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METHODS FOR DOCUMENTING INTERVENTIONS: STRENGTHS OF

A HYBRID/MULTI-INFORMANT APPROACH1'2'3

Marcia Goldstein
William Rutherford

Research and Development Center for Teacher Education
The University of Texas at Austin

For the past five years the CBAM Project at the Research and Development

Center for Teacher Education at The University of Texas, Austin, has been

developing the concept of "interventions" as it applies to the facilitation of

school change. Three studies have peen conducted in an attempt to further

understanding of this phenomenon and to subsequently develop a theory of

intervening. To understand the reasons for and the significance of this

research on interventions, it is useful to review a bit of educational

history.

Background
National concern about educational effectiveness surged upward in the

late 1980's, after Sputnik. Beginning in the 1960's the primary approach to

responding to this concern was the "new program" method--develop new programs,

1This paper was presented at the annual meeting of the American

Educational Research Association, pew York City, March 1982.

2Ths research described herein was conducted under contract with the

National Institute of Education. The opinions expressed are those of the
authors and do not reflect the position or policy of the National Institute of

Education, and no endorsement by the National Institute of Education should be

inferred.
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put them into the schools, and supposedly education will be 'improved.

Millions of dollars were spent by the government and commercial inte-fests in

the development, dissemination, and support of literally thousands of these

new programs:

However, in the 1970's, evidence began to indicate that in spite of the

millions of dollars expended, the ",new programs" approach often was not

producing the hoped-for outcomes. At this same time, members of the CBAM

project staff at the Texas Research and Development Center for Teacher

EduC.ation initiated research efforts which resulted in the understanding that

the key to school improvement is not "new program," but the individuals

within the school: teachers :lid principals (George & Rutherford, 1977). It

is therefore important to know how individual teachers use and feel about new

programs or innovations in order to understnd how schools change. The CBAM

project developed two concepts and assessment techniques -- Stages of Concern

(Hall, George & Rutherford, 1979) and Levels of Use (Hall, Loucks, Rutherford

& Newlove, 1975) -- which address the question of.waLteachers do'and are

concerned about when implementing a new program.

Later, the CBAM project began to focus on those individuals who have

responsibility for initiating and supporting school change efforts, the

"change facilitators." Just as it is important to understand what teachers

do, it is equally important to understand what'those who sponsor improvement

efforts do to facilitate change. This led to the study of "interveaions,"

-defined as those actions or events that influence use of an innovation (Hall,

ZiOrmi & Hord, 1979). Early studies on interventions done by the!CBAM

research staff (Hall, 1979; Hall', Hord & Griffin, 1980) and research conducted

by others (Little, 1981; Stallings, 1981) revealed that the key change

facilitator in school improvement efforts' is the school principal. Current

2



CBAM research, The Principal-TeaCher Interaction (PTI) Study, now in the data

analysis stage, focuses on interventions made by this key individual.

The study of interventions poses difficult questions and problems for the

researcher. First, the researcher is faced with the methodolOgical challenge

of devising procedures for collecting and documenting interventions. This is

followed by the equally challenging task of analyzing the iftervention data.

Using ,the knowledge and experience gained from previous research, the CBAM

project staff has"developed both a suitable methodology for documdritting

interventions, as well as a framework for approaching analysis, the Taxonomy

of Interventions (Hall,'Zigarmi & Hord, 1979).

This paper traces the development of the methodology for documenting

interventions used in the PTI Study. Two previous studies conducted which

cOntributed to development of the documentation methodology are discussed.

The paper attempts to show how refinement of the concept of interventions and

the methods used to research the concept went hand-in-hand. The strengths and

ltmitation's of the resultant hybrid/multi-informant methodology are discussed

as are implications for use in future research done both within and outside
.11

the realm of school change.

Guiding Principles from the Literature

No attempt is made he;se to provide an extensive review of' the literature

on the merits pf quantitative and qualitative methodologies in research.

Rather, what will be presented is literature that has direct applicaticn for

our research techniques. We do not feel compelled to engage in the

controversy o'ver the merits of qualitative versus quantitative methodologies.

Although the issue Was certainly ,not been settled, the battlelines are

becoming increasingly obscure, and the flag of truce has been raised for those

who cannot, or dO not wish to choose between the methods. Patton states:
a



The isssue of selecting methods is no longer one of the dominant

paradigm versus the alternative paradigm, of experimental designs
with-quantitative measurement versus holistic-inductive designs
based on qualitative measurement. The debate and competition
between paradigms is being replaced by a new paradigm--a paradigm

of choices. The paradigm of choices recognizes that different
methods are appropriate for different situations (1980, p. 19-20).

Reinhardt and Cook take the position that ". . . qualitative methods need not

only to be used to discover which questions are interesting to ask and

quantitative procedures need not only be used to answer them. Rather, each

procedure can serve each. function." (1979, p. 13-14).

Having literature sanction to use one or both methodologies was

comforting, but not sufficient to guide our research. Wax (1971) helped to

clarify our position in her explanation of four types of researdiers; she

\ described one group this way: "They may seek an inside view, but also enjoy

working with models. Or they may,see themselves as model builders, but enjoy

stepping inside a culture or a society in an attempt to understand what the

models mean to the people who use them." (p. 45). Through the development of

the Taxonomy of Interventions, a tentative model for analyzing interventions
n,

had alrea'dy been developed.. The major task in the PTI study was to get an

inside view of school principals and the interventions they make, to convert

these data into a form suitable for verification against the taxonomy, and to,

assess the taxonomy against the data.

There was a need to have not only an inside view of the principal and the

school, but to have an accurate, reliable view. It was certainly not feasible

to have a researcher permanently located in the study schools, so how could we

otherwise be assured of an accurate and reliable picture? In his discussion

of analyses of social settings, Lofland (1971) offered some useful guidelines

for research such as that conducted in\the PTI study. He pointed out that in

our complex society it is less likely that we will know a people and more

4
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likely that we will only know about a people. To compensate for this

difference between knowing and knowing abgut, he subgests a reasonable

substitute for "face-to-fate knowing" (p. 3), and characteristics of that

substitute. Those who would report on a people should first of all be close

to them, meaning both in a social sense and in physical proximity. This

,closeness should extendover a significant period. Reports flowing from this'

research relationship should give attention to minute matters and should be

truthful and factual. These reports should give ".% . pug description of

action, people, activities, and the like" (p. 4). Finally, direct quotations

from informants should'be used.

Yin (1981) offered some very helpful guidelines for collecting and

analyzing case studies. He suggestedsthat sources of information for case

studies include face-to-face interviews, telephone interviews, records,

documents, and memoranda, illustrative materials .(e.g., newsletters), and

on-site observations. To help Organize information from all these sources,

Yin recommended use of a protocol to identify the inormation desired and the

sources from which the information would be gleaned. Furthermore, he

recommended that the major informants review the factual portions of case

studies after the data are collected. Quantitative tabulations could be

applied to data collected in case studies when there are enough studies that

could be synthesized across one or a few critical variables. In'effect, this

tonstitutes a survey of the case studies (Yin and Heald, 1975; Yin, et al.,

1976) and this survey could be subjected to statistical analysis.

The intervention studies done by the CBAM project reflect a blend of

qualitative and quantitative considerations as was suggested b Yin, Wax,

Lofland and others.



Three Studies Aimed at'Documenting and Understanding Interventions

lhe CBAM Project has conducted three studies in whiCh interventions were

identified and documented. These studies demonstrate ihe developmental

progression of the project's conceptualization of interventions as well as the

refinement in methods of documenting and analyzing interventions. All studies
0

employed qualitative "descriptive but not yet quantified (Meyers, 1981, p.

161)" procedures for collecting intervention data. However, documenting

procedures became somewhat more structured as the defining characteristics of

interventions evolved.

Study I (A and B): Colorado/Kentucky Ethnographic Study

The first study to be discussed is actually two studies which were

-conducted concurrently at two different sites, but which encompassed many of

the same aims, purposes and methodologies. In both studies,.the'aim was to

collect descriptions of actions or events which might potentially affect

implementation of the innovation being studied. In one of the studies (1A),

attention was focused.at the district level, and in the other (18) the focus

was on an individual school. Ethnographer& were employed at each of the two

sites. The ethnographers were given the project's working definition of an

intervention to guide their data-collection, but were given very little

structure otherwise.

The first of the two studies took place in a large suburban school

-

district in Colorado and focused on the implementation of a district-wide

revision of a science program for grades 3-6. One aspect of this effort

involved the documentation of what was done by district staff developers and

the science department staff to facilitate implementation of the revised

science program.

In order to accomplish this task, the following procedures were employed:.

6
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1. A full-time ethnographer, located on-site at the district office, was

employed during the first two years of the implementation effort. This

individual described the activities of district administrators, staff

development and science department staff, as well .as science teachers and

other teachers who served as change facilitators in the implementation effort.

The ethnographer's field notes for the4!wo years resulted in 41 volumes

(approximately 3,000 pages) of intervention and-contextual descriptions.

2. Several of the district staff members kept records on their

activities as participantobservers.

3. The CBAM Project staff kept notes of their own activitieS which had

potential for affecting implementation when they were on-site for purposes of

planning and quantitative data collection (another aspect of the study).

4. District memoranda and other documents related to the science program

implementation, including newspaper reports, were also collected to add to

this qualitative data base.

Simultaneously with this still:1y of a Science program implementation in

Coloradd, the CBAM project also monitored the implementation of Reality

Therapy as a new approach to discipline at a junior high school in Kentucky

(Zigarmi, 1979). This innovation was one part of a Teacher Corps project

developed and implemented through the collaboration between the junior high

school and a nearby univdrsity. The main focus of this effort was to study

actions taken by school, school district and university personnel to

facilitate the implementation of the new disdplIne strategy.

An ethnographer was employed to document actions or events occurring

which might have some influence on impleMentation. The ethnographer was

on-site for two days a week during the first year of implementation and two to

three days a month-'during the second year. The ethnographer observed

7



university change facilitators meetings with the:principal, teaching teams and

individuals, the principal's meetings with-teacheiss, as wpil as workshops and

weekly faculty meetings. She also conducted frequent informal interviews with

change facilitators and project staff, universiiy faculty members, the

principal, ihe team leaders and individual teaChers. W4en away from the site,
110

the ethnographer maintained contact with a few signifjcant individuals by

phone. She also had access to meeting minutes, key district documents like

school.policies, and media reports. All of these information sources resulted

in 30 valumes (approximately 2,000 pages) of descriptive narrative on the

two-year.implementatibn effort.

During the two years that studie§ lA and B were.proceeding'? the CBAM

propect conducted monthly meetings of the staff, including both ethnographers

at the project office in Texas for .the purpose of clarifying the concept of

interventions and developing a "taxcnomy" of interventions. Work towards this

goal continued for another year following completion of the field work and

resulted in the development of two frameworks for analyzing interventions:

Levels of Interventions which describes a hierarchy of intervention types from

incident to tactics and stratebies, up to policy interventions (Hall,

Zigarmi, & Horsi, 1979) and a coding schema for specifying the subparts of

interventions, such as the source, target and function (Hord, Hall &'Zigarmi,

1980).

The Colorado/Kentucky study not only contributed to our understanding of

the concept of interventions and ethnographic methodology, 'but also mhde

apparent the importance of the role of the principal in school change efforts.

Current literature on the role of the principal (e.g,, Little, 1981;

Stallings, 1981), also supports this view. A decision was made to focus

8
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future researCh by the C6AM project upon interventions made by the school

- principal to facilitate tpie implementation of innovations.

Study 2: The Pilot Study

In Preparation for-the major research study on die role of the principal

. in school change, the CBAM Project conducted a 3-month pilot study in ten

schools in"Central Texas (Griffin, Goldstein & Hall, 1981). The main purpose

of this pilot study mas to investigate Oifferent ways of collectingn
informatIon about interventions made by schoel principals as they are

facilitating implementation of innovatton in their schools.

,Since the project had gajned some experience with the use of ethnographic

techniques in earlier studies, and since th0- conceptualization of

interventions had evolved considerably, it was decided that various forms of'
1

structured self-report would be tested in this pilot. The ten schools that

participated in the pilot were invcilved in the implementation of*different

innovations and were at different phases of the implementation process. Two

principals were assigned to each of five self-report procedures.
#

Before the study began, members of t e CBAM .research team conducted

11

individual sessions with each of the principals to acquaint them with the

I

project's,definition and conceptualization of interventions and to train them

to identify and describe interventions made by, themselves and others.

Regardless of the procedure group to which they were assigned, each principal

,was trained and asked to describe interventions in terms of :

1. What the action was

2. Why the action was taken,,

3. To whom the action was,targeted

4. When the action occurred

5. How long it took to complete, and

9
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'Principals described each of theieown and oth61 facilitators' intervention;

- AIMM,

,

6. What the perceived effects of the action were.

The five yariations of self-reporting Procedures tested were as follows.

1. A written log maintained 6ri a weekly basis by the principal.

;

recordinp them on logging sheets (Figure 1), including information on the

.2/
six\categories mentioned above.

the';Oroject office each week.

A
2: A weekly report s bmitted via audio tape. ,The procedure fOr this

Principals were asked to mail their logs to

metho .was basically the sam as for the written log, except that principels

in this yroup tape-recOrded tlieir information in place of writing it Own.

They used ,the same six informaiional categories as did those comp1eting the

written log.' They were asked to mail' their* ttpes -to the project office

weekly. A* prpject staff me4er later filled out log 'sheets based on the

information, on the tapes.

3. Weekly reportsliProvided via telephone. Project members .contacted\

.princiels by telephone
'0
nce.ewbek in order to obtain descriptions of

interventions,made 1):); the principal and.others the.previous week. The project

member probed for more information about actions mentione!d by tile principal,

when necessary, tb obtain complete data. These conversations were_

tape-recorded and later transf4rred to logging sheets by the projeCt.staff

member.

4 & 5. Face-to-ftce interviews with principals--two variations. Once a

mAth a project staff member visited the school and interviewed the principal

about interventions that had occurred during the- last month. Two forms of

strlictured interviews were used--one based on the concept of game plan

components, aich is one of the Levels of Interventions(Hall, Zigarmi & Hord,

10



PRINCIPAL LOG,
Figure 1

Coding
for Actions Taken:

'R&D Date Target(s) What Did You Do?
Use

Name

Week of 9

How Long

Intent: Did Your
Why Did You Do It? Action

Take?

Ii)P 2

What were

the

Effects?

ail your log(s) each week to the UTR&D Center in the envelopes We have provided.



1979), and one based on the concept of Stages of Concern (Hall, George &

Rutherford, 1979). The interviewer prcbed to obtain complete:information on

the six components for each intervention mentioned. The interviews were

recorded and project staff members later transferred the intervention data to

logging sheets.

At the conclusion of the pilot study, three teachers from 5 of the sample

schools (15 teachers total) were interviewed to determine whether they could

recall and verify the interventjons reported by the principals. These'

'teachers were asked a general question about actions or occurrences which

might have influenced their use of the innovation and then they were asked

questions directed at determining if they could verify specific interventions

which had been reported by their principal.

Finally, at the study's conclusion, each principal was interviewed by a

project staff member to determine his/her reaction to participation in the

study. In addition to general reactiona to the study, the debriefing included

questions about reactions to the spEcific procedures tested, problems caused

by the procedures, and whether or not and how involvement in the study

affected actions taken with respect to the innnoVation.

The pilot study data were analyzed to determine the effectiveness and

efficiency of the various documentation methods in order to select the

procedure to be used in the major study on principal interventions (the

Principal-Teacher Interaction Study). Several aspects of effectiveness and

, efficiency were considered in the analysis: level of compliance of principals

with the procedures; sufficiency, completeness and appropriateness of the

data; whether the method yielded "bonus" (e.g., contextual) data; agreement



between the principal's self-report and the teacher's verifications; the

satisfaction and comfort of both researchers and subjects with the collection

.procedures and, finally, cost-efficiency (results are reported in Griffin,

Goldstein & Hall, 1981). As a result of these analyses, a hybrid-method of

documenting interventions was developed for use'in the Principal-Teacher

Interaction Study.

Study 3: The Principal-Teacher Interaction Study (PTI)

The Principal-Teacher InteractionStudy focused specifically upon school

principals to determine what they do to aid the implementation of new programs

in their schools. Three major questions guided this study: (1) What do

pfrtncipals du-as-change fdcilitators?, (2) How-da the cohcerns of principals'

effect their functioning as change facilitators? and (3) What is the

relationship between administrator concerns, the interventions they make and

their effects on teachers?

Nine elementary school principals served as the primary subjects and

informants on interventions in this study. Three principals were selected

from school districts in Colorado, Florida and California. The principals

were chosen by district administrators to represent change facilitators wi6

varying kinds of concerns impact concerns, task concerns and personal

concerns. Each of the ihree school districts were at different points in the

process of implementing a district-wide innovation. The California school

distcict was beginning its first year of implementation of a new composition

writing program; the Florida district was beginning its second year of

implementation of a unified math curriculum; and the Colorado district was

into its third year of implementation of a revised science curriculum. SO,

the study sites varied by principal's concerns, year of implementation,

innovation being implemented, as well as by school dist-Fia.

13
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As in the pilot study, principals were traired on an individual basis to

'identify and describe interventions made by themselves and others. By this

point in time, the CBAM project's conceptualization of interventions was quite

well defined. As mentioned previously, concept development culminated in a

taxonomy and framework which enabled the researcher to code individual

interventions on a number of dimensiOns (Hord, Hall, & Zigarmi, 1980): level,

sublevel, source, target, function, medium, flow and location. In these

sessions, principals were trained to provide sufficient information in

reporting interventions to allow for coding on these dimensions. At the end

of the training sessions, the principals were left with training notebooks

which contained intervention and dimension_definitions and examples. They

were also provided with specially--'?signed calendars which had notations on

important dates in the study and ample space'for intervention notes.

Study Procedures

The procedures developed fOr documenting interyentions in the PTI

study combined the most successful elements of procedures tried in the pilot

and in earlier research. The procedures included hi-weekly telephone calls,

on-site interviews, informal logging, document collection and field

note-taking by researchers. The study also included multiple perspectives and

sources of data, Though the principal was the focus of the study, others,

such as teachers, assistant principals and district resource personnel, also

served as informants on interventions. A summary and time-line of these

procedures, which are described in more detail below, is provided in Figure 2.

Members of the CBAM research team contacted study principals (and

assistant principals, by teilephone on a bi-weekly basis during the 1980-81

school year to collect data on interventions related to the innovations being

studied. The researcher began each call by asking the principal what actions

14
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he/she had taken with respect to the innovation during the last two weeks.

Then the principal was asked about other actions or events that had occurred

which might have some effect on the implementation. As the principal reported

each intervention, the interviewers 'would probe for all the information

necessary for coding and for understanding the action and its effects. To

facilitate this pracess, principals were asked to keep notes on the calendars

provided by the project during the two week interval between phone calls.

Face-to-face interviews were ,conducted with principals (and

, assistant principals) on-site three or four times durtng the study period.

These interviews focused on obtaining higher level interventions, like game

plans or strategies, as well as background, -philosophy and contextual

information. Teachers also were interviewed during these on-site visits.

They were asked open-ended questions about interventions.which had occurred,

as well as specific questions pertaining to interventions which had been

reported by the principal (or assistant principal).

District level resource personnel who acted as change facilitators

for the innovation served as additional informants on interventions. They

were questioned about their own interventions at the study site schools, a%

well as interventions that they knew others had performed in these schools.

Interviews were conducted by telephone or on-site on a semi-regular basis

--from once a month to once every three months. These interviews proceeded in

much the same way as the principal interviews.

CBAM project staff members also served as sources of intervention

data. The staff members noted interventions they themselves had made, as well

as interventions they had observed while on site at the schools.

15



Figure 2

PTI Data Collection Procedures and Timeline

,

Principals , May 1980 Oct. 1980 Jan. 1981 May 1981

(and Assistant Principals)

Intervention phone bi-weekly

interviews

Intervention face-to-face
interviews X,, X X

Field note-taking X X X

Context survey X

Change facilitator
Stages of Concern

N

Questionnaire X X

Teachers

X

X

Intervention face-to-
face interviews X X X X

Stages of Concern
questionnaire X X X X

Levels of Use interview , X X

Innovation Configuration
interview X X . X

School Climate Survey X

f:

District Personnel

Intervention phone
interviews

Intervention face-to-face
interviews

Context Survey

16

. i ntermi ttent

r*

X

,.

X

i
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Data on a number of variables other than interventions were also

collected as part of the study:

1. Variables which were Aised as indicators of the effects of

interventions, on teachers -- teachers' concerns about and use of the

innovation, measured by the Stages of Concern Plestionnaire (Hall, George &

Rutherford, 1979) and the Levels of Use (Loucks, flewlove & Hall, 1976) and.

Configurations Interview.(Heck, Stiegelbauer, Hall & Loucks, 1981).

2. Prfncipal (and assistant principal) concerns about facilitating
,

the implementation of the innovation, Measured by the Change Facflitator

Stages of Concern Questionnaire (Rutherford, Hall & George, 1982).

3. School and district contextual variables. The work of James and

Jones (1974, 1979) influenced the CBAM project's conceptualization of this set

of variables. Project members collected information on the more objective-
. _

type characteristics of the school and districts,-as well_as data on school

climate as perceived by teachers (Hall & Griffin, 1982).

In addition to the structured data collection procedures, research

staff kept ethnographic notes on their visits to the schools, as well as notes

on their impressions, hunches sand possible hypotheses about principal

behavior. The project staff also kept up with school district newS and

subscribed to local newspapers in each district to monitor any external events

that might,affect innovation implementation.

Surnmar of Methods of Documentin Interventions

Figure 3 organizes documenting methods employed in the three studies

discussed above according to two dimensions: (1) the informants or sources

supplying information about interventions, and (2) the procedures by which the



informants provided the data to the research project. In all three studies,

the informants provided data on interventions in which they themselves were

the source of the action, as well as interventions in which others or events

were the sources. In Studies 2 and 3, a large proportion of the interventions

had the principals as source because the principal's behavior was the focus of

the study and because the principal served as the primary informant in these

studies. In these studies, the other informants -- teaChers, external change

facilitators, and the researchers -- reported on the principal's actions as

well as actions they themselves and others had taken which might have affected

implementation of the targeted innovations. As far as the procedures were

concerned, while observation and document review played a role in the studies,

the majority of procedures employed and tested were different forms of

self-report.

Another dimension which varied across the studies, and which might have

been added to Figure 2, is the intensity or frequency of the data collection

methods. In Studies 1A and 18 the data collection was continuous.or close to

continuous, involving a full-time ethnographer at one research site (Study 1A)

and a part-time ethnographer at the other (Study 1B). In Studies 2 and 3,

documentation procedures were more intermittentq3the telephone procedures

involved contact on a weekly or bi-weekly basis and the on-site interviews

volved contact 3 or 4 times during the study period. Frequency of contact

is emph sized because it is one variable which was found to be an important

determinantNof a documenting procedure's effectiveness,



Informants

Figure 3

A Summary Table of Method§ of
Documenting Interventions

Data Collection Procedures

Oral RePorts

Observation ( Face-to-Face Telephone Tape- Written Reports

Principal/AP Study 1
Study 2
Study 3

.
-

Study 1
Study 2

' Study 3

Study 2

,

ltudy 2
study 3

(minimal)

Teachers Study 1
Study 2
Study 3

-

External

Change
Facilitators

Study 1
Study 3

Study 3 Study 1

Outsiders
(District
Adm., news
media)

Study 1

(minimal)

Study 1
Study 3

Researchers Study 1
Study 2
(minimal)

-Study 3
(minimal)

Study 1: Colorado/Kentucky Ethnogr,aphic Study

Study 2: Pilot Study

Study 3: Principal-Teacher Interaction Study

NOTE: each informant provided ,data on themselves and on all other infmants.
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St'rengths and Weaknesses of the Various Procedures for Documenting

Interventions

The following discussion of the strengths and weaknesses of procedures

used by the CBAM project for documenting interventions will be based upon data

collected in the pilot study (Study 2), debriefing with principals done it

the conclusion of. Studies 2 and 3, and the personal impressions of the

research team (e.g., Hall, 1980;)-tord, 1980). Judgements of strength and

weakness will focus on a number of criteria that have been deemed important to

the stuOy of interventions as well as, to research, in general:

cooperation/compliance with the research effort, codability and completeness

of the data set, representativeness and range of interventions, expense and

ease of the procedures, degree to which the procedures interveRe upon behavior

cf participants or interrupt normal rbutine-, degree to mtich they offer an

understanding of the total context, and amount of data reduction required for

analysis.

Ethnographic Observation a

When observation is a continuous or semi-continuous data collection

activity, it has the unique advantage of providing the most complete

information on interventions. The researcher has the opportunity to record

small, seemingly insignificant incidents that might have gone unmentioned in

an interview or written log. The researcher can record elements of the action

or event that are necessary for coding as well as descriptive notes to

explain the contOct and links between interventions. This offers the

potential of grasping the dynamics of the whole implementation effort.

Observation also avoids the pitfall of subjects' social desirability bias --

the desire to be seen in a positive light -- that is a shortcoming ln

self-report teChniques.

0
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On the other hand, observation without the addition of self-report,
4.

reitricts the picture to the researcher's point of view. It does not allow

the subject the opportunity to expla4n actions in terms of emotional or

cognitive motivations and effects -- the researcher can only infer these

dimensions based on behaviors. Ethnography also presents the problem of

"co-optation" of the observer (Hail, 1980). Field site personnel often place

pressures on the ethnographer to become involved in activities, like

2

consultation, that can bias his/her role as An impartial observer. Since the

ethnographer cannot be at all places at one time, the process of selecting

ai-eas upon which to focus attention can also create a biased picture.

Being observed often eauses subjects a certain amoiint of discomfort or

stress, especially at the bgginning of the study or during "sehsitive"

situations (Hord, 1980). Potentially, the presence of an ethnographer can

consciously or unconsiously alter the normal behavior of the subject. .This

tendency would probably be more pronounced in discontinuOus or short-term data

collection procedures in which the subject has not become accustomed to the

observer's presence. Finally, ethnographic observation culminates.in massive

amounts of descriptive information that must then be reduced for analysis.

This data reduction process tends to be quite costly in terms of staff time,
A

as does the data collection phase of ethnogriphy.

Face-to-Face Interviews

Face-to-face interviews tend to be a comfortable, easy method of data

collection for study subjects, as
V
well as for researchers. Unlike pure

observation, the interviews give the researcher the opportunity to probe for

clarifying or explanatory information and for data needed to code

interventions properly. If face-to-face interviews are done fairly frequently

(every two weeks or so) they can provide enough information to build a fairly



complete pit-tbre of the implementation effort. If the interviews occur at the

study site, they also allow.the researchen to collect contextual data through

observation.

However, unless the interviews take place very frequently, which can be

very costly if travel is involved, a certain amount of information is likely

to be lost due to memory limitations. Subjects are most likely to remember

interventions which have taken place closest to the time of the interview

("recency" effect). There will also be a loss of data on interventions that

the respondent fails to sOe as important to the research effort. This loss of

seemingly insignificant data can well be a limitation of any self-report

method. The tendency of the subjects to present themselves fn a positive

light is also an inherent limitation of interviews* and other forms of

self-rtport. Face-to-face intervieWs also tend to generate large amounts of

descriptive data which must then be reduced or summarized in some fashion for

data analysis.

Telephone Interviews

Telephone interviews are characterized by most of the same strengths and

weaknesses as face-to-face interviews. However, sjnce they generally involves

less cost, they can usually take place more frequently. With the increase in

-frequency of contact, comes the ability to capture more of the incidental

interventions that may be forgotten during longer intervals. Telephone

interviews alsp tend to be less disruptiqp to school rodtine and therefore

more acceptable to research subjects if they are 6 take place on a regular

basis.

Telephone interviews without previous face-to-face contact, however,

engender a certain degree of discomfort on the part of both the interviewer

and the respondent. Some subjects in the pilot study said that they would not
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like to do telephone inteisviews with someone they had never seen. It'also

takes a longer time to build trust and openness within a faceless

relationship. On the other hand, with some respondents, the anonymity might

increase honesty and openness, decreasing the de5ire to present oneself in a

purely positive light. The lack of non-verbal cues can, in some cases, limit

the interpretation of verbal reports. However, this did not appear,to be a

significant problem in ahy of thecstudies reported here:

Tape-Recorded Reports

Tape-recorded reports of interventions provide the advantage of immediacy"

-- they allow the subject to report on actions shortly after they occur. If

'used as,intended, tape-recorded reports would decrease the loss of inforiliation

due to memory failure. It is also a very inexpensive method of.data

,collection involving little staff time or travel expenditure. Tape-recorded

reports also tend to inclutle more descriptive information and anecdote than

written logs, since writing is often, viewed as a burden.

Contrary to expectations', a few of the subjects in the pilot study (Study

2) felt uncomfortable about, or intimidated by, tape-recording. This

technique therefore resulted in a lower degree of cooperation or compiiance

with the study procedures in the pilot than did techniques involving

researcher/subject cOntact. ;Another disadvantage of this technique is that it
a

Or

does not allow the researcher to probe for additional or clarifying

information. This sometimes fesults in incomplete or incomprehensible data

for coding and subsequent quantitative analysis. Lack of non-verbal cues can

also be a limitation; but, tape-recording does provide acces^s to tonalfluality

of the voice in interpreting interviews, which the final procedure to be

discussed, written logs, does not.

a
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Written Reports

Having the subject keep written reports or logs is probably the least

expensive form of data collection on interventions. Like tape recording, it

also tas the advantage of immediacy; the subjett can jot down notes when

something ocuirs. This would resOt in a more detailed, complete picture of

the change effort,. Written logs also involve considerably less data reduction

for analysis than do the other methods discussed.

The main problem with written reports is the subjects' reluctance to

comply. Writing-appears to be m emanding, or more of a burden, than the

other forms of a co3lection, even if it does not really 'involve the

exPendit more time. Like tape-recording, it does not allow for

researcher probing or cTarification. Also, like the tape-recording technique,

focus is on the small, incidental events. When the focus is at this

level, one never does get a sense of the whole picture from the subject's

point of view. The researcher often must infer or deduce the higher levels of

interventions, such as strategies and game plans, him/herself. Links between

interventions'which clarify the flow of events are often missing.

Figure 4 serves as a summary of._ the strengths and weaknesses of the

various procedures,fqr intervention documentation just discussed. It would

appear that some combination of procedures would result in,elimination of

'several of the weaknesses and enhancement of the strengths of any ope

tedhnique . The CBAM staff found this to be true n the PTI study (Study 3)

in which most of the procedures discussed were employed in varying degrees.

Strengths and Lfmitations of a Hybrid/Multi-Informant Method of Documenting '

Interventions: The'PTI Study

The procedures used to docUmenf interventions in the PTI study (Study 3)

included both face-to-face and telephone interviewing, some ethnographic
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Observation

i

t

Gives total pcture

Complete codable._
data set

Avoids subject "social:
desirability" bias

Provides contextual
information

Figure 4

Strengths and Weaknes'ses of Procedures for Documenting Interventions

Face-to-Face
Interviews

Comfortable/easy for
researchers & subjects

Clear/codable dat; set

Fairly complete picture

Some contextual informa-
tion

Telephone
Interviews

Easy for researchers
and subjects

Clear/codable data

Fairly complete picture

Less costly than
observation and face-
to-face interviews

Avoids much loss of
information due to
memory limitations

Tape-Recorded
Reports

Immediacy--can capture
eVents shortly after
happening

Inexpensive

Often includes more
descriptive information
than written reports.

Written
Repports

Ihepensive

Less data reduction

Immediacy

Researcher bias

Co-optation of ob-
server-loss of
objectivity

Discomfort/stress
to subjects

Potentially disruptive
to normal behavior/
routine

Expensive

Requires much data
reduction

Loss, of data due to

memory limitations

Loss of seemingly
insignificant
incidents

Subject "social
desirability" bias

Requires data
reduction

Potentially uncomfor-
table for subjects &
researchers (initially)

Takes longer to build
trust/openness

Lacks non-verbal cues

Subject "social
desirability" bias

Requires muCh data
reduction

Uncomfortable for some
subjects

Doesn't allow for
probing,by researcher
(less complete/clear
data)

Lacks non-verbal cues

Focus is at incidental
level.--must deduce

higher levels

Subject reluctance to
comply

Focus is at incident
level--must deduce
higher levels

Lacks non-verbal cues
(and voice tone cues)

2,9



observation and some written slocumentation. Information was gathered from a

number of informants at each site. Data collection also proceeded for one

full school year. The combined methodologies, as well as the intensity and

length of the investigation, acted to negate many Of the weaknesses of more

limited, single-method studies.

The combined procedures resulted in codable data that fairly represented

the implementation processes at all nine study sites. In the study

debriefings, all principals felt that we had gotten a fair representation of

the actions and events related to the innovation that had occurred at their

schools. Some principals went so far as to say that we had "gotten it all" or

96% of all that had happened regardin the innovatfon that ear. The said

that we might have gotten more details if we had been at the site more

frequently, but that we would not have gotten a different picture.

The principals were hinting at the notion of "diminishing returns". If

pure ethnographic procedures had been used, it is possible that we would haVe

colleCted more incidental interventions. But the cost in moving from 90%

complete data to 99% would.have been high, in terms of dollars and staff time,

andpLbablywould have gotten--11-svery- fewadditignal s4gnificant

interventions. Details and links might have been filled in, but the total

pictur is hot likely to have changed. The techniques employed resulted in a

picture which included the large plans and events, as well as a flavor far the'

every gay occurrences.

0 of the principals reported that they felt comfortable with the

procedures, and Most expressed the feeling that they had enjoyed participating

becauseit had given them the opportunity to reflect on their behaviors. The

procedures, and the ;study as a whole, increased awareness of what and how Much

they were doing to faciltiate implementation of a new program. The procedures
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were not perceived as a burden or a disruption to routine. Only one of the

prncipals mentjoned a problem, and that had to do with finding space where

the interviews with teachers might take place. Some of the teachers felt.a

bit "imposed upon" at the beginning of the study, but once they became more

familiar with the researchers and with the purpose of the study, this was no

longer a problem.

One of the main contributing factors to the success of the techniques

used in the Principal-TeacherInteraction study was continuity in contact with

the school. One researcher was assigned_ to each of the schools. This one

person was then responsible for all data.collection, follow-up, and feedback

involving that site. This enabled the researcher to build a total picture of

what was going on in that school. Two of the principals mentioned that they

6
were amazed at how much the researcher remembered about what had happened

earlier in the year. One principal said he thought the researcher may have

had a better overall understanding of what was happening than he did. The

assignment of one liaison to each site also enabled the development of trust

and rapport between researcher and subjects which probably resulted ih

jficreased opennegss-end-more-complete-and-valid data.

The inclusion of multiple respondents or informants for each study site

was a very significant strength of this study. To begin with, having more

than one informant per site resulted in a larger, more complete data set than

would have been possible with just one informant. Though the additional

subjects or informants -- the asgistant principals, teachers and district

resource people -- reported many'qf the same interventions as the principals,

they also reported quite a few different ones.

Having multiple reports on the same intervention also has advantages. It

provides an opportunity to assess the degree of bias and accuracy of the data
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obtained by self-report procedure's. Basic descriptions of the same action or

event reported44 different individuals tended to be quite similar. The pilot

study, in which principals and teachers reported 'on the principal's
A

interventions, also revealed a high degree of verification of principal

self-reports. Often one person can fill in details that the other person has

forgotten. Different informants can also provide different viewpoints on

effects of interventions.

Despite the fact that the hybrid/multi-informant methodology overcomes

many of the weaknesses of individual methods, a few limitations persist. As

in any self-report procedure, the tendency to present oneself in the best

light ("halo effect") still exists in the hybrid procedure. This tendency

reveals itself during intervention coding, such as when trying to determine

who was the source of an action. Some principals would give the impression

that they had initiated an action when it was actually the "so-called" target

who was the initiator. It,is o4ten possible to ferret out these biases and

determine what actually happened when more than one individual reports on the

action. However, many interventions were only reported by one source.

_

Another limitation...o:_the_multimethpd_approach of the PT1 study is its

dependency on the skills and talents of the researcher. The researcher must

Rpess good interpersonal skills, as well as a thorough understanding of the

research questions and objectives, to obtain complete and trustworthy data.

In projects like the PTI study, in which different researchers are responsible

for each study site, it is necessary to have highly specified procedures,

inten4ive researcher training and ongoing communication between reearchers in

order to make valid cross-site comparisons.

FinalTy, the Most serious limitation of the prOcedures used in the PTI

study is the intervening effect of the research upon the study subjects' 'usual

28
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behavior. Almost all of the principals said that participation in the study

increased their awareness of their own actions pertaining to the innovation.

Several of them admitted that their involvement in the study may well have

caused them to act differently -- to intervene more -- than they would have

otherwise. In the words of one principal, involvement in the research "put a

little extra push behind me." This increase in innovation-related behavior

could mean that the PTI Study descriptions of principals as change

facilitators are somewhat optimistic. A few of the principals felt that study

participation may have affected their teachers also, causing them to place a

higher priority on'the tonovatfon than they might have otherwise. ft is

possible that a participant observer who has assimilated him/herself info the

context might be able to circumvent this intervening effect. On the other

hand, it also may be impossible to control for this effect with any procedure

which can be used.to document interventions.

Summary, Conclusions and Implications

The paper has explored the techniques and accompanying problems of

col lecting __data on _interventions_ ,actions_ or_ev_ents__which_influence

individuals in their use of an innovation. The focus of the paper is on an

eclectic methodology, used in the PTI study, which was developed through

experience gained with procedures employed in earlier studies. Strengths and

weaknesses of procedures employed in these preliminary studies, as well as

those employed in the PTI study, were discussed.

One can conclude that a technique which combines several procedures as

well as several perspectives, as doeS the technique used in the PTI study, is

an effective means of capturing the events and actions which influence the

Illp
implementation of an innova n. ,A methodology which employs several

self-report techniques and severiIre nformants can be almost as effective in

29
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developing the total picture as ethnographic methodologies which are

considerably more expensive. The hybrid approach can also circumvent many oft

the problems associated with more limited self-report methodologies, such as

the tendency of the subject to present him/herself in a positive light.

Data collected in this way is highly descriptive, yet focused. This

allows the researcher to analyze the data both quantitatively (Hord and Hall,

1982) and qualitatively (Stiegelbauer, Goldstein & Huling, 1982) without an

inordinate amount of reformulation. The techniques also provided the

opportunity to collect rich contextual data which will serve to complement the

intervention data and fill out the total picture of implementation (Griffin &

Hall, 1982). The three other papers that compose this symposium will describe

these qualitative and quantitative techniques for analysis of interventions

and context which are being performed on the PTI Study data (Hord and Hall,

1982; Stiegelbauer, Goldstein & Huling, 1982; Hall & Griffin, 1982).

The study of interventions is an important pursuit. In order to

understand the processlof change in schools, one must explore what significant

individuals do to make change occur. Before one can train people

sucH as school principals, to be More effective leaders one must understand

what effective leaders do to bring about beneficial changes. If one aims to

determine if certain school programs are effective, it is important to look

not only at effects and at use of the program, but also at events and actions

which occur that potentially influence outcomes. To accomplish these tasks it

is necessary to develop effective and efficient methods for studying what ,

people do, the interventions they make, to influence school diange efforts.

The methods employed for the PTI study were both effective and efficient

in accomplishing the goals of the study. Similar methods could well be
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employed in future, studies of school change, as well as in other studies Which

focus upon individual behaviors within organizational settings.

,,,
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