elaborated

e . - D=3
Description for Intexviewers .

-

Topic Area 1l: Specmally-?unded Programs in the School

~

A basic knowieage of the nature and scope of the spcc1dlly
funded programs in each school is necessary to understand the con-

text in which decisions occurred. Initially, only a very general

as part of the subsequent inquiry into selected events and
occurrences. ‘ o : ,
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 hagk here as part of the school's Consolidated

Project? _
Topic Area 2: ;;‘*'S Position and RcsponSlbllltleS in the School .

We also nszI <o know each respondents duties and responsibilities
in the schosl. - perticular their adminfstrative relationship

to E?e schaool's s;ecial progra&n will be importan;. At the out-
set_a very gefer:zl descrlptlon will suffice. Details will be °
obtained as specific decisions are investigated later in the -
ihterview.

Model Openieg Question: Can ycu give me a generxal descrip-

tion of your job and whaF your duties are with respect

to the programs you justéygscribed?

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

This is a crucial question, for the respondent’s answer will

= —

determine the sitlations on which the bulk oOf the interview will

focus. 1Ideally, each respondent will be able to recall signifi-
L

cant program decisions dn which they participated. Realistically,

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

~

+ £
’ 1lu o
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- _increm2ntal change than formal "decision” events. Thus, each

= . school’ administrator will be asked,to identify two or three
7/

events that they believe were "significant occurrences in

g the 1ifg of the program(s)". Subsequently, the interview will
- focus‘on these occurrences and the factors‘that affected the

i described outcomes. b

v Model Opening Question: As is said at the beginning ;e'rg
< .

- ) interested in the way information is used by school admin-
g istrators. To talk about this I want to identify 2.or 3
> . particular situations. I woula like you to think back over
L the past two year: and try to reca two or three signif-
g icant occurrences in the 1ifé of tHe program here at

- school. I realilze that this question
o~ .

'g;: is somewhzt vzgue, but it is vague on purpose. I’ want to

Try ani reczll a few different occurrences that you thought

were significant in detexrmining t?e shape and character of

the program during the last two years. For now I'd just
Y
i . like to list two or three such occurrences. We'll discus
* the details later,

sub topics: . B

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

activities, attitudes, other milestones, etc.)

g ~—rejected aliernatives
g‘ N --reinforcements in points of views, attitudes
" . 3 v
g Topic Area 4; Factors Affecting the Spccified QOccurrerices
‘To determine the relative contribution of evaluation infor-
5 mation in the total decision context, the respondents will be
E O ’

ERIC ' 117
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‘'was not mentioned, thc‘questjon will be specifically asked by the

.interviewer at this stage in tHe interview.

Voo F

Model Opening Question: Did evaludtion make any differcnce
gv in this situation? ] : ! -
¢ iopic Area 6: The Role of Evaluation in General.
g- ' To this point, evaluation has appeared as a sccondary con-
. sideration in the interéiew.' The.sitﬁaéions identified by the
H
& resﬁbndents were allowed to define the scope 6f the discussion.
g' ) Now, evaluation will be considered in its own right, and the
= respondent’s. wider knowledge and contact with evdluation will '
E be “investigated. . 4 B S
- Model Opéning Question: We've d%fcussed
é; C and ] ’ in great detail, and I think
E' I understari the important factors insglved in those occurxr-
) snces f{zris? %éaboration).K Dr. Alkin and I are particularly

<«

interssted .1z the usefulness of information from evaluaéﬁons.

I'd lixe to =sk yoﬁ to shift your thinking from these

specific situftions to thinking aboutwevaluétio? in general.
7,. Will you take a minbte to recall the program.evaluations

" that have gone on in the past year or two; then, try to

.
Y

tell me what impact they had on you and on the programs at -

sub topics:

-—level (within school, district sponsored activities, PQR and

"mock review")
[

--characteristics of the evaluation (formal/informal, content,
style, personalities, mcthod of communicationl qtc.)

-—-its influence (on actions, atgitudes, etc.) -

—--improving evaluation usefulness

[

|

:

g ;

3 the school?
ﬁ

ﬂ

E

I
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appropriate to repeat the eaflicr inquiry into significant

» - €

The Role of Evaluation in the Tdentified Situation

Topic Area 5:
After the more extensive d;scussion of evaluation it may be

occurrences. Certain subtle evaluation influences may have

3 .
emerged from the lengthlcr discussion which were overlooked ,

previously?

Topic Area 7: Additional Comments - ,

At the conclusién of the interview, there will be a brief
open-ended discussion period. Respondents will.be given the

opportunity. to modify or expand their previous comments and

_clBirfy any misinterpretations.

Model Opening Sentence: Before we conclude, I want to give

fou an oppcrtunity to make any additional comments about
. ' \

our discuzz-z-. Is there anything you fecel should be

zlarifiz3 2 =zxpanded with respect to, the situations you

idea< Zied, =h2 various factors you singled out or about

"

eveluzziorn In general? \

Thank you very much for your coagperation. :

~f ~

113G
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. . ' T
" User Survey . o = \\ .

.

Mock Interview (Qgestibné Only) - T N

9

. ! - 'KH.
"Introductory Statement" ....let's begipn"

4 : L.
"A simple place to start would be for you to give me general description

; of the special programs operating here." 2
; ; .
"What I mean is your Consolidated Project. I imagine you are receiving
funds from a number of different sources -- maybe Title I, or Miller- .
. Unruh; School Improvement, whatevey. 1I'd liké you to tell me which - ’
- programs are operating here and briefly describe what you are doing with
the funds." ' e { . '

—~—

I see. You have Title I funds, School Improvement, and Title VII.
Describe the Title I projecét for me briefly?" ' ’

-

"OK. What about Title VII?"

~

"And how are you using the School Improvement money?"

"Thank you. I think I have a general picture, but let' me double check.
I'1l descrikhe your project to you, and you tell me any ways in which the
portrayal is*®naccurate: . 'The Title I funds are used.....' (brief
réstatemeny of project description)" ’ ’

"I want to talk about some of these program areas in greater detail.later,
but first I'd like to know more about your particular role at the -school.
Can you give me a brief description of your job?"

""OK, and what are your responsibilities as far ag the special programs
are concerned?" ; '

"I see, in’general you have supervisorial duties, for all three projecté?
Tell me, do you separate them in your mind, or dbp you act towards them
as if they were just ome unified project?"

"Which makes the most sense for me, to discuss them separately -~ first
. Title I, then Title VII, etc. -~ or to .ask about the project as a whole?"

"Fine. Before we go on let me try to restate what you said. Your
primary responsibility, the thing that takes up most of ydur time, is
supervising and planning for the project." ' -

“"Thank you. I appreciate the correction. I don't want to oversimplify.
Besides planning and supervising, what other kinds of activities are .
you called on: to perform?"

"A sort‘of jack-of-all trades, then?"

;" "OK, I think I have endugh of an overview to start. As we proceed I may
ask you to clarify gertain things for me. The next question is probably
.the most difficult one in the interview, because it is somewhat vague-. «

" Not only that, but I'm going to ask you to review the past two years of the
project in your mind and pick out certain things for me. I would like you

\)‘ " ] ) —

“12; | .
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mock interview, page 2 - . ) . . E~2

hl

’

AR -

. Cen . )
té think-back.over the last two years and, from your adqinistrative per-
spective, identify two or three significant occurrences in the life of";/
the program. Later we'll talk about each of them in detail. Right now
I just want a list of two 'Qr three occurrences that you thought were

significant in deciding the shape and character of the project" ‘ "

-~ > -

"OK, the State's decision to award you School Improvement funds was cer-
tainly significant, I guess I didn't make my question clear enough, be= p
cause I want to know about events or deliberations or changes that hap- /
pened withdn the sch¢ol's discretion, not outside your control. Can you
recall any of this type of occurrence and “tell me briefly'about ig?"

‘"I realize that it's not exactly clear, but I'm being vague on purpose.
I don't want my poinE‘of vieéw about what is important to determine your
answer. I'd want to learn your definition of what things were important.
. But I can give you some .example of the type of thimg that might have
occurred.” , . o R ' v
"I want to know about ‘important changes or modifications of program
- actions that you took here at the school during the last couple of years.
. They could be part of developing the project plan, they might be per-
sonnel chagges, or modification in the project approach, por new materials,
‘ or Phings ggnfhat nature. If you think ,about the scheol program as it
/-$§ now, I want to know the significant occurrences over the last two
years that determined where you are now." e
"That's what I'had in mind. When ydu decided to reduce the number of-
resource personnel and hire more classroom aides. That's a perfect ex-
ample of what I'm interested in. Can you recall one or two more such
actions that you,think werve important in thi_shape ofthe project?"

"Good, you purchased a new set of fndividualized math worksheets and

-~ student record sheets. Can you think of one more example? It may not
actually have been a change, but something you considered and then re-
jected. A decisicdn not to do something."

"OK, if you don't recall anything else right now, these two examples will
be excellent. Later on, if something else occurs to you, please let me

"
i know. 5
_— <@ 4

. "I want to discuss e¢ach of these events in more detail. Let's go back
to the first event you identified. what I would like you to do is to
tell me how it came about that you decided to reduce resource teachers
and hire more aides. I want to know all the factors that influenced
this decision, both pro and con Give me a much more detailed descrip-
tion of what happend." : " ’ o

"OK. It was at the time you were planning the annual project applica-

) tion for last year." . .

"When was that?"

"And what happened?” B . : ‘

"I see."’ : C i . —

"When you say that the teachers wanted more aides, how did you know that?
I'm not just trying to be difficult, But what I am particularly interested

~
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: C Co T . . .'"". .
'’ in is how different people's idéas and wishes were communicated? How
" was the desire to have aides .made known?" , . ’
¢
g .
"Let me go back a minute. Who sat on the committee that drafted the new
application?" £
"So, it was a three member committee with lots of large subcommittees,
_one for each area. !In which part did the decision to go with more:
. ~ aides. arise?"- L : ' '
“"If it had been talked about for a long time and mentioned at faculty
meetings in the past, what were the reasons why people felt this would
. be a good idea?" , : . ‘
- The teachers at the school were pretty convinced that it would help
them do a better job."

"They said that dealing with’all the IEP's had really become a headache.
Would it be fair to say that the presence of all the LES/NES kids ac-
‘celerated the need for more assistance with paperwork and- small groups?"
"I, hear you saying that there was a soxt of general groundswell for more
aideg, and that paperwork was becoming impossible, as was classroom ’
management, with all the LES/NES kids. Was there anything else that
" influenced this decision?” R 5 ’

"Well, for example, what "did people think about the job the resource -
teachers were doing?": - = L -

« -
&

‘"I see. There was some support for the resource te}gha%s, but a lot of,
people d¥dn't care that much? What was going to happen .to them?"
- A . &' . )
. "Oh, it wasn't really a question of firing them. How important was'if -
. that™ everyone knew there would be classrooms for them this year, and -
they wouldn't havé€ to ‘transfer* to new schools?" . . ..
™ * . . H
"Were there any outside influences?" , : . . e Te T

-

"By tRat I mean, at the area level or the distriétrlévél‘were,there sug-
gestions to,gd with. more aides?" ) . . .. ] .

— -

i “But eve;yopelknéw that people were'doing it a lot?"

"You mean it Wés'sprt of a trend in the district and everyone wantéd aides?"

~~ "Now it .mak ore sefise to me." ' ’
"Let me try to summarize and you correct me: There was sort of a ground-
- swell for aides in other schools, and teachers were really feeling the
; increasing pressure of classroom management taskgwwith all the IEP and
stuff. The resource teacliers were liked but th jobs were dispensible
and there wasn’'t too’great a personal loss since they could all still
* work here, so there was sort of universal desire for more aides. How
‘wourld you modify that summary?" .

-

, n‘RiWI - .
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"One last thiné. This seems to have been based on common knowledge and
=cdmm?n sense, Was there any evidence that aides would make a difference?"

"What it boiled down to then was yéu knew you had to do something be-
cause the test scores were low, and aides seemed to fit the problem as

. you saw it." -

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

"Uh huh." . :
) . .ty

"I see. Do they have these demonstrations very often?" x

L] Oh." /" . Lo '
"Let me try andvreview these pdints one by one in*my own words. First,
your math test scores were poor. How did you know that?" ' °

’

"

"When did you f£ind out ‘each year?" - ’ -

"How bad were they?" - . . . - »
"Does the djistrict ‘give you any advice, or do you just get thé numbers?"
"Do the evaluator give you any suggestions or just explain th est -
scores?". T |

N

. r )
"OK, S0 you knew you had to do something, and you saw PRISM demonstrated
at the CMC conference, When you suggested it, did every®ne automatically
go along with your suggestion?” . -

"How did you present it.to the teachers?"

"You made a case for PRISM. What ideas did other people have?"

-

"What's-HappyMatﬁ?" . . -

rs

-

"Let me interrhgt\for a second. I don't really need an explanation in'
* that much detail. I'm impressed thHat you remember this program in such
careful detail, however. Let's get back to the actual choice. Weren't

’ there any advogetes for the o0ld program?¥ ‘ .

"What were their reasons?" .
"How did you decide?" .
"What did people'base their votes on?"

"So PRLSM had test results:and HappyMath didn't? Were there ahy other
inputs into the choice?" -
4

"Is it true th%é you had the power to make this decision here ,at the

’
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mock interview, page 5 : ® E-5 ,

-had an input.”,

“"The direct. contact wés the ke§ in your mind??

LY

-

school without ‘any comment from the area staff, or downtown or from the
state?"

»
>

"The district was pushing more individualized programs,, but did théy
suggest PRISM in particular?"

"In what way were they "pushing" for more individualized programs?"
"individualization seems to be the big thing. Was HappyMath individualized?"

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

v

"This whole proceés is very interesting to me. Were there any other-

" factors involved in shaping people's opinions béfore they actually -voted?”

"Were the results from .-PRISM at other schools good?"

"But the teachers at other schools liked it? How did that word get around?"

"How many teachers do you think went along just because you recommended

~it?ll

!

"Realistically how influential do you think your particular point of
view is?" ) . .

» \

¢ Take a minute to think. Was there anything else that entered into the

final decision?"

4
"The PTA committee preferred PRISM. How much did that matter? If they
had preferred HappyMath would it have changed the dec¢ision?"

L

2

"Anything else?"

"Let me try and summarize. Please tell me if I have left anything out:
Your test sceores were low and “you knew you had to do something. Though
the district wasn't suggesting any program in particular, there was a
push toward individualization.....etc.” < T A
"Good. I don't want to forget the fact that the teadﬁéréf;;:“to review ‘
the materials at the faculty meeting. And, though it was the math sub-
committée that made the final redommendatibn, almost everyone really

-

1y

"This has been very useful. Of all t%e things that went into this situa-
tion, which influences would you say were the most important?"” .

*

"Before we leave these two situations' I want to ask about one thing in
particular--evaluation. In the Math program case you told me .that the
district test scores really motivated you to make the change, Did .
evaluation or the evaluators influence that decision in any other way?"

[N ’ .

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

® ’ -

-
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"Then his influence was only indirect, and not too great?"

"What about the classroom aide decision. In what way did evaluation
influence- that situation?" :

. s

"I didn't think so, but I wanted to ask you specifically. Essentially
there was no hard data or evidence for aides one way or the other, nor
for resource teachers." ’
"I really appreciate the care with which you are approaching my questions.
For thé rest of the interview I'd like to change focus a bit. Is there
‘anything -else you would like to_add before I switch topics?"”

"Of particular interest to me is the role™hat evaluation plays in
school program improvement and change. At this point I'd like you to
think specifically abouf evaluation, rot just in the two situations we
discussed, but in any way that it affects the .school. . I'm going to ask
you to think back over the same two year period and recall all the dif-
© ferent contacts you've had with evaluation and evaluators. Then I'm
going to ask you something about these contacts." .

"First can you summarize for me the ways.if any you come into contact
with evaluation?" . ’ ,

Q
"You get a regular visit every couple of months ffom the evaluator.

Does that have to do specifically with the Title I program or with the
whole Consolidated Project?" ‘ . '

o

"Besides t visit, -how often do you see test scores?

' "Are fhese contacts helpful to you?." ‘.
)
"In’what ways do they influence your decisions?"

. ' / ‘
"In what ways do they influence the program?"

"What is it about the evaluation that makes these visits so useful?" '
"y want to structure' this discussion a bit by asking you about three dif-
" ferent levels of evaluation activity, and ways to improve each one.
First, I'd like to know if/there is any evaluation that goes on at the
. school itself, not distrigct level or area level information, but things
you might do yourselves that you consider to be evaluation?"
\. "Because your budget is so small, you let the district handle most of the
. formal activities. Are there informal things that are done as part of
your school level program?" o7

"Then let's consider next the. district level. What are the evaluation
activities that affect your school which the district carries out?"

"Basically then, it's ﬁbe every other month visits and the test score
reports?” - ’

-

"What kind of effect do. these have on the program?"
. ¢ - -7 - -
‘ S -
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N
-

"So the persOnalit§ thing makes a big difference. Do you think that these
district efforts could be made more useful to you?"
"How would you design the evaluation so £§>wou1d be more useful to the
schools?" i . .

A
"Well, what information would gou like to have?"

"What kind of sﬁpport might they provide to make things easier for you?"
. s )
"If the reports were simpler, do you think people would actually read them?"

. . y t -
.. "That is a very interesting suggestion. I:don't think I've ever heard

p

-

that idea before, and it makes so much sense." o N
"Well, finally about the state level evaluation. What about the PQR?"

fWhogh let me interrupt for a second. I ‘know that these things are an
administrative nightmare. I've heard a wide range of comments about
their actual benefit--ever{thing from 'totally useless' to '*though they
wege a burden, there were some important benefits.* How would you
characterize the value of PQR to this school?" ;

}éet's separate the PQR itself from the Mook Review. Does that make sense?"
"ALT ight then, what about the mock review? It comes first doesn't it?"

"What effect did it have on you and the school?" -

*

"OK, let's talk about negative .impressions and then the positive ones."

"You really think that, beyond the mere inconvenience, this had a
_negative effecf on the actual schovol program?"

"OK, what about its other influences. Tell me about some of the thdings
you gained fgom the mock review." ) . :

"Good. What about it made the information useless to you?"

-

~

"OK. Anything else?"

. [
"Well then, if you were in charge and could redesign the mock review,
how would you change it to make it more useful?" .

"I'll note }our objeétions to the length- and séch. If you could change
things to make the information and the interaction more useful, what would
you change?" - ) .

"I guess it doesn't ‘mike too much sense to talk about the mock review
without also talking about the PQR. So tell me about it. How useful

to you is it?" )
"Wé}l, exactly what, as best as{you can recall, are the consequences of
the PQR?" . )

[y

"Weil, dges‘if affect the program in any direct way?"
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mock interview, paée 8 E-8

" | : ) -
"What about people's attitudes or opinions? What changes do you see as
a result?" ' .

LY

."Which factors in the PQR interfere with its u%efulness\ﬁhe most?"
"Which are its strong points?"
3 Y
"If you, could redesign the whole POR process, what changes would you

make to make it more useful to the school program?” '

-

'"Anything else?”

"Good. While this is fresh in your memory, I want to go back to the two

situations we discussed earlier and ask you if you now recall any evalua- ,

tion influences that you didn't recall earlier. In the case of the- aides,
, did any of these vakiouslgvaluation factors enter into that decision?"

. . L
; "And in the case of the math program, PRISM, tell me about any other
evaluation influences you didn't recall when wq\;}rst talked.”

, "Fine. I doubted that you'd missed anything, but I wanted to. double
check. The subtle factors are the ones we forget the most easily."
""I'm just about through with my questions, but befofb we conclude are
there any additional comments you want to make about the things we've
discussed? 1Is there anything else you want to add about the two program

situation or about the different factors you felt contributed to those
decisions, or about evaluation in other areas?"

3

- "In that case I want to thank'you very mgch for your cooperation. You
have been extremely helpful." - .

"

’
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Evaluation-~User Survey

Interview Summary Form

Name of Interviewer: - School:

ReSpondent:ﬁy

A - ° Title:

Step I. After completing the interview, but before'listening to the
recording: ’

—--—ks -Based on the complete interview, deéscribe in one paragraph the
specially~-funded programs operating at this school.

P’

2. In one paragraph, describe the respondent's duties and responsibilitieg7?
particularly as they involve the special programs you discussed. t

t

yrd 4

—
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3. In one paragraph each, describe the significant occurrences identified by the respondent

and discussed in the interview. /
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4. For each occurrence: A. List (in approximate order of importanrce) the factors that influ-

-~ enced the final outcome. ‘
/ B. Summhrize in one paragraph the interrelationships among these
factors. . .

Situation 1:

1

’ Situation' 2: ’ ' -

i




+« 5. Was evaluation information a factor in each of these situations? For each occurrence

summarize in one- paragraph the role of evaluation. . .
Situation 1: )
° S
-~

Situation 2:
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[}

6. In one paragraph each describe the respondents e‘i(periences with evaluation at the
"school", "district", and "statg" levels. Indicate a), type of evaluation, b) its influence/
usefulness, c) factors contributing to its influence, d) ways of im ing evaluation.

"school level" activitities:
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had *
8. In one paragraph describe theﬁ'rte‘rwew context--the salient features of the setting, |
the participants and the interaction. - . .
N , — . .
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Step Ii: Replay the interview tape. (Set the counter at zero 000 at .§ffe beki \
* .~ héw side.) s LN
» - ] . ' .
_ As ‘you listen to the interview:, RN . _ .
‘ y "1. Make additions/corrections to the descriptive paragraphs you wrote in Step I.
2.” Select important-quotes to illustrate key features. of the interview. e
) 3. Write out the quotes on the following pages. T :
~ , a. First indicate in a sentence or*two.what is being discussed immediately /
. prior to the quote, i.e., somg context for the remark. If it is an answer
' : to a particular question, give the question. e o
b. Write the quote as accurately-as you can. ' ,
T ¢. Don't forget, to indicate the'tape counter” reading at the beginning and
,)' C end-of each quote. Y '
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Topic\}Area - Tape Counter at beginning of quote . Side AB 7
7 Context/Question: - . )
3 i . <
Quote:
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— Tape Counter at end of quote - » Side AB ?
. T, ‘ ’
L~ .. r
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. § . 7 . \‘ . "{'9
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