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- ethnography. Ethnographic: evaluation inguiry allocates resources such -

. that ethnographic. observation takes precedence over interviewing.
Interviews are primarily used as guides ;to obseyzation. Constxtgt;ye,

thnographers believe that group members displa

their soC1ocu1tura1

- . standards . in 1nteraction. They . seek patterns of Co-occurrence among :v;;
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Through the 1ast decade or S0, the purposes and~assump on7~of: ;hjf]'e
eva]uac1on have been repeated]y re examnned expanded and c]ar1f1ed‘ ;héﬁfffffjv'
mode]s of eva]uat1on thavp been proposed Tne funct1ons and nethodsﬂo f (7 _

v'eva1uat1on have been-extende% and d1vers1f1éd LargeTy as a consequené‘.ot.)_.o
these deve1opnents, there has been 1n educat1onal eva]uat1on as 1n J:fE';j

. educat1ona1 research genera]]y (R1st 1980), expand1ng lnterest 1n and use

"L,

of qua11tat1ve |1e1d researéh Wr1t1ng on the uses of natura11st1c f'

1nqu1ry and quaT1tat1ve methods 1n eva1uat1on has 1ncreased markedly 1n f[ a}

thé paSt f1ve years (e g., Guba 1978 Ham1]ton and others, 1978 House »v'i;j-

1977 Patto'; 1980) Eya]uat1on mode]s based exp11c1t1y on natura11st1c

s o5

> 'been 1ntroduced* (See, for examp]e Guba and L1nco1n 1981 .

-
2.

: parad1gms ha

and Par]ett and Hamﬂtons 1976 ) Federa] and state educat1on agenc1es have

come to ca11 regu1arlj for f1e1d research or case study components 1n the_

g program eva]uat1ons and po11cy stud1es for wh1cn they con;gagt (c f

-~

Herr1ott & F1restone 1982) Eva]uators in schoo1 dwstr1cts have

| useek the a551stance of tra1ned f1e1d researchers both 1n conduct1ng

1Mat1ons and tra1n1ng d1str1ct personne1 (e g ; Dorr Bremme, ]981a

]981b)* The gihera1 trend 1s d&]] exemp11f1ed 1n the recent adv1ce of

Cronbacn and nis associates. (1980 223) _ "2 Q_

°

The eva]uator w111 be wise not to dec]are a11eg1ance /",";-if.'i

;metnodo1ogy or. a qua11tat1ve natura11st1c descr1pt1ve

methodo1ogy.\He can dravw on both styles. at’ appropr1ate B

times and in‘appropriate. amounts. Those who advoaate

an evaluation:-plan.devoid. of .one kind of information

or the other carry the burden of Just1fy1ng tne
' exc1us1on.
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- ,i"»_‘,_: X . ;‘ - - FO L e e ~.
ay s, evaJuator must be 50ph1st1cated about matcn1ng ,
.7‘arcn methods ‘to the. nuances*of part1cu1ar evalua- Ak : ij'

The status in- eva]uat1on of anthr0p01og1ca11y and soczo]og1ca]1y 7

F'.‘- based etnnogra9h1c f1e]dwork however is far 1eSS?c1ear.g L1tt1e has > beenbﬂ |

written on’ ethnography Eggzse,by those 1n the eva]uat1on commuthy.;

B

Indeed the prec1se nature of the re]at1onsn1ps between natura11st1c
1nqu1ry or qua11tat1ve metnods ””d ethnograph1c research’ have yet to be*%
exp11cated in evaTuat1on texts. For many 1n the f1e1d these terms and [ ;'ij‘f“

oth : ‘—case study approach “F1e1dnork etc.—— have come to funct1on

i

v1rtua11y as synonyms. Eva]uat1on method%]og1sts have not advocated doing ;t

b

ethnograpnyd rather tHey have recommendeL <) method of f1e1d study wh1ch

a

they see as der1ved'from tne ethﬂograph1c"’

N

-~

. Guba 1978 21 Patton, 1988 44) In eva]uat1on pract1ce fre]d research as{;

,,,,,

-~ trad1t1ona11y done by anthropo]og1sts has most often been substant1a11y ‘

a

for genera11zab111ty and re11ab111ty and to "the requ1rements of re]evance

t1me11' s and ut111ty of the po11cy arena“ (Herr1ott and F1restone,

1982 37) And\even when eva]uat1on des1gns have 1nc1uded ethnographrc

~
- numersus bressures to depart from the tneory based 1nqu1ry pr1nc1p1es o'
. . S -

4
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! (2) What can ethnograph1c f1e1dwork contr1bute to a

;f:icannot? R R

address each of these quest1ons in turn be]ow. In.po: do1ng, I argue that

Wnat 1s Un1que about ethnography is 1ts or1entat1on to cu]ture and re1ated

serve as Lo

,,,,,
A
¥

: A
" absence of some such tneory of soc1a1 organ1zat1on

: research fa11s to fu1f111 its potent1a1. 1ts descrgpt1ve va11d1ty
(Er1ckson* 1978) is Jeopard1zed : As I e1aborate t41s argument f sketch

out a soc1a1 organ1zat1ona1 theory and 1nd1cate hoW the k1nds of data that@

<

’ fa]]ows from 1t can be usefu1 1n an eva]uat1on context
7 A :

i

.
) ( ’ A

'”Tpart1cu1ar fram_natura11st1c or qua1ttat1ve inquiry:

s

an-

T

(1) Hhat makes qua11tat1ve f1e1d research ethncgraphic?'
i"That is; what d1fferent1ates ethnograph1c 1nqu1rx in. . -

‘evaluation- that otner forms of qua11tat1ve 1nvestigati6n,

b

These

- the ba31s for organ1z1ng and carry1ng out ethnograp 1c f1e1dwork.

o1og1ca1 ethna?,.’ :

1nadvertant1y ,f"WWff

cemp1ete1y exp]ored. o

iIn this context two quest10ns 1n part1cu1ar deserve'exp]qrat1on:; o

.ConstructS'-taken co11ect1vely as a-theory of social organ1ié£36n

I ma1nta1n, qua11tat1ve
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’Tﬁ"s r1t1es And D1fferences In Natura11st1c10ua11tat1ve Inaﬂ

e /, .. o And ttnnograpny

‘Some‘Simllarltles S . o ) ‘:_‘. N ‘, Co Lo
. i . .r' : ¢ N : ¢ ) .
Most netnodo]og1sts ma1nta1n that natura11st1e 1nqu1ry or

qua11tat1ve research (wh1eh I use here as. a]ternat1ve 1abe1s) and o h

| . -~

ethnograpn1c f1e]dwork are not one and the sanf EspeC1a11y among wr1ters'
-.'1n the f1e1d of eva]uat1on, the preva111ng v1ew seems to be that :

, anthropo]og1ea1 ethnography is one, of the pr1nc1p1e foundat1ons of :

-natura11st1c/qua11tat1ve ; f“dﬂdl.rhn,?f&uﬁ : ﬁe‘,%'

-

T 1nqu1ry. Tn1s v1ewpo1nt is evident in two of the most t“nﬁrehensiﬁe
a o .
treatments of natura11st1c/qua11tat1ve evaluation i qu1ry, Egon Guba' s\:

(1978) Toward A Methodo]ogy of Matura11st1c Inqu]”* i

e ;Evaluatlon,and M1cnae1 Patton S (1980) Qua]1tat1ve Eva]uat1on Methods.?~>

Guba (1978 18ff ), for exanp1e, sees’ G]aser and Strauss 5 (1967) grounded

T

theory s Barker s (1968) eeo1og1ca1 psycho]ogy, Bronfenbrenner s (1976,A
_f;1977) eco]og1ca1 exper1mentat1on and "educat1ona1 anthropo]ogy/ethnography"

. as metnodo]og1ca11y s1m11ar to natura11st1c 1nqu1nr. D1scuss1ng the ;Pdfg
’ ire]at1onsh1p of the 1ast two he says 3';r' Fﬂw |

‘.»One of the. roots of natura11st1c 1nqu1ry is deép]y,,

. 4.~bUr1ed 1n‘1ts preeursorffle]ds of. anthropo]ogy— :
! - p ‘That these two fields’ should currently .
Ao 2w be displaying©a good “deal “of vigor“in the educational
et .t R & D community should:therefore come as no surpr1se o
S+ it is apparent that a . vital field Eeducat1ona]
”‘-<«,Ianthropo1ogy =ethnography] is emerging; one wh1cn on
“principle’is. c1ose1y allied to- tﬁé’tenets of "

e ) natura113t1t dinquiry (GUba 1978: 21)

: Patton (1980 4%) exp1a1n1ng "the roots of a qua11tat1ve researeh

,strattgy, wr1tes 1n a. s1m11ar ve1n

e
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ca] and nethodolog1ca1 trad1t1ons. Qua11tat1ve 5
',metnods are derived most.directly from the ethno-

: graoh1q and f1e1d study traditions of anthropo]ogy ,
o , 'generally; the ho11st1c~1nduct1ve L
Parad1gn of natura]ﬁs Nc inquiry. is based on e T
perspectives in phenome”]ogy/ symbolic. interactionism - -
and naturalistic behaviorism; ethnomethodo]ogy,and
ec 7091C&1 pSJcno1ogy (C1tat1ons om1tted) .

nethod. In fact however, 1t 1s 1mp0551b1e o d1st1ngu1sh any substant1a1

: metnodo1og1€a1 dlfferences between the former and the 1atter in tne wr1t1ng':"£

‘.

of Guba Pat on or nost other eva]uat1on methodo]og1sts who have addressed o

thefsubject. Thus the fo11ow1ng descr1pt1on of the natura11st1c-i'r

‘o

qua11tat1ve approacn to 1an1ny, der1ved 1arge1y from the work of Guba and _:}'

"*Patton, 1s equa]]y app11cab1e to ethnography..- 'g'f.T e iu

The eSSence of natura11st1c/qua11tat1ve 1nqu1ry, from most po1nts ofyif_u',

' V1EW, 15 the exam1nat1on of phenomena 1n theTr natUra11y occur1ng contexts SO

(c.f. Guba, 1978: 12; peﬁwn 1986: 4Iff. H1'l1ems and Rausch 1969.3) Guba.

and L1nco1n (5981 78=-80) note that wh11e the exper1menta1 researcher .“,h

* ~

endeavors to constra1n and contro] certa1n antecedent var1ab1es and;:

. _.,u._ i . A . s : : .
i JE - g . ‘L;,-.._

R refer. exp11c1t1y to tne wr1t1ng of evaluation methodo]og1stssfar two-
- reasons:-{1) it is naturalistic or qualitative inquiry as defined within~

thie field of evaluation that is of foremost concern here; and (2) so far. as

-1 know,. netnodoTog1sts in the fields of anthropedogy or soc1o1ogy (the

other disciplines .of concern here, those most qualified to comment on the

gthnographic research as such) have not written at all on the re1at1onsh1p S
between ethnography and natura11st1c or qua11tat1¥e research.v

. « ‘ :
A o [ . L LY [N PO
AUEOR . . o el
. v ‘ v

g TR




’Tha natura11>t1c 1nvest1gator...beg1ns as an f::“,v' ~»5;

anthropo10915t n1ght ‘begin Tearning about a. strange

T ulture, by immersing himself in the investidation f.'ff;"rﬂnff”,'.w;*"’
with -as open a mind.as possible, and permit&ing - ;.‘,1.' SRR
1mpreSSJens to: emerge...Essent1a11y the natura11st1c

" inquirer srmode1 is_etnnographys In a more ;

g ?-contemporary vein, the natar /.st mignht c]a:m his

-model to_be 1nvcst1gat1ve journalism; in which “truth"'
' can be e11c1ted from part1a1 an %eVen re1uctant '

L ks tms should, %géééﬁ

=a

.. -;-

It str?ves to?descr1be and exp1a1n phenomena --"ﬁsh“;;

(Guba 1978 13 14) :

~in wn1cn act1v1tnes ccur. As Patton'(&QBO 40) puts 1t‘fﬁ

J .
In gontrast to axpermenta] des1gns wﬁy -W§n1901ate nz

'j,and measuye’ the re1at1ensh1ps amongﬁa few carefh11y
. - <5 A e p *f’, d =y

7  ? 1nduct1ve,1n approéeﬁéf@uba



,f1nc1udes both expans1on1st (or d1vérgent) and reduc~

{Guba; 1978 7 Patton, 1380:46). That is;

',_the natura11st1e/qua11tat&ye researcher or eva1uator engage5'1n a -

7 steps that cons1s€ of (a) gafherlng data on -

o

'isite;?*(b) ani y21ng and refTect1ng upon those data, (c) pos1ng new

v

“and 'd§ return1ng to- the s1te(s) under study fer further data eo]?eet1on. fﬁ

Thus, there are‘nonents dur1ng ﬁ'a” ry when the 1nvest1gator 1s broaden1ng

the 1nqu1ry W1th new or re- formu1ated qUest1ons and hunthes and noments

'inqﬁfrye It 1s as the researcher or eva]uator part1c1pates 1nhv:_,'f

- l

under study, ebserv1ng and exper1enC1ng da11y 11fe compr

“the he or she-anr?”és ?ndfft ve1y at a hol1st1c understand1ng and portraya]

¥

;?vppneng énd of 1nterest. 5:.
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as Pelto. éﬁa’péitﬁ (1978:286) have ﬁbtedf-ﬁahé of the most séfvasive |

~ffeatures of anthr0p01og1ca1 cu1ture 1s the genera1 comm1tment to ho11sm. ,fif
‘ .i.(See aTso Bobbert 1982 5 8 Mehan 1982 59ff ) Ethnographers a1so s '.;"; -
,the1r mode of 1nqu1ry as genera]]y 1nduct1ve, w1th d1vergent and convergent‘

‘phases.baﬂymaﬁ 1982 24) had these features of etnnography 1n m1nd when he

1 ror maﬁy"eihnag%aﬁﬁéfg it s of ‘the essence of the -~
- .gmethod that it is a dialectical, or feedback (or ro , B
,;1“'teract1ve-adapt1ve) metnod. . It is of the:essence. of ST e e e
* the method ‘that: 1n1t1a1 quest1ens may Change during =~ T Tonient

C e it L . —

~ the course of 1nqu1ry...an essential characteristic of FEREEER PO

% % gthnography is that it is’ ‘open-=ended, “subject  to. se]f-vaaf“ﬂ:u4¢§75w;-;s4f;,;

“Vzas, correct]on dur1ng tne process of . 1nqu1ry—1tse1f. L

- Another e]ement of the 1nduct1ve approach has been empnas1zed by Méﬁ?ﬁ}fquf;ijc='

Vo . - Z ) Sl LRy

Cusges et

.:Categor1es 1mported to the sett1ng from the outs1de Ql;inl

;5;{fssfil_ are avoided.. Instead, the_goal ‘of etnnograpn1c re-
: ; Tsearch-is.-to-allow’ the reality. of - the $ituation to

P QmeP1"96 on the investigator’s subjectivity wntil the . o .

;7. v categories for descr1pt1on are determ1ned by the scene S
oo dtself. o e L e : h
‘ ST “‘3 * o . ) ' 7
E1 nd f1na11y' ecno1ng another po1nt nade ear11er about natura11st1c—, - o
3 ﬂ‘qua11tat1ve 1nqu1ry, Dobbert (1982 5) asserts that one "truth about the el
e ;bas1c character1st1cs of Eanthropo]og1ca1 ethnography} as that the }‘ﬂ"¥=”’ ﬁ1”7
Do : o~
P ﬁnthropo1ogist.s enttre4person is used-as the,gr1mary 1nstrunent of B S

4research-_?f.71ar;.v:-,t -

__ou. .

the genera1 methodo1og1ca1 prxnc1p1es of natura11st1c/qua11tat1Ve 1nqu1ny1T$;

'

o 1n general and‘of anthroethnograph1c f1e1dwork in part1cu1ar are v1rtua1]yglfQﬁMi,;




u .

. or quas1 exper1menta1 research-- natura11st1c or qua11tat1ve 1nqu1ny seeks

Caeh.oon human behaV1or.,,”

U Y ene” 1ead of - Irwin Beutscher, we Wi]] describe ds

REERReE . N

_ Qua11tat1ve Research

. seeks the facts or’causes of, soc1m

:cout that the natura11st1c 1nvest1gator 15 1nterested 1n the mean1ng of

h behav1or for gart1c1pants 1n the sett1ng under study 1Pa%§on %}986 44~45

: ——that wn1cn 1s ver1?ab1e as “Fact“ th?bugh the operat1aﬂs of exper1menta1

. Two naaor tneoret1ca1'.ér§pect1ves have dom1nated the o
~ social science scene.:Onhe; poSitivism; traces its- _
. 6rigins -to the great social>Tneorists of the hine- AR

" teenth, and early twentieth centgries and especially: o
Ruguste Comte and Emile Durkhei '

> positivist:.
‘ henomena with
~'little ‘regard for the subjective. states of 1nd1v1du_r'
uals.- Burkhe1m advised the social sq1ent1st 0

consider “social facts;" or 'social phenomena, as.

~.."things" that exercise an externa] and coercive. force 7,

-

phenomenological, stems most: pron1nent1y from Max ¥~

.E_Weber. The phenomenologist . 1srcdhéerned with under- ..

- 5stand1ng -human ‘behavior from the-actor's own frame nf K
.- Since the pos1t1v1sts and the phenomenglogists .ap~
: fent prob]ems and seek d1fferent answers, .

'o1o§aes {quoted in Guba 1978:11- 12 and n Patton,.vf;
1930'ﬁ5, italics in the or1g1na1) . RS

as def1ned here, 1mp11es for natura11st1c/qua11tat1ve 1nqu1ry. They po1nt

Wh11e convent1ona1 quant1tat1ve1y or1ented 1nqu1ry seeks a. s1ng1e rea11t1: \;ﬁ,;

W meg 40y

e and expects to. f1nd nany rea11t1es- hf--.;'*J:hl{'ifvﬂfjé_ff;;,;ﬁ?'

BN

the rea11ty W1th wh1ch the‘natura11st}g 1nqglter7mgst
~ deal exists only in ‘the mir

ofg1nd1v1dua1 _people and "
~ depends heavily- on. thgir. separate percept1ons. It 1s
n@tfsurprxs1ng that the1r iews: of - rea11ty shou]d

“differ (Guba,_1978 Ig) B e T

Dow
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~',: E]seﬂhere, Guba and Lkncoln (1981 133) C1te Erv1ng Coffman S (1961) comment o

that any group~of persons.‘*deve1op [s1c] a 11fe‘of tne1r own thaﬁ becomes' :
} - S ‘3, - .,
mean1ngfu1;'rea§onab1e and norma1 once you get c1ose to 1t i add1ng tnat

- .and normalcy in ‘each context.and setting that the’' ;. .
':,natura]1st1c 1nqu1rer~seeks to understand to exp1a1n,,,‘ 7/
_;gand to descr1be.‘-# S e : S

'”ﬁLE::‘ It 9§ the . tota11ty of ERTS mean1ng;:reasonab1eness,

o Taken as stated the 1atter isa goa1 w1th wn1ch near]y a11 anthropo1og1sts
; engaged 1n doing ethnograpny cou1d read11y share. They, tno take a

pr1nary 1nterest in the wor1d as’ exper1enced and understood by members of o

the group that they are study1ng. ‘Indeed "for ethnograph1c 1nqu1ry, v

LN

va11d1ty 15 common1y dependent on.. an accurate know]edge of the mean1ngs of "'
. D :

1982 2:, and G. f., Er1ckson, 1978 Pe1to and Pe1to 1978 60f? P1kee 1967*"_'.
- and Mehan 1982) Lo T

**ar1ze, natura11st1c/qua11tat1ve 1nqu1ry and anthropo1og1ca1

ethnograph1c 1nou1ry share beth a ph11soph1ca1 base (the phenomeno]og1ca1‘;f"“

perspect1vé) and a body of methodo]og1ca1 pr1nc1p1es. Both enta11 the

holqst1c 1nduct1ve (or d1a1ect1ca1 or respons1ve-adapt1ve) study of

(,.-1

phenomena in the1r natura11y occur1ng contexts. Both p]ace emphasls upon'if

n, 1nmers1ng

tne 1nvest1gator as tne pr1mary 1nstrunent of data co]]ect1
h1m- or herse]f 1n the 5ett1ng under study and attend1ng to soc1a1

5 rea11t1es as they are understood and exper1enced by part1c1pantg in that'-ff

«

sett1ng.h"’

',f; A Fundamenta] D1fte:ence

ethnography and natura11st1c/qua11tat1ve 1nqu1ry are not,1dent1ca1.- The";'

i .




o Tn1s 1s true even when 1nqu1ry does noteproceed from an- exp11c1t

' event> 1t de3cr1bes, Ethus] no descr1pt10n 1s mere descr1pt1on'

- 11

.;-*S

1atter 1s 2 gener1c 1abel for an approacn to 1nqu1ry, 1t 1s ‘a body of

u netaphjs1ca1 and ep1stemo]og1ca1 assunptzons W”ﬁ an a111ed mode of 1nqu1ry

. €,
_wh1pp 11Ae thé exper1menta1 parad1gm, 1s separate from any d1SC1p11nary

: “organ1zed human soc1a1 11fe as 1t 1s carr1ed out and exper1enced by those f‘

‘_'undervstudy, Anthropo1og1ca1 etnnography, on - the otner hand prev1des

Eﬁeénjféf this. ype ——theony wh1cn is grounded 1n emp1r1ca1 stud1es of

3

"cuitu?e and cu1tura1 process.. And there1n 11es the pr1nc1p1e d1fference

between 1t and“natura11st1c—qua11tat1ve 1nqu1ny 1n genera].:‘ uff‘ 4 @5"“

Th1s“d1fference 1 ma1nta1n, 1s an extreme]y s1gn1f1cant one for,

o
i

?'as Er1ckson (1978 li_has conv1nc1ng1y argued ‘f...narrat1ve descr1pt1on of e

'-soc1a1 re]atwons a]ways conta1ns w1th1n 1tse1F a tneony of tne soc1a1 ' _5

’ I' the tneony enta11ed ina. deser1pt1on of a connected se—,“ R
quence of events across time is in essence a theory of its . o

sotial, organlzat1on...Wh11e descr1pt1ons may or may not

-also entail theories. of psychic processes within 1nd1v1d—
_ua1s——tneer1es of mot1vat10n, temperament 1earn1ng or

-3act1ons of more than one jndividual; I ma1nta1n aluays

‘fjﬁ enta11 theory ébéuf Eﬁe 6r§aniiafi6n 6? §66ia1 re1at1ons.f

-

T pre spec1f1ed conceptua] mede] of the educat1ona1 progran or. otner body of

'-hunan act1v1ty under study. Why? In order to produce a descr1pt1on of a .‘ o

K

| program (wh1ch is at 1east 1n part what natura11st1c/qua11tat1ve eva1uat1on



-1 - A

S ST | e e
vjnqu1ry purports to do) ;. the'natdFa1iStfc'evaiﬁatok mus% %aie'déC§s%ons

about when _nd wnat to observe about what to ask of wnom and how to ask’
B . 0— . @ <¢”

‘5~?t’ He or shé;Fu 1so make cho1ces about wh1eh of a1] the pnenomena o

eo= occurlng from noment to noment 1n the scenes chosen for observatlon to

- to attend.to and'record.- And as‘1nqu1ny

_3__proceeds tne eva]uator mist. se]ect which b 1’F term1no1ogy, etc. he/she

' :can saf91y treac‘as unprob]emat1c; 1ts purposes and/or mean1ng understood* i N

b

- and wn1ch he[she shou]d treat as prob1emat1e, 1ts purposes and/or mean1ng A

¢

requ1r1ng exp1anat1on and d1samb1ghat1on by actors 1n the scene. In thev_ .

naturallstic node of 1nqu1ry, these dec1s1ons come to be 1nformed as

~

1nqu1ry proceeds by the accumu]at1ng data gathered from the s1te and by
}‘the quest1ons and and ana1yt1c categor1es they progress1ve1y suggest. But e

they are also’ reeurrent]y made on the basis of and thus the accumu]at1ng

data a1ways ref]ect the evaJJ"f”‘f*‘”'r"”?

;'”aon\what is 1mportant.a:ItA
1s 1n th1s sense that a11 1nqu1ry and a11 1nqu1ry-based descr1pt1on -i'

S proceeds from some po1nt of v1ew..sone theony of the pnenomenon under

.studj1ng its H1t1nate1y,v .

‘tne theony of soc1a1 organ1zat1on enta11ed in: descript1on |

is embeddad in the:key terms Znd relations contained in the

ldescr1pt1on, in the- very nouns. and adJect1ves ‘one chooses

as labels for the.cast of characters: {statuses}, and in the-

. -.verbs and adverbs one chooses as labels for the k1nds of ¥ .
- “actions those characters perform together. {roles). Such. ~*- =~ = °

" theory is—also embedded in the descriptive syntax - S
’ accoanjigé?‘ :

or tne sequence re1at1onsh1ps among act1ons, in




“lfone 1mp11c1t1y or. x]

'ﬁ“jnd structures one s

'q;rthat

= 13-

- v o X *— % .
A R

"the po1nts of fanCc1ona1 climax or crisis 1dent1f1éd in .

- thiose sequences, -and in the terms "indicating standards for

"% judgment of the sbc1a1 appropr1ateness of those act1ons R

(Er1ckson, 1928 5) | N ) _ }'1‘ o '

- Thus, the. theory of soc1a1 organ1zat1on and/or s7c1a1 re]at1ons that
4'0.,,'
t]v se]ects affects how one. carget s one s nnﬂu1ry

rﬂ

the prob]em is n” the e11m1nat1on of i'b1a\s .1n descr1pt1on
©o - gosrather. the problem is the se1ect1on of "bias" --or =
. theoretical frame-- appropriaté to the research prob]em at
o hand (Er1ckson, 19?8 4) : 4 :

The genera] re s arch prob]em at hand in a natura11st1c or qua11tat1ve

eva]uat1on 1s typ1ca11y (1) to 1dent1ﬁy certa1n aspects of 1oca11y

4

S1tuated soc1a1 organ1zat1on —-act1qps aﬂd\1nteract1ons wh1ch are from the ﬁ .

actors po1nts of v1ew, rout1ne1y re1ated 1n some way to tne soc1a1 program

,sor othen 1nnovat10n to be eva]uated and (2) to understand descr1be, and '

exp1a1n these act1ons 1n terms of the actors soc1a1 rea11t1es.‘ A, theory

appropr1ate to th1s prob1en must be a theory of how, in genera1* memberSvof

LA

‘-:socia1 groups organ1ze tne1r act1v1t1es in ]1ght of the1r percept1ons and

P

'-b1nterpretat1ons of the people, behav1ors and th1ngs in the1r wor1d Thus,

3

1ook fori and (consequent]y) how to structure 1ook1ng in order to 1dent1ﬁy

- and ga1n dataron thosg 1oca11y s1tuated systems oF méan1ng, be11ef vaTue,

v~and;act1on that are funct1ona11y-re1evant to and const1tut1ve of the f:

ﬁart%cuiar program or 1nnovat1on under study.~ Suehfa theory, hen wou]d

| be a h ory of soc1a1 organ1zat1on at an 1ntermed1ate 1eve1 of

. ;abstract1on one Wn1ch 11es somewhere between and Tinks (a) the genera]

o

st wou]d prov1de a set of pr1nc1pTes for determ1n1ng where to 1ook what to»'fn



N | o ~14 =
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‘phenomeno1og1ca1 propos1t1on that peop]e do 1ndeed act in terns . of t
a »

mean1ng that pnenonena have for them and (b) a spec1f1c account of how

'persons in a part1cu1ar sett1ng do so. . ;' , , ’

-« . o . . B

It hou]d now be c1ear vihy the absence of such ﬁé”*y is-
s1gn1f1cant in an eva]uat1on that is gn%gnded 8 be natura11st1c or ,
;qua11tat1ve. The natura11st1c/qua11tat1ve 1nqu1rer 1s enJo1ned by
eva1uat1on methodo]og1sts to understand and exp11cate aspects of soc1a1

Tife 1n 11gnt of the ways that part1c1pants\1n the sett1ng understand and

. experience them hutclnsgolng,1nto the f1e1d he or she has nofﬁd"'”m 0

cenStructs for def1n1ng and 1ocatlngcpart151pants rea11t1es or meanings: -

fonmdeternnn1ng what they are, where theycaresmanlfested or d1sp1ayed or
: N ]
F*;how they functlonslnsre1at1on to the da11y act1v1t1es,' 1ich i

art1c1pants

: - /‘
are engaged. In such a situation; the 1dent1f1cat1on of part1C1pants

soc1a1 rea11t1es “and notions of meéh%ﬁg Beéénes; at‘BeSt— or6b1emat1c.v The -

‘;eva1uator cannot avo1d mak1ng 1mp11c1t and exp11c1t cho1ces about what to
/

attend to and treat %s data 1n the course of F1e1dwork He/she cannot

-

vavoid dec1s1ons regard1ng wﬁat questions to ask now and next when on s1te.
And u1t1mate1y, in framing an account of ‘the .program under study, he/she

vcannot avo1d se]ect1ng among a1ternat1ve waYS of descr1b1ng peop]e be1f’f

v

'tr_tanother._ In the absence of a genera] theony of soe1a1 re]at1ons to he1p
gu1de these. dec1sxons, the eva]uator can on]y fa11 back on h1s/her own :
‘f1ntu1t1ve not1ons, on»some body of research f1nd1ngs, on theory from some

_*:academ1c d1sc1p11ne (po11t1ca1 sc1ence, econom1cs, psyche]ogy, gtc.) or R

@

IS ' - © o T, S B ‘. R . o . . . . . -
SN T . : ' -117' B




tnéSél

some conb1nat1on of

account becomes structurf" by

_ 1982:75¢F.): Th1s 1oss of va11d1ty is espec1a1]y troub11ng nn¥1nformac1on :4gfs

ﬂ
v,

that'is 1ntended as a bas1s for act1on, as 1s usual]y the case 1n an "i-ln;_'“ '

evaﬂuatién. If-the accouqi of the program or other endeavor under study B

0

- dbés not a&&unaté1y portray the wor]d as part1c1pants kn wi?t —the- systems

¥

of meanlng, be11e va]ue and act1on 1n wh1cn‘and w1th wh 'n they nout1ne1y.__f

b ) SN
. ' RPN

1ead to erroneous'act1on act1on wh1ch makes no sense=nn the wor]&

13

1ntents, etc..- :'5 ' R IR ,,i ,_1 ‘ : L

I - T N Tl
Lot e . 2w - E i oL s N CE
+ -t - PR ° ’

Th1s is: not to suggest tnatueva1uat1on accounts must be wr1tten o"

terms of .the social realities. and ndtions of meaning of thg group unde

study. - Frgm ah ethnographic perspective, however,- the. description. and

analysis’ of a- prcgran should at 1east gascrlbe and explicate tne program S

from“the Eerso°c;1ve of part1c1pants rea11t]§s.77Then, the evaluator: can -.
~go‘on 'to present an ana]ys1s from. another point of view, i.e.; from.the

perspect1ve of scme social SCTénCe tneony that seems hu°r1st1ca11y strong

in 1ﬂght of tho'data._- SR B o _’:;;73
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None oF‘ttese problems are e11m1nated bj an effort to enter the study

;s tt1ng W1th0ﬂb preCOﬁcept1on or b1as; Wor can:an evaluator or. researcher

.r.'.'r.i

<

,f,ascerca1n part1c1pants soc1a1 rea11t1es or not1ons of mean1ng smmp]y by T
S e e . Py

:ask1ng r1gorous1y Opened—ended quest1ons and observ1ng 1n forha]]y

ﬁ

3:f7set of analyt1c operatlons operat1ons whlcn are pred1cated upon some* fﬁ; K

_ftheory of how organ1zed SGC1a1 11fe unfo]ds.

e

In summary, natura11st1c/qua11tat1ve evaluat1on as 1t has been
f . descr1b°d to date 1acks a theoret1ca1 perspect1ve on how groups of persons

1:forder tne1r soc1a1 11ves 1n terms of the1r soc1a1 rea11t1es and n0t1ons of'

- gmean1ng and 50 assemb1e the everyday act1v1t1es ikich are recogn1zabi

-

'_"the program and “program effects" that are the subJect of inquiry:

. Because 1t is routlneTy d1rected by sueh a tneory, I ma1nta1n,

'a.

.c

"-présent1ng a: tneory of soc1a1 organ1zat10n bhsed in anthropo]ogy and’
re1ated d1sc1511nes and'J11ustrat1ng %ome of its implications for |

1eva1uat10n 1nqu1ry.' s R



A C0n5L1t1t1VE Ethnograpn1e Theery Of Soc1a1 0rgan12at10n
Antnropo1ogy 1% ot a f1e1d W1th a s1ng1e perspcct1ve on ;he order1ng_' R

of hunaﬁ affa1rs.

flfoundat%gn of anthropo]oQY) wou1d suggest dszerent d1rect1ons for
. évaiuétéah 1nqu1ry, but th1s one seems to be the most adequate one ofr

desc?ibihg and exp11cat1ng the dynam1es of soc1a1 programs.

or1entat1on usua11y called "cogn1t1ve anthropo]og_y,i as we11ras 1netﬁé

e

e1ated f1e1ds of soc1o11ngu1st1cs (or the etnnography of dommuh?éaf?ﬁﬁ;

'e.g.— Bauman ‘and Scherzer, 1974; Gumperz and Hymes, 1972; Hymes, 1974} and

éfﬁﬁomethodology (Garfinkel, 1957, Mehan and Wovd, 1975): As I have

it is a Eheory of how group members generate and susta1n

indicated above;

organ1zed social re]at1ons and of the ro]e members percept1ons and

1nterpretat1ons of pnenemena {their "rea11t1es“) p]ay in that process.

’

such it 1nc1udes a number of 1nterre1ated prem1ses wn1ch e1aborate the

. gxplain these prem1ses f1rst end1ng With a descr1pt1on of soc1a1
organ1zat1ona1 process. Then 1 go on to ccns1der the 1np11cat1ons ef tn1s i

tidory for evaluation inguiry.




Basic Theoret1ca1/?rem1ses ‘T’Ll°’;f}“”;?V.“i‘f”ﬂ'"‘f_""ﬁ:"lﬂ e -
I S R R N e o I . , “ ‘ (
A f1rst fundamenta1 suppos1t1on of th1s tneory 1s thdt organ1zed . -

;J¥1p1es, held Horeor

soc1a1 T1fe 1s Derm1tted by some set of operati

A‘u'

~7:ess 1n\common, for detergﬁn1ng what behav1ors and th1ngs mean.‘ From the '

P rspectlve oF'some “cogn1t1ve anthropo]og1sts, these more—or—1ess shared

CUMPPTSE @ group s cu1ture,;;n?Géddéﬁé&ghish@iéédaééiy,f;f;7

As 1 see 1t a soc1ety s culture consists of whatever-

one has to know or believe in order to. operate ina .

manner acceptable to.its members and to do so in"any - oy
role that they accept for any one. of themse1ves. o

E1sewhere,.cu1ture has been s1m11ar1y def1ned by Goodenough (1971 41) as- a L

From mucn the same perspect1ve, §prad1ey {1972:29) has wr1tten of culture

as founded in a set of cegn1t1ve ruﬂes: "...1nstruct1ons for construct1ng, B

'

comb1n1ng, 1nterpret1ng, and otherwise dea11ng with. symbe]s.“ From these

[

ru]es;“ Sprad1ey suggests, are bu11t cogn1t1ve maps (taxonom1es or other

etc.; e.g.; Co1e, at a1.,1971 51 91; Frake 1964 Hage, 1972 Ty1er, 1969)

“and. a1so p1ans (cogn1t1ve program’" for sequenc1ng a series of operat1ons

- over t1me “c.f:, Mi]ler; Ga]anter; and Pr1bramf 1960)

Sec1o11ngu1sts sée this same kind of soc1ocu1tura1 knowledge as the
bas1s of a speecn cemmun1ty" (Gumperz 1972 Hymes 1974 4FF. )'——a group

°

that h01ds in comnon not 0n1y a 1anguage, but. a1so a body of ru1es for

detern1n1ng the sac1a1 apprbpr1aten sS and soc1a1 meaning of various forms

a




S1m1Tar1y, ethnomeﬁnodo]og1sts e

[ I

_ - o
5 s.-ma1nta1n tnat embers of a soc1a1 unit make sernise. of{géners behav1or by ol
-"'emploj1ng shared (or presumed to—be shared E1coure1 1974a: 34) "background.

Aunderstand1ngs“ (Carf1nke1 1967) and-. “1nterpret1ve procedures" (C1coure1*' vuigk

fgu1974 51ff. and: pas$1m, Menan and Nood 1975 98 115)

;.wor1d and act1ng sens1b1y in. 1t.

Th1s 1n1t1a1 prem1se beg1ns to f]eshoout the not1ons of "‘Faiifj” and_fvffi

etnnographcrs are not tnose which abide 1d1osyncra¢1ca11y 1n part1cu1ar
1nd1v1dua1s but tnose of soc1eta1 groups. Furthermore, these rea11t1es

. are not random or 1so1ated b1ts of percept1on and 1nterpretat1on ratner :

o they are system1c in nature. c h’rent bod1es of perc t1on and be11ef sets

nﬁﬂof standards for 1nterpret1ng And act1ng, ‘which recurrent]y and routyne]y

‘ guide group members ' act1V1t1es; ‘ ; N .
. : , : i P

A

- fa fe?srenCé'thé systematit badiég:af sociocultural know1ed§é that

~ T

Y -

interpretations, and actions; many anthropo]og1ca1 ethnographers use the
term emic; which they constrast with the term etic: :In this dichotomy etic -
constricts or accounts Yonsider pheromena from the point of view of

3 standardized measurement (“or if not in terms of measuremént at Teast-in” |

. . ‘ o - -
= o . y- R N .
2 -

®|

Q Lo B N | = _— o z?é?h /




[;7‘vﬁ henomena11y eent1nueus variablg of b

JIn evenyday 1nberact1on, for examp]e peopl :
h‘ v

.~1 'Irl Stature, ) Un'lts ‘Of Stature thén *

fﬁ  -Fatfg, [i.e., emic categor1es]"ﬂef1ned in terms of”pébpae,:

R d1ser1n1nati6hs of . thresholds: and’ the act1ons tney take
MR " toward each other’ on-the bdsis: in ,
A The "continuous: var1ab1e he1ght~cou1d be measuredsforma11y‘”

g “ by an arbitrarily defined unit such as therinch or; = ' .
et U millimeter, capablelof reliable u;@fﬁy observors in mag1ng;;,
' 1ow~1nference gudgments, These unite of dedcription 'opld

fable ways within.a system of. . _7‘Q?f
tec“"1ca] Categ@?fiatfe.‘indépendenf from funct1ona1 foon

categor1es or’d1scont1nuous
,_th1nk1ng of §tatura...= v % 5
Madern anthropology,,soc1o1ogy; and 11ngu1st1c$,have §hown

.0 aigreat ddal of variation amovig-h haman groups in’.the emic: " #Ié o
oo v discrimination’ 4nd emic saliencé of”physical and soc1a1 S Lit
& € phenomenas ReSearchers in these disciplines: can stdfe J; B
'3’_‘systemat1ca}'y what is emic-in everyday’ kﬁénts afidhews . . ~ o

. peoplg take ‘action with regard ‘to the,emi From*ﬁy poing -

- of viewy this is. what is qua11ﬁat1ve-about'researchA-h T e
1statements of. 'bhe qgg]lf,_‘g gﬁitbmgseand relations; SR
descr1ptwuns of | events in funct1ona1 terms* U s

K . .
_ :

[T \ 'l

\anuhropo1og1ca1 ethnographa §' ’terest 1n hévaersons‘1n

vy

Put anether way,

,|Lq'

}?35; a group systﬂmht1#a11y owdér;the1r soc1a1 1 Vé d1#ects theLr att@nt1onFt05'
. . B @ A ¥ - .

\

q

L M . 7!.' '{" §- X
the emrc categor1°§ (and ways ‘of 81st1ng g amgng categor1es{

l

Eature) that group members rouanely emp]Oy'hnd _0 the actﬁ0n§'whmeh B
)members routiﬁé]v tage on the bas1%§pf these categor1es.. Ihus, thef T
N ‘r\; . __ .
: T s . L T } SR
“i" ,»;'?" o R R ' ' )
. 1* R K E 1fi e
N ‘6 ‘1 ;A' . ',:Hr».
s : . A2 : I RERR L
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":ont Xt to ano ﬁer.

(Cons1der the thresnolds

; 4ichoos1ng astronauts and those ;ﬂ'.f

Vlse'ect1ng co11ege p1ayers 1n the profess1ona1 basketba]] draft )

;}§1m11a ]y ‘ways of appropr1ate1yimax1ng

ense of a particular. form of .
. (A students rai sed-vhé-ﬁd? may

at one momeht,r“i ﬁéﬁﬂﬁfééf to aa.a;

Y

_ij fst111 a@athar-$_a ﬂ'°é very samekway of behav1ng may be appropr1ate

4jété-ih ahother;austva second,on'bwb 1ater,

-, . . -
i .a . v

s dOES’ﬂOL mnan that ethnograohers are un1n;erg§geg71n thé 11tera1 ‘
218 ial meaﬁﬁngs of words, gestures, etc. for persons in the group: they

are S ng. (HymeSy 1982:25, for example, gives two excellent * .

11§us¢rat?onsa©f the 1mpertance ef knowing local-lexicons.) Rather, the

. wpb nt nere is that ethnograpners’ inquiry usua]]y focuses on those aspecté

of:m ining that go beyond the literal. It is what th1ngs mean in . s

‘:'fu,ctﬁonal garms for soc1eta1 members<that c1a1ms pr1nany attent1en 1n .




.0y he1p1ng a fr1end sBTve a math prob]em Just before the. test he1p1ng

v.“h1m or her aFter the test has begun.;m_:5,g,},;, o .f,, ﬂ
) The de 1n1t1on of sOClaJ,context,(or soc1a1 s1tuat1on) 1ntended here .

- : x .

) is a very.spec1f1c one.' AS construed by ethnograpners, espec1a11y con— s

| st1tut1ve ethnographers context refers to an 1nterpretat1on of who we are
”d wnat We are do1ng now wh1ch c1rcumscr1bes or frames the set of o
la1térnat1ves from wh1ch part1c1pants 1n a soc1a1 scene make the1r next ,
*grcho1ces about’ what to “do soC1a11y now" and "next“ (Bateson~ 1972"

" Cicourel, 1974b) Thus 5 contexts or s1tuat1ons may be nested one w1th1n

another at various 1eve1s of 1nterpret1ve genera11ty.. For examp]e a parb;~
_.,1n interaction may 1nterpret tne s1tuat1on now as a moment of : ?'-; ; i
m1sunderstand1ng 1n a casua1 soc1a1 conversat1on w1th axco11eague gurlng_a o
break between c1asses whlle,at scnoo1 when,we f1rst began to try out the |
Jnew curr1cu1um --1f he or she were to art1cu1ate an 1nterpretat1on in so ;
many words. Each 1eve1 of contextua] 1nterpretat1on can enta11 reference .

B to sorie d1st1n€% (but re1ated) sets of soc1ocu1tura1 standards for

*appropr1ate1y 1nterpret1ng others behav1or and Se]ect1ng one s own

:‘act1ons., : ‘_; _ C IR i - é,ﬂ

-Qezf when one. 3o1ns the-v1ew~of sOCJal context stated here’ w1th the

de f 71t1on of cu]ture g1ven above, 1t fo]]oas that "c&]ture ceases to refer',”f
: i ,

to a gener1c phenomenon of study and refers 1nstead on1y to some 1eve1 of
“that phenomenon" (Goodenough 197o 4) " That 1s, tne cu]ture of any soc1ety
; as,a'mho1e--its "maerocu1ture"44is a broad 1eve].of\nf;anjzatwon S -';f?;;
integrating numerous situation-bound cltoress 1

(A
- .
e e g,

‘ VA S | . -v .. o :“,,'.
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e n23

Every human be1ng, then 11vest1n what is for h1m a mu1t1-
- cultural wor]d, in wh1ch ‘he is.awaré of d1fferent sets of -

others to whom d1fferent cu]tura] attributions must be: made

t.*ahd7d1fferent contexts.in which the different cuTtures of
which he is aware are operat1ve. ‘His competence:in any one .

of these.is indicated by his ability tg/interact ~’”’4";}'*#*"

> 7= T .

"ffeffect1ve1y 1n its terms w1th others who-are acknow]edged

ffc1t ) S

some standards for perce1V1ng, be1ieV1ng, act1ng, and eva1uat1ng are shared

\/

st111 others, only by nembers of

m1ght f1nd that persons 1n

W1de1y separated s1tes snare"some features of-cuTture;»-(Gne-ean.make‘a iiff?f“
1 = . . .’;;‘.. .

Al case, for examp]e, tnat’ here s a teacher cu]ture" and a1so a cu]ture o?
- s |

-,

schoo]s, e.g., Sarason 1971) Thusf 1f study1ng the rea11t1**“’of actors
in a sett1ng does not mean stud]1ng 1nd1v1dua1s 1d1osyncrat1e v1ewpoants, ;;f;
ne1ther does 1t Wean taﬁing for granted that a]] part1c1pants 1n a settnng

know and eXper1ence rea11ty'?‘ ?d' t Cal ways.: It encourages the

-— - 'l

ethnograoher to 1ook for sa11ent em1c contexts -—those that part1c1pants 1n

: the sett1ng under sfudy rout1ne1y recogn12e and act on—- and to exam1ne the

- v
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' systems of standards for see1ng the wor]d and ta&1ng act1on 1n 1t that

part1c1pants con51stent1y, systemat1ca11y draw upon 1nithose contexts. L

Imp1161t in the theoret1ca1 tenets presented thus far 1s another that.

' _deserves exp11c1t ment1on

' ~re]at1onsh4pf

}group members
0” a

'vs1mu1taneous1y act1on embod1es and man1fests cu]ture.. That 15 as persons -

e

_-1nteract W1th one another, they draw upon and use the1r soc1ocu1tura1 W

¥

‘v;'th1ngs, tne1r systems of be11efs, 1deas and va1ues theﬁ? standards for Ehg

S - : r«‘L;‘
1nterpret1ng others behav1or appropr1ate1y and choos1ng appropr1ate

’ ;actions 1n context. And as they draw upon and use th1s soc1ocu1tura1

r

pattern1ngs that they rout1ne1y construct, group members d1sp1ay the1r

soc1ocu1tura1 know]edge, prOJect1ng 1t (and the soc1a1 mean1ngs and v1ews

73¢of rea11ty that 1t enta1ls) onto and 1nto the wor]d* mak1ng 1t ava11ab1e to}f

others, and so generat1ng and usta1n1ng 1t. T

R

It’follbws that cu1ture is not pure]y subJect1ve, not so]e];zé!

- cogn1t1ve or nenta] state ex1st1ng on1y in, peop]e s heads._ Nor is cu1ture B

A

.exc]us1veiy ob3ect1ve 1n nature; 1t i npt on1y patterns of behav1or -

ex1st1ng out there ‘1n the wor]d. Rather, from the perspectlve oF the‘

const1tut1ve tneory of soc1a1 organ1zat1on presented here cu]ture (or

L e ey

LR . . . RS A : . -
. FE = s . 1. .o



) sociaidreaifti§1fésintersu55ective.s a soc1a1 phenomenbn”not on1y 1n the

7ut in the H”S'_ hatﬁ1t 1s

by soc1ety, .e;; produced and ma1nta1ned con301nt1y by group members.

"Put in Menan 'S (1982 64} terms, the const1tut1ve ethnographer treats B

*cu]ture as: 1ntersub3ect1ve prax1s (human produet1ve and 1nterpret1ve 5

‘-5pract1ces) 1nstead of e1ther a- subaect1ve state or an obJect1ve th1ng.—»3m~rffﬁﬁﬂ~~

e

- Thus, it is a ppropr1ate to v1ew ’J fﬁfa‘ﬁ:v

N ff-...the obaeCt1ve facts and subJect1ve states assoetated

. with education, 1ike those associated 'with other cu1tura1

,W'.dona1n52]%re 1nteract1ona1 accomp11shments. "C1assroom
~~organization,:
ness," and other so—ca11edﬁf§§3ect1ve
are. 1ptersub3ect1ve Pnenomenon constructed 1n 1nter-
action. Similarly, . ities;
-intelligence," “teachers' styles," and other seem]ngTy

: 'subgeet1ve states of individuals are intersubjective-
: pnenomena d1sp1ayed in 1nteraction (Mehan -1982: 64)

A Theory of Social 0rgan1zat1ona1 Process o

Inherent in the prem1ses exp1a1ned above is:a?theoret?éa1 model of
;V.SOC1a1 organ1zat1ona1 process. The mode1 descr1bes how such

v

u1ntersub3ect1ve Features of soc1a] organ12at1on as. educat1ona1 programs are

constructed or accomp11shed" in 1nteraet1on as part1c1pants draw upon and 3

u'use the1r soc1ocu1tura1 know]edge (or h Tr SOC1a11y generated and

o be]ow then go on to exp1a1n some of 1ts ma1n 1mp11eat1ons for the des1gn

e R B - : . '

and conduct of eva]uat1on 1nqu1ry. B

4

' Part1c1pants 1n face to face 1nteract1on perpetua]]y scan the scene, :-"

»tak1ng ina p1ethora of perceptua1'"data“ (Sprad]ey, 1972) They rout1ne1y

._ 4
e




. s1tuat1on at hand._ Lexuca], syntact1ca1 and para11ngu1st1c behav1ers can j;

| "message“ he or she is seen as send1ng at that moment. (See Dorr-Bremme

For examp]e, 1n speech We never say a11 that we wou]d be nec ssary and

-26_ i

1971 coffman, 1979) and they attend to one anotner 'S act1ons.- As

eﬂermett:¥¥9763—has*put 1%%—{mw%ens—4n—4nteract3on—become:enleoaments:forﬂ[;_____

eacn-other. The benavxor of a11 part1c1pants in the scene enacted through

part1c1pant about tne evo]v1ng def1n1t1on and d1rect1on of the soc1a1

>

carry nean1ng. So too, can gaze d1rect1on bogg or1entat1on and posture,;. ”’f

1nterpersona1 d1stance, gestures, and 'S0 on. At any g1ven mement a.

person s behav1or 1n a11 these channe]s can contr1bdte to the tota1

e
LY

-

1982 for a comprenens1ve rev1ew of research snpport1ng these po1nts )
Braw1ng upon upon soc1ocu1tura11y based systems of standards or.

1nteract1on encode, organ1ze and 1nterpret the perceptua1' data they are L

ol

’ constant]y rece1v1ng tney make sense of “who vie are,and what we ‘are do1ng_u'"

J Tl
now" (C1coure1 1974 Goffman 1961 Mehan and WOod 1975: 162 1660} But S

‘s

P

part1cu1ar behav1ors, obJects, etc. mean 1n context is net unprob]emat1c R
£ L S
for part1c1pants. From an. ethnomethodo]og1ca1 perspect1ve._,; ' L

v’

all symbo11c forms. [ru]es, voca1 utterances, gestures,

_actions, things in the settingl carry a fringe of ’_,. R - e
«" incompleteness that must be filled in, and filled in : '

;.different1y every t1me (Méhan- and Wood, 1975 90)

o

- suff1c1ent in order to be. understood by a person who knew nothing abeut our

°~u;socJa1?wor1d; He assume know]edge on the. part of others we exoect tnem to'

- a

LY

B ol



| know]edge, the1r understand1ngs::Jndergtand1ngs that 1nc1ude more or—]ess"'“;

vrough cogn1t1ve maps and p1ans of how the soc1a1 wor]d 1s organ1zed

a

"facts" and assumpt1ons about what th1ngs are, how they are re1ated et o3 o '

as well as ru1es for behav1ng and mak1ng sense 1nteract1ona11y. But o -

béCj”s each person has had’ exper1ences of afd,in h wor]d wh1cn are
A 2
s1 ght]y d1fferent because soc1ocu1tura1 know]edge 1s d1fferent1a11y

distributed among members of a soc1ety (Gear1ng and Sangree 1978* Wa]]ace,
'“;'1976)7 and because the soc1a1 context at the moment can .be. d1fferent1a11y
"read" . (e. g., Er1ckson 1975) persons may each do- the f1111ng 1n |
'h'd1fferent1y than another wou]d and d1fferent1y than the speaker assume

“others wills (See Garf1nke1 1967 38ff for add1t1ona] exp]anat1on and
_‘4,111ustrat1on of th1s point- ) |
| Thus, soc1ocu1tura1 standards (or undenstand1ngs or ru]es) do not
"p?"te11“ part1é1pants in- soc1a1 1nteract1on how(to make s of others

;benav1or or what the s1tuat1on is nOW' they do not g1ve persons
'_1nterpretat1ons of soc1a1 phenomena., Soc1a1 11fe is too f1u1d and var1ed

- to warrant such a construct1on. Rather, soe1oeu1tura1 ru1es, maps, and
p1ans shou]d be construed as a body of resources upon wh1ch part1c1pants
creat1ve1y draw in nak1ng ‘sense of what othiers are mean1ng by what they -
S1mu1taneous]y, of course, as part1c1pants“engage in th1s work of . ;‘\

. 1nterpret1ng-—attend1ng to and mak1ng sense of the scene- nd others

i



Y}

-

. energing benavwr—-they themselves are alss’ acting. As they interpret “who

"pérpétuai1y¥teﬁﬁiﬁ%ﬁg howtoacf‘approﬁrrately‘gqﬁenjhmri .

[

1nterpretat1ons and g1ven thelr soc1a1 1ntents at the moment, 1 e wnat h

‘they hope to achieve by what they do. And they act perpetua11y ‘on the

bas1s of these determinations. dJust as sOC1ocu1tura1 standards do not teii'

persons the corract 1nterpretat1on of others" behav1or, they do not mandate A

wnat spec1f1ca11y, is appropr1ate for a person to do at a part1cu1ar

,,,,,,,,,,,, . - v e

As Cazdhn (19245 suggests, 1ntéract1on 1s ordered a1ong two bas1c

’

éﬁmens1ons. It is ordered sequent1a11y across t1me in re]at1onsh1p te

actors soc1a1 1ntents and’ the ongo1ng stream"of act1v1ty.1n_wn1cn actorﬁgs
are engaged. Th1s Cazden refers to as the syntagmat1c diménsion'of

% P
_1nteract1on. (Thus, one can speak of syntagmat1c ru]es or ru]es of

. “hor1zonta1 co occurrence," Erv1n-Tr1pp, 1972 ) Along th1s d1mens1on, at
: part1cu1ar syntagmat1c moﬁénts, part1c1pants have opt1ons for the ways. that
they can approprxate1y express: the1r 1ntent1ons. Those opt1ons const1tute

the parad1gmat1c d1mens1on of soc1a1 1nteract1on. (Thus; one can.a1so

'-'speak of parad1gmat1c ru]es or ru1es of vert1ca] co—occurrence and

alternation; ErV1n-Tr1pp, 1972 ) In the flow of SOC1a1 11fe, then, persons o

.constant1y choose among appropr1ate a1ternat1ve ways of rea1121ng the1r

-




o U o 4 PR ~. . -
o 3 L .-:tl;' : . 7 .
,of tne creat1ve act1v ty in which patt{tipantg'iﬁ”sociéipekcﬁéhggsufnbt7;;':3--' ,
' rout1ne1y engage._, R ~:4gf;i - x;.;
To summar1ze tne tneory of soCia4 1nteract1on presented here. hep. ek

way. Draw1ng upon soc1ocu1tura1 ru1es maps and plans, ,"

interpret the evant as
éét?ons: ~And they éot perpetua]]y on: the bas1s of the1r 1nterpretat1ons,

se1ect1ng among the opt:ons for behav1ng that the1r 1nterpretat1ons of the

/

A -

:tne moment, g1ven the1r soc1a1 1ntents. In short* they'are contr1but1ng to” '*'"3~

s oal

'the event that they are 1nterpret1ng and do1ng g on the bas1s of- the1r

1nterpretat1ons of 1t. They are mutua11y 1nform1ng one another, through

¥

the1r on-go1ng behav1or, of the def1n1t1on and purposes of the'eVent they

] ’/

are ereating. Al part1c1pants in a scene are s1mu1taneous1y engaged in _L{ﬁ

this.*éyﬁernet1c Qnteract1ona1 work.fggnd co]]ect1ve1y, through th1s work

they. are accomp11sh1ng @ _oc1a1 event.g.f . L g, B piir ff;ff '

4 4 [

SR - PRI

Some Imp]wcatluns For The Bes1gn ﬁnd Eonduct of Eva]uation Inquiﬁi

Hy c1a1m in int roduc1ng the theory Justppresented was that it i:‘7g€}

» 1y

prOV1ded a 11nk betwee(;the’”henomeno]og1oca1 perspect1ve and the f1e1d

o 1.

suggested that such a theory would he]p to assure the déser1pt1ve va11d1ty

s'

of evaluation f1e1d, ud1es., that 1t wou]d proV1de a set of pr1nc1p1es For _'“




1.

1n order to 1dent11y and ga1n dataﬂaﬁ those 1oca11y s1tuated systems of

) mean1ng, belief; va]ue and act1on that are const1tut1ve of and/or :“d’“';:: A

funct1ona11y4re1evant to’ the_ﬁart1cu1arifrogram or 1nnovat1on to be

;; eva1uated.‘ Now 1t¥fs appropr1ate to expﬂa1n some of these metnodo]og1ca1
‘pr1nc1p1es. As I do S0 be1o' i a sume that the general goa1 of f1e1d ";’ffi;: :
study iﬁ EVa1uat1on 1s a descr1pt1ve-ana1yt1c one; i e., to understand e
descr1be apd exp11cate the program to be eva]uated 1n termsiof? fi;it;t;f
part1plpants soelal rea11t1es.: From the perSpect1ve of thetconstitntive:
ethnograpn1c theory of soc1a1 organlzatlon vth1s goa1 can be“kestatedAas e

fo]lows to destrlbe,how the program in quest1on is- soc1a!1y o¥§aﬁifedj - L

spe61fy1ng tne euTtura] machlnery that generates tnat organ1zat1on (c f.,"

Ethnegraph1c 0bservat1on

i — - e —

Etnnograph@c eva]uat1on®inqa1ry des1gned in. 11ght 0 h const1tu ive L

theory set out above Wou1d a11ocate resourc ch that ethnograph1c _

5. observat1on took pretedence over 1ﬁterv1ewrng.h Th1s is a departd%e from ;Af:'

4

<

. invthe mJnds.of partwoypantsﬁ and (2) ethnograph1c observat1on enta11s a f




e

:'tet_as‘see*

g

“are’ do1ng now.

And as they do they routlne1y seTect tne1r current and

proc' goes on dur1ng 1nterv1ews as 1t does dur1ng oth

?ffoceas1ons.v Interv1ew respondents make sense of the s1tuat10n.}ﬂf7;

- t

: Jaupon the1r s061oCU1tura1 know]edge to arr1ve at 1nterpretat1uons of such

o

: she/he 15) his/her purposes for COifti g here,'why he/ h X ants to 1nterv1ew'

e

. me, what soc1ad“rights and ob11gat1ons the 1nterv1ewer and I have w1th

: regard to one anocher in genera} and 1n th1s s1tuat1on, and so on. As the

iﬁf interV1ew 1tse1f unfo]ds, these and S1mi1ar matters are tne subJeet of

- cont1nua1 1nteract1ona1 negot1at1on between researcher and respondent as.

TN

'they read" one anotner s fact to-faee behav1or IC1couré1 ]974 Er1ckson{f.f ,.f

P

and. Shu]tz, 1982)._ L

Furthermore the respondent 15 1n the pos1t1”*:”f,hav1ng to nake

"se”se of what exact]y, the 1nterV1ewer wants to'know.?‘There are a greatf””i7‘

'Jknowledge f _'f~e~i~ﬂf~-;,,¥

@
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and rost stra1gntforward quest1on. ﬁﬁd (the constitutive theory tells us)

;1anguage a]ong with other synbo116 forms;-is'indéxicai. Tre interv{eﬁer

| ca nnot poss1b1y sdy. a11 thac she/he means in SO many wafagg sheihe must

B

:f,count on the respondent s ab111ty as a culture membe? to f111 in mean1ngs Q-

' se”s b1y around whau he/she says. Thus at any given moment the respondent

must 1qterpret how to carve up (or arrange) and present h1s/her know]edge

_and exper1ence, and he/she must do so based upon. h1siher genera1
¢

1nterpret1ve understand1ngs of who~ the researcher is as a kind of social _

_' as a respondent wnere the 1nt°rv1ew has been and where it appears to be

headed as 'wen as 1n v1ew of the word1ng of the Qart1cu1ar query the
J

® ¢ {

'_.1ntervvewer has just posed. S LTI ; ‘ ]

o B
o 4

. ]
» In short the 1nterv1ew p]aces the respondent in a social context
outside the f1ow of h1s everyday 1ife and presents ‘him or her W1th the task

'of produc1ngsv1n th1s SItuatlon' ta1k about some aspect(s)w f the program I

@

; or other Feature(s) of h1s/her daily affairs. What the intfrviewer

'

rece1ves, then, is not "facts” or even the respondent S peqcept1ons of the
facts.f wnat the 1nterv1ewer rece1ves 1s a conJo1nt1y produced and s;tuated

’ e
_ account of some act1ons th1nk1ng, or emot1onﬂc‘ It is a conjointly

produced account_1n that it is generated by the successive 1nteract1ona1

moves of beth respondent and 1nterv1ewer. And it is a s1tUated or .
' i
: context spec1f1c account in that 1t is produced "herelandlnow"‘wfth1n the ot

at

-

“5f~success1ve frames of the respondents moment to—moment 1nterpretat1ons of . ..

what is go1ng on and what tnat 1mp]1es for n1s/her action choiCés; Wihether

|
¥
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\

"’_-J.mx-:-r-w-»: . / | v | ;
‘the bepiefs and values and feelings, the perceﬁ@ions and interpretations;

/

sy functionall

-

relevant to the

L / . . -
_program is problematic. Whether they are depends .upon whether the o e

ihtéf?iéwéé holds, expariences, and uses them in taking action in ‘one er*: -.'-;{
another of a variety of naturally occiring, éverydéy contéxt§. And all of .
this remains true regardless of how carefully worded and sequerced the
interview questions gﬁé;,hcw<aa¢ﬁ:aéfeetiéé'“rappcrtﬁ is éétabifsheq; and

o truthful® the respondent strives to be. AS anthropologist Charles O.
Frake iigséassei has sueeinctﬁy,putjité | |
| The problem with EFégﬁ@ﬁﬁéﬁtsij<VéFBaiiZéd fhfé?ﬁréié:‘
' tions is not a-difficulty in eliciting them but in lo-

cating what cues are being responded to [by the're- .

spondent] in formulating a particular interpretatidﬁ:;

" This does not mean that an ethnegraphﬁc»éva1uatdrkoperatiﬁg from a
Céﬁéfftuthéffhéctiiﬁf social 6F§éﬁiié§i6h Would reject interviewing or -
would relegate interview accounts to the status of fere €alk:" (I will
'discuss the role that fﬁEéFGEéW?hg éah:éﬁﬁiéﬁ%iéﬁéiy play a bit furéher
one) Rather, as Frake poiits out ¢ mean that: . 1

| Pérﬁépé instead of trying to dévﬁéé'pﬁbvécative,qf>stioﬁé ’

and other instruments to persuade people to talk abdut - . ,
‘things they do not ordinarily talk about in that way; we | R

shauld take as a serious topic of ifvestigation what people

in fact talk about; or, better, what they are in fact doing .
when they talk: When we look at talk; we_find that people .

do not so much ask and answer inquires; they propose,

o defend, and negotiate interpretations of what is_happening.
. ‘Because.what is happening is what we are interested in -
© . explicating, these interpretations provide the key to
¢ 7 underderstanding. Viewing informants not just as question-
TN .. -‘answers, but also as interpreters of their Tives, provides . =
not only a sounder perspective for handling problems of
informant variability and reticence; but also. a more

" realistic rotion of thie relation of cognitive systems. to
behavior (1980a:50)." AR

!

-

®
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:people s 1deas ‘and be11efs va]ues and 1nterpretat1ons. He/she woqu do S0’

. because the 1deas, be11efs va]ues, and 1nterpretat1ons tnat peop]e are f

j e

us1ng to generate what is go1ng on, as We11 as the1r moment—te-moment sense ‘
T .

of what is gO1ng on, are d1sp1ayed in the1r everyday ta1k and act1ons.

This ? 110%3 frem the pren1se ‘that cu]ture is 1ntersubgect1ve in nature.
As Er1¢§§on (1978 6) has exp1a1ned _ -L' J'; : '-‘ -:;;Qh‘;r:q,

The assumpt1dn js that geop]e engaged in face-to—face

jnteraction are: constantly. engaged in -telling each other g;i B2

verba11y and- nonverbally what is going on; what the "rules! - =

are, and what the context is -- and that carefu1 ana1y51s 2:',;;°'

© of their "te111ng" can e1uc1date their underlying purposes”

and ‘rules of procedure. Statements of such regularities;-

- then, would not be just an arbitrary-construction of. the

‘fresearcher but -would-actually-make:contact with ‘the po1nts

of view of those involved: in the,act1on. :

- 'Observ1ng w1th th1s assumpt1on in m1nd is what I 1ntended y the term

ebservat1on that I used 1n 1ntroduc1ng th1s sect1on.

L

'soc1oc_1tura1 systems of standards for perce1v1ng, be11eV1ng, eva]uatlng,

-

o and act1ng, ‘about the1r

5cqntexts,‘and about the s1tuat1on~spec1f1c soc1a1 mean1ngs of a6t16n§.

Th1s k?nd”of observ1ng, 1t seems to me, enta11s a very d1fferent k1nd of

notIC1ng or attend1ng than one wou1d otherw1se do, as we11 as toa o
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| d1rferent way of thlnklng about what ane has observed. The nature of tnese _

dlfferences 13 d1ff1cu1t to formu]ate succ1nct1y, but the fact tngt they

.EX1St 15 1nd1cated by the fact tnat rrake as recently as 19// fE]t

1

N

th1s k1nd of ethnOgraph1c obserVat1on wou]d be the fundamenta] method of a

const1tut1ve ethnograpn1e eva]uat1on. o S \'_;
:'sl" i

A Second Pr1nC1p1e./ fnterv1ews to Gu1de and Exp11cate 0bservat1on
]
For tne reasdns set fon above 1nterv1ew1ng 1n an eva]uat1on or1ented

Pl
‘by the const1tut1y2 ethnograph1c theony of SOC1§1 organ1zat1on wou1d play

s”fan supp1ementa1 rb]e.. Most 1mp0rtant1y, it would help to guide and’ ':_ ¥

“explicate observation.
° . /‘

'"atlon, Interv1ews can gu1de the

, ethnograon1c eéa]uator s observat1ons 1n two ways (1) tney can suggest N
’where and .when to observe and (2) they can suggest -and dynam1cs 0
“attend to in observing. .

Especially during the ear1y stages of inqu1ry, 1ntervieW1ng can. he]p : \

hrtﬁé evaluator to 1oéate the scenes in whlghi,from part1c1pants po1nt of

L - F.

*flow ta do_the sort of ethnograpn1c obserV1ng mentioned here is. beyond

the scope of tnis paper. The interested ‘reader; however,; will find soie
useful guidelines in the work of Erickson and Shultz (1977, 1982); Mehan.

-(1979), Philips (1983), and Scheflen {1973, 1974), .as well as in = ¢

__dissertations by Dorp= Bzemme_LLQBZjeandsmgnermott_i;276 - _Many of 1 tnesef,

 studies are based onﬂkbd1ov1sua1 documentation- of interaction, but it is *
pessible as research by Frake (1980b, 1980c¢) has shown, to learn to see -

with the naked eye and to doctment in field notes what part1c1pants are
telling each other-situationally about applicable cultural principles: . The .

research assisted by audiovisual documents; however; provides the best o .1;'j
foundation for the neophyte who wishes to 1earn, from a constitutive . o
' etnnograph1e perspect1ve, what to 1ook for and how to th1nn about what one

. Sees.

[.i$~':
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| v1ew the program is rout1r°1y enacted They can a]so heﬂo 1nd1cate whlch

I"of‘tnese»scenes part1c1pants COnstru a most centra] to tne1r progrtan - -
: N - . .

‘ efforts.' S1m11ar1y, nmen 1nterv1ew respondents descr1be connectT”ns

:betxeen program e1ements and otner pnenomena 1n the1r wor]d tne1r renarks

s
3

, can: direct observataon to sett1ngs scenes; and ct1v1t1es tnat m1gnt e

otherw15e be deemed 1rre1evant to. the program and 1ts eva]uat1on. T

. —l"
\\ ;

Top1cs, themes, and is sues worth attend1ng to in observmng can energe
~¥‘*v--;

from 1nterv1ews both d1rect1j and 1nd1rect1y. ff for‘examp?e* 1nterv1ew~'

i
‘_respondents stated rout1ne1y and exp11c1t1y that an. 1nd1V1dua1 's sty]e of ,"' ,‘é%

j1eadersh1p“ had s1gn1f1eant bear1ng on- the program and its effect§ th- e
;ethnOgrapn1c eva]uator would probab1y want to pay spec1a1 attent1on to that '

,“i 1nd1V1dua1 s patterns of 1nteract1on w1th other pa/tT/1pants across a

evaluator Wou]d use in dec1d1ng where and when to observe.r What progran o
‘participants say and do in natura11y occuring circumstances can serve'as - ‘L.

“another; and somet1mes better, source of direction. As an_ examg]e

,eva]uators that site council planning meetings were. the main scenas of

o program activities. But observation of these meetings. revealed that key

~planning decisions were.rout1ne1y made prior. to. the meetings themse]ves 1n‘

< casual conversat1ons among committee members. - This suggested the need to

.~ "track" committee Téaders through their daily rounds in order to 1dent1fy fgf}“

how cr1t1ca1 program dec1510ns were actua]]y reached.‘ S . R
S S - | N '
F) -



RN

var1etj or recurrent COﬂL xts and to exa11ne the funct1ona1 11nks between

o those patterns and subsequent‘eients.h.Or aga1n,x

'-part1c1pants orferEd systemaTntEﬂ;hv—drfferent—vwews—of—thch—events—were—*————————

-most essent1a1 to tne program s enactment.e Such a pattern S0 1nterv1ew ;f{,
'fvresponses cou1d 1mp1y that d??ferent groups w1th1n the settppg he1d

- d1st1nct1y d1fferent 1nterpretat1ons of the program, d1ffernt def1nt1ons of _;j'
- what the progran 1s a11 about. ” Gbserv1ng W1th tn1s poss1b111ty in m1nd

B

', the eva1uator cou1d con51der whether part1c1pants words and aét1ons

' 1nf1uenced tne program S performance. Patterns 1n.respondents -accountsiot; B

;h.the program 5 h1story, 1ts 1nf1uences on organ1zat1ona1 procedures, 1ts

"benef1ts and costs for' part161pants and c11ents, and a 'ge of s1m11ar -;5'zft‘if
 issues can a1so 1nd1cate 1ssues the eva1uator shou1d th nk about in L
'"observ1ng and mak1ng sense - ef what 1s observed. ‘ ;" ').- R ) o

' o ' | RN

That 1nterv1ew1ng can he]p i d cate where and when to observe as o

-

- well as wnat’to ettend to 1n obserV1ng, 1s hard1y a un1que 1dea.: The po1nt ]

' here, however, is that from a const1tut1ve-ethnograph1c perspectave :

'11nterv1ew 1nformat1on can on1y serve as’ a gu1d° --1t cannot be treated as '
,..study data—— un1ess and unt11 1t 1s t1ed to pnenomena wh:ch are observed in
}"natura11y occur1ng events and related funct1ona11y to the program. Th1s e

B2

fo1lows From the ethnographer s 1nterest 1n the funct1ona1 relat1onsh1ps

. 1

A

among aspects of part1c1pants cu1ture(s) and program act1v1t1es and from

'the v1ew of 1nterV1ew remarks ‘as s1tuated accounts. e ”[g .

. . 2
- N [
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Interv1ewsftogexplJcategﬂhatglsgobserved, Th1s second maJor ro1e v
-1nterv1eW1ng can p]ay 1n a const1tut1ve ethnog#aph1c eVa]uation 1s by far,"'

L
et

yi_tne.more 1mportant:' The const?fﬁ ive - etnnographer, ‘as noted ear11er, takes

”?-tne pos1t1on that group menb ¥ d p]ay the1r soc1ocu1tura1 standards (or;'

-|

they cont1nua11y 1nform one another 1n’

R «

}:tne context is" (Er1ckson, 1978 6) Neverthe ess, eie}}th?né;that:ﬁs,gofngb“'h

R un q Qca11y 7
7fi apparent 1n the1r 1nteract1on. In any'tase' theiconst1tut1ve ethnographer j
_'wants to cnecx hqs behav1or—based ana]yses with hoée do1ng the act1ng 1n ‘ w'v';;[
,Tﬁi ‘ 1on of‘thera£t1on obserVed. Thus the -
fwou]d be undertaxen to e11c1t part1c1pants descr1ptﬁons and exp]anations
usua] strategy for obta1n1ng sucn it :
about what they are do1ng as chey




ru1es for 1nterpretat1on and actlon etc. that part1c1pants were actua]]y

us1ng to c0nstruct the observed event.v The goa1 1s not on1y to capture .

ipart1c1pants 1nterpretat1ons and lntents WH11e théy are. st111 fresh 1n )
'-.lpart1c1pants m1nds. More 1nportant1y, 1t 1s to- he1p the respondent ; S S
. ﬁ' . o

o susta1n the hatura1ly occur1ng context as the sa11ent 1nterpret1ve frane.

%

’,to fac111tate the respondent s ab111ty to report on actlon and thought 1n ;-;h.‘a}

| 1nterv1ew conteit. ﬁ s o : '_; B :t' S

& .

: T 7 e T ,
V.A Thi rd Pr1nc1p1e. ‘Use of Ethnographic‘Ru1és of Evidence -

Most works on natura11st1c/qua11tat1ve eva1uat1on enjo1n o

'

inbest1gators 0. search 1nduct1ve1y for " patterns, themes and categor1es d K
'1n the1r data (Patton, 1980 306). In the natura1ist1c or qua11tat1ve

' paradlgm, nese recurr1ng regu]ar1t1es 1n sources" (Guba and L1nco1n

1981: 93) 1nd1cate d1rectlons for on-go1ng 1nqu1ry and"7n ?in’1 ana1Js1s oF

tne data const1tute f1nd1ngs.' The nature of the patterns that eva]uators f

| shou]d seek however, is descr1bed rather 1ncomp1ete1y in’ ﬁ" t ”cent

<

'wr1t1ng on natura11st1c/qua11tat1ve eva1uat1on. Usua11y§.examp1és of

'patterns and categor1es From actua1 eva]uat1on data are g1ven, and the S

4

.1nvestrgator is adv1sed to 1ook for 1deas, act1ons words and phrases that

-~
B

LN

-recur and seem 1ogxca11y to doveta11.‘
Ant opo1og1ca1 etnnographers a1so seek patterns in th1s way as they

;;;condUct 1nqu1ry and rev1ew the1r data. But ethnographers part1cu1ar1y v ‘_ ‘°3

Pl

> ethnograpners can usua]]y be more spéc1f1c about the k1nds of
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3.

_ patterns that count as ev1d=nce. Fundamenta]]y, they seek Eatterns of

T Co- occurrence among pnenomeoa --patterns wn1ch d1sp1ay the system(s) of .

‘standards foraperce1v1ng, balieving, eva1uat1ng and act1ng which group

xmembers are us1ng 1n 51,1 to organ1ze tne1r affagrs.
Q <
Hhen phenomena rout 1ne1y occur together at:a part1cu1ar moment in.

LA

t1me and funct1on conJo1nt1a, Lhey are descr1bed as in vert1ca1 e

co- occurrence.. When they recur cons1stent1y togetner in sequence and
3 I B p
'funct1on in re]at1on to one: another they are sa%d to be hor1zonta1

Tl co-occurrence. Patterns of vert1c31 and hor120nta1 to-occurrence d1sp1ay

.;tne cu1tura1 know1edge~and oract1ces through wiich part1c1pants organ1zn..“

the1r 11ves at a #ar1e ) 6? hierarch1ca1 1eve1$; Some d1sp1ay the very

and 1"terPr8tih9 aCt10ns approar1ate1y that are app11cab1e in them.(iFof

LY

1

'intonation and a g1ance toward the 11stener rout1ne1y meant "I want to.

.‘\

'know 1f you are attend1"g v and fo1]oi3ng what Iam say1ng.“ In other

,words, the vertical co—occarrence of these behav1ors meant tnat the .

. 11stener was enpected'to g*ve some 11sten1ng response 'now. Th1s em1c

yeah," a;head nod; stc: “That such forms of behav1or as these in fact

P +
P . . N . ) - N

P
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functioned as 1lsten1ng responses (i - meant soc1a11y "I'm fo11ow1ng what
you e sa;\ng") was revealed in what the speakers regularly did next

(another pattern of horizonta1 co-occurrence) Recogn1z1ng a listening

= response in the behav1or of the 1istener, speakers rout1ne1y went on to the

-
©

next speaking point; Failing to receiVe such a response, | _ ' -
SpéakersréonsdsténETj pérgiéééa at their po1nt re1terat1ng the same 1dea T
in progres 1ve1y s1mp11f1ed and concrete ways unt11 the. 11stener enacted

{

. some Form of 1lsten1ng behavior.*
The : 1atter examp1e dea1s w1th some very f1ne-gra1ned b1ts of SOC1a1

' organ1zat1on that are ev1dent in patterns of behav1ora1 co-occurrence: the

s1tuated soc1a1 mean1ngs of cer$a1n behavior forms, the generat1on of some

1nterpret1ng others behav1or apprOpr1ate1y and selectIng approprrate |

~actions onese]f.. Sma11 pattern1ngs~such -as these, the const1tut1ve tneory

encompass1ng

0 for examp]e,eare generated and susta1ned through (and recogn1zab1e to thee s o

observor 1n)'the patterns of posture and or1entation that 1nteract1ona1

‘co- occur w1th these pos1t1on1ngs.' (Dorr Bremme, 1982, Er1ckson and

Th1s can seen an’ obv1ous or. tr1v1a1 f1nd1ng unt11 one con51ders tnat

B]ack -afd White participants.in Erickson’s study emp]oyed entirely .

I d1fferent sets of rules for s1gna11ng 11sten1ng response-relevant mor ent

and for indicating listening. As a consequence ‘White. speakers most* often'fr =

ended up explaining points over and over again to Blacks who were in fact- . ...

1istening and understandxng, and: B1acxs in turn felt that Whites Were

: "ta1k1ng down" to them in demean1ng ways. .




42

)

Shu]tz;i981;chDermott,.1976; Schefﬁen, 1973) Sh1fts in these patterns
“regularly co-occur with one aﬁafﬁef and with participants’ posf‘hoc
1nterpretat1ons of "when the caniéxt chanéedé"”‘Euén aare encompass1ng
i ‘co occurrence .patterns d1sp1ay h1erarch1ca11y h1gher 1eve1s of soc1a1

organ1zation. An ethnograph1c 1nqu1ry by Menan (1983) for 1nstance,

. 1dent1f1ed the pattern1ng of the specia -educat1on referra]

process 1n a schoo1 d1str1ct. (See F1gure 1 neXt page )“ Not1c€ that the -

pattern.of act1v1ty dep1Cted in: the f1gure 1n fact embod1es a numbér of

more spec1f1c ones, e. g., the patterns wh1cn rout1ne1y const1tute the

‘. '(Theselare on1y suggested 1nrth1s d1agran, Mehan has descr1bed them

e1sewnere ) In 1dent1fy1ng and exp11cat1ng how these patterns are

*generated Mehan has prov1ded an account of tne P t.;94 142 dec151on mak1ng

.process across severa1 “nested“ 1eve1s of soc1a1 or an1zat1on w1th1n the
. p

N
=

.ischoo1 d1str1ct he stud1ed. : ‘h.% B i&

Co—occurrence re]at1onsh1ps, s noted appear in routlne behav1ora1

}ﬂpattern1ngs, but .they" are aTso somet1mes 1nd1ca When 1nteractiona1

o -

;:part1c1pants. (a) ca11 for or oFfer an accouﬁf’of sofie behaV1or or set of

“beehav1ors.,] i

A
,i i =

Nhen part?c1pants account for or: make accountab]e the absence of some

»

*behav1or or comb1nat1on of benav1orsr the observor can 1nfer that there 1s
_ pyled for 1ts occurrence in. the p]ace wnere it éf m1ssed (Mehan and L
| Hood 1975 132 134; Scheg]off 1972) Th1s pr1nc1pa1 1s apparent in o

_everyday remarks sucn as, I ca11ed you why d1dn t you answer? Are you mad
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at me?“ S1m11ar1y, one program part1c1pant as<1ng another someth1ng 11ke

- “why d1dn t you assess h1s psychonotor sk111s?“ can ca11 attent1on to the = -

Ly

:G'ruTes of norma] prqcedure 1n cases such as th1s ones‘ The ev1den€3ary

S

pr1nc1p1e based on accountab]e absences is mere1y a corollary of the

" co- occurrence pr:nc1p1e.ﬁ In unfam11ar sett1ngs however, 1t can often

%g}ye usefu1 1n ca111ng attent1on to prev1ously unnot1ced ru1es.
CECET

Part1c1pants who' enact these are telling others in the scene (and the -

eva]uator as wek});what the_ru]es of appropr1ate procedure are here and
" now- 'tia‘;;saaaa scenes are replete with instances of positive’and negative

~‘v

sanct1ons many of Wh?ch -include exp11c1t fo' ulations of appropriate

rules: e.g.: 3 "Looieup here p1ease. Now Sy
s o

\ i -
not*ta1k1ng to your nelghbor. Instanc,Se“f

_' :"

t1me to be ]1sten1ng to-me, .
Lwa]so read11y ava11ab1e 1n‘.
”: v rout1ne program 1nteractvons- “Th1s is the k1nd of report that-the'-'

super1ntendent wants to see‘" "They sent back our app11cat1on, we d1dn t

/

f111 -in tne budget 1nformat1on correct]y.i

mﬁ view what at f1rst appear to be unsanct10ned v1o]at1ons" of the ru1es can

. serve to in aicate the ru1es that are actua11y 1n use.' State 1aw or :

m 3

but 1f

v

that requ1rement 1s not -2 funct1on1ngzpart of the;program as-enacted.
Together W1th the pr1nc1p1e of co—occurreﬁce and the pr1nc1p1e of

accountab?e absence th1s pr1nc1p1e of pos1t1ve and negat1ve sanct1ons

QPR




In _&,anmaf“y?paitérns of co-occurrence are t‘né main evidentiary base

of const1tut1ve etnnograpn1c accounts. These patterns are recon1zab1e in
tne behav1ors wh1cn rout1ne1y "go togefher at part1cu1ar k1nds of moments h

-

|
in time and tnose tnat rout1ne1y fo]]ow one another 1n»sequence through

‘time and which are funct1ona11y~_

soc1a1 exentslnsquest1on andrthe proéréﬁ as ' Opice” aga1n, the

o

funct1ona1 relevance prév1so is a key one.. It d1fferent1ates the

2

ethnographer 5 concept op co -occurrence from the stat1st1c1an S concept of

1

corre1at1on. The funct1bnal re1evance of a spec1f1c behav1or or set of
behav1or is present is systemat1ca11y d1fferent than what- happens next when

the act1on is absent.r From th1s perspect1ve, “dev1ant“ or "d1screpent

o
.

. cases -—cases that do not f1t the pattern apparent" most comparab]e

1nstances-- are not - treated as "unexp1a1ned var1ance as they are when

Ai corre1at1ona1 methods are emp]oyed. Rather, as Hehan (1979 105) po1nts"“

‘6‘ .

When action takes p1ace that seems to v1o1ate the. ru]es, | u:T‘

_but participants do|hot mark the wviolations, it means the A

data has not: been descr1bed adequate]y.

?,ﬁaiA Fourth Pri ;Wfﬁii%ﬁ:
as Prob1emat1c h’ L

;gﬁnd ? y wou!ditreat the def1n1t1on and ‘f;,

As an examp]e cons1der Er1c&sbn s~fi979) f1nd1ng regard1ng what

1~soeakers do mext-in the presence or absence of a 11sten1ng response.

-
*
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boundar1es of the program to-be studied as problematic. He jor she would .~

Tiake part1c1pants 1nterpretat1ons of "the program® a central matter do?jhé

1nqu1ry

'

There .are severa] e1ements of the tonstitutive theory wn1cn mot1vate“

=the | U

’ .thié pr1nc1p1e of 1nqu1ry design: F1rst and most basically,

const1tut1ve tneony assumes that part1c1pants in soc1a1 endeavors - take

- act1on 1n light of tne&r 1nterpretat1ons of "who we are and vhat we are

:d01ng now" at sevaral h1erarch1ca1 1eve1s, e.g.; at this mon nt in this

t follows that’

as part1c1pants co about addressing the programs the1r 1nter retations of

the prOgran 3 rat1ona1e goals, emphases, requ1rements and optional fea-

tures, etc., w111 1nftuehCe tne1r sense of what is go1ng S ard of ‘what

»
"% _

re1e they are expe ted to assume at the moment. These 1nterpretat1ons,.

 then, w111 1nf1uence part1c1pants act1on cho1ces and so the program s ,_’<

@>,overa11 enactmen‘

'Thus, fron a const1tut1ve ethnograph1c persoect1ve, _

7

- haft~} "n rpretat1ohs oF the. program afe 11ke1y to .be, a ma1n factor

?‘u1n hoh the‘program is actua]]y shaped at part1cu1ar S1tes. ‘
. ’.' Second that part1c1pants must 1nterpret the program ms takenhes,ﬁi
g1ven ffom the v1ewpo1nt of. the const1tut1ye theory.; It 1s true that ’
%hear]y every prcgram 15 def1ned and exp1a1ned in a var1ety of documents

enab11ng 1eg1s1at1on adm1n1strat1ve gu1de11nes, 'how to" boo&]ets, ‘f’

curr1cu1un obgect1ves “and matef1a1s and]or others. In.add1t1on, ; ;;J'




L -

part1cu1ar programs in face- t0-Tac br1ef1ngs w1th experts of var1ous

k1nds. But as is the case with all symbo11c forms,sthe 1angUage oF toéée*

Ll

soureces is 1ndex1ca1, 1nher°nt1v 1ncomp1ete. None of them 15,'nor are

all co11ect1ve1y, a. comp1ete script for assemb11ng and ma1nta1n1ng the

: .

program from moment to moment. Those who are to’'enact the program as. part
\ )

of their daily 11ves thererore, must draw upon the1r cu?tura] know1edge

and persona1 exper1ence in order to determ1ne, First; wh1ch ava11ab1e

documents and which brlef1ngs mer1t gr est attention and, next; exact]y

what the words they contain mean For act1on "here. and now."

-

The const1tut1ve ethnographer, then, wou]d treat def1n1t1ons of the
» program 1nnerent in docunents, 1n\br1ef1ngs by program experts, and 1n the

interview aceounts of part1c1oants as s1tuateﬂ 1ndex1ca1, and open to

1nterpretat1on as part °f the normal, natural course of soc1a1 affa1rs.- He

or she wou]d *approach these accountS'as data.: In so do1ng, his or her

' pr1nary 1nterest would not be irf whether part1c1oants at'a partﬁcUTéF'§?te

‘ﬂfi: nad arr1ved at a "correct ﬂnderstand1ng of the program. Instead the

f onst1tut1ve ethnographer Wou1d be concerned w1th hoW ‘the 1nterpretat1on(s)ja,u,;

[

‘ *The eoncept of 1ndex1ca11ty is def1ned and exp1a1ned on page éé'é7
above; sy , . | .

* Dorr-Bremme,- et a1., 1979, of ef a deta11ed descr1pt1on of how the

documents and br1ef1ngs prov1d=d in definition and support of one’ program'

" offered very dlfferent dafiniticns”of that progﬁ%mfat various ‘moments in.
time (e.g.;iin ag) -2

._another).fﬁTh1s account also-analyzes some systemat1ca11y different ways in

“Which the same progran was 1mtetpreted and enacted at various scnoo]s :

“sites. L

n'the samg year) -as well “as tprough time(from. orie year o+
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pparent at th1s s1te had beeh ach1eved and how. they funct1oned 1n the u RR I

program 's: enactnent Furthermore, he: or she wou1d seek 1oca1

‘1nterpretat1ons of the program in s1tuated 1nteract1on, turn1ng to | .
'intéruiews only as.a way of obta?ning e1aborat1on on What was observed. |

;And recogniz?ng the rec1proca1 “ref1ex1ve nature of part1c1pants

4

e 1nterpretat1ons ar act1ons, ‘the const1tut1ve ethnographer wou1d cons1der

4

;11ke1y to be dynam1c, ratner than stat1c. Thus.,, he/she woqu keep an eiéhf 5
‘6 A; . .:,. ;’
‘out for evo1ut1on in part1c1pants conceptua11zat1on and performance of the

e C S
program over time. R ;

G

AeElfth Pr1nc1p1e Inqulryeﬁentered on Interact1ondLJﬂuaﬂzi

: Th1s 1s ‘a pr1nc1p1e of spec1f1c 1nqu1ry tact1cs. It enta11s

guide11nes for sequencingiend focus1ng 1nqu1ry dur1ng the course of an .

evaluation: . / \

. Fron the perspect1ve of the const1tut1ve tneory, soc1a1 11fe 15

&

:M.organ1zed at var1ous h1erarch1cal 1eve1s. The s1ng1e commun1cat1ve moves

of 1nd1v1dua1s are Juxtaposed in a var1ety of ordered Ways in 1nteract1ona1 ‘
:'”exchanges (e g., quest1ons ang/answers, conversat1ona1 po1nts and
“311sten1ng respon ) Exchanues are strung together in sequences that

v ’

e ’compr1se SOC1a1 s1tuat1ons w1th1n events or occa51ons (e g., the -

a .t

5&fe11c1tat1on response eva]uat1on sequences that compr1se teach1ng

1nteract1ons, Dorr-Bremme, 1982 Mehan, 1 79) Sets of sequences,

‘

organ1zed 1n certa1n ways, const1tuta recogn1zab1e k1nds of soc1a1 events

h —-Tegis1at1ve sess1ons phone ca11s meet1ngs, c1assroom 1essons, other

: i o
part1c1pants 1nterpretat1ons of the. program and the1r enactments of itas .
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e
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Jervace de11very" transact1ons. U1t1mate1y, sets oF events enacted

1

s1ru1tannous1y in var1ous 1ocat1ons and sequenced 1n var1ou§ ways

const1tute what comes to’be g]essed as’ "the program 1tse1f And to -
’ ]

- iterate a Pey po1nt. as persons carny out these 1nteract10ns and sets of

— = - — g

K4

éVé]Uéting, and act1ng, the1r maps"'of k1nd of peop]e, act1ons, contexts,

;and th1ngs, the1r notions of the re]at1onsh1ps that obta1n among the

Ty

latter, and so on.: S | -
N ?hUS, as tne.ethnOQrapner undertake\\\an1ry in the. serv1ce of

: eva]uat1on, he/she is faced W1th two fundamenta] quest1on5" (1) what 1eve1
ef social organ1zat1on shou]d 1 concentrate upon 1n conddcting my
observat1on and 1htéYV1EW1%ﬂ? And (2) Aside from part1c1pants
1nterpretat1ons of the progran 1t§e1f What e]eméhts of pat1c1pants :

. cu1ture(s) (or soc1a1 rea11t1es) shoqu f1gure in my 1ﬂau1ny? AR

“ ' : Const1tut1ve ethnOQrapherS usua]ly reso]ve both these quest1ons hy

h1erarcn1ca11y h1gh°r and 1ower 1eve1s of soc1a1 organ1zat1on (and the

s 2 .

)

aspects of cu1ture they enta11) 1n ordér to exam1ne and exp11cate e]ements
) ﬁ., -
ure tnat 1nf1uence how ‘the events taken as centra1 are ' - ‘

&y

of c"15

..h"' - .‘f‘..‘ L . ' L

-~




Th1s tact1c has two d1st1nct advantages. Fi?‘st”f’“é}ventsii are‘salient

for part1C1pants and read11y 1ocatab1e 1n tne1r terms. Members of sncia1

greups usua11y have names for un1ts of sac1a1 11fe at th1s 1eve1 of soc;a]

‘ organ1zatton 1eg1s1at1ve br1ef1ng, parent adv1$ony counc11 meet1ng, staff

'deve]epment se551dn, progran rev1ew debr1ef1ng, etc. They can eas11y,-

-.d1rect the 1nqu1rer to events of th1s sort, and they can offer genera]

0 o

accounts of what tney are about._ The boundar1es of larger and. sma11er C

| chunks of soc1a1 11fe are often. d FF?E”]t for part1c1pants to 1dent1fy ’

'ﬁand agr upon; and emic 1abe1s and descr1ptors for them are,usua]]y 1e55"'

i .

-Vprec1se tnan the 1nvest1gator wou]d 11ke. Second; and more 1mportant1y, "
]

-“concentrat1ng on events serves to focus~ 1nqu1nyoat an 1ntermed1ate" 1eve1

{i*erder1ng seem funct1ona11y re1evant to the events enactment.

‘ thé ' tudy these'and exp11cate the re]at1ons oF funct1on.

1

of soc1a1 organ1zat1on.. As tne 1nvest1gator observes these eyents and

Vo

An exémp]e w111 he1p c1ar1fy th1s proc Int the evaluat1on of the .

-

: ,s1te counC11 p]ann1ng meet1ngs and upon 1nforma1 dec1s1on—mak1ng encounters

that rout1ne1y occured between tnese forma] meet1ngs. Parents were

~a1106ated seats on the s1te ceune11 at each schoo1 by 1aw and everyone

concerned Wlth tre program 1nterpreted éparent 1nvb1vement as a'main ‘

“_Progran/goal Neverthe1ess, ﬁarents were rare]y present dur1ng the

_1nforma} encounters 1n wn1ch program dec1s1ons were substant1a11y made, and




. they piayea 'o”niy 2 mi—n"o"r Fo16 i site councik chscussmns. ;tm this~

'suggested “the need to exp1ere the genera1 sooaa] or anlzat1on oF i' o , \n
jparent schooh re1at1onsh1ps, 1.e., at a broader h1g€arch1ca1 1eve1.

It a1so suggested the need. to examrne the soc1a1 organ1zat1on of d1scou’§e

at a more f1ne-gra1ned 1eve1 w1th1n the meet1ngs, 1n order to undersfand - '{{

how the ro]e oF parents and others 1n the event were s1tuat1ona11y

*\

produced.. F1nd1ngs fron the former 11ne of 1nqu1ry 111um1nated ? W parents

: and staff members be11efs about soc1eta1 roles beeame enacted 1n some broad

ﬂ_,1nst1tut1ona1 arrangements —-arrangements that 1nadvertantly but

e P

: systemat1ca1 deterred parent 1nvo1vement in the program._ The 1atter 11ne
_ of soe1o11ngu1st1c 1nqu1ry surfaeed ways 1n whleh staff members' 1exreons
"Qd:;,asnd 1nteract1ona1 strateg1es dur1ng the forma] meet1ngs funct1oned (aga1n
L.id1nadvertant1y) to d1scouraoe‘and subord1nate the part1c1pat1on ~of those .;:7‘{AE}€
fparents who d1d tdrn out for program meet1ngs._ Each set of f1nd1ngs had B

,c1ear 1mp11cat1ons for program management and the de11very of program

;support serv1ces Qy the state educat1on agency. -' d };%
R . In sunmary, the genera] “an
tne const1tut1ve theory wou]d

'fmove outward from events as the data seem to d1ctate.1 e1ther "up to "}';_Ef ~;€
i1ayers of cu1ture and soc1a1 organ1zat1on in which the centra1 éﬁenté are S
. embedded and/or'“ﬂown to 1eve1s of order1ng w1tn1n the event( ); trac1ng vi*'

.

0
vl
.|
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"%flffﬁ:i;, - _gf' Summary And Eonc]us1ons oy

| fﬁfi; As is thescase w1tn natura115t1c or qua11tat1ve approacnes to

: 1nqu1ry method wh1ch is ho11st1c, 1nduct1ve, and 1nteract1ve -=-one wn1eh

1ne1udes botn d1vergent and convergent phases in-an on—go1ng cyc]e of data;

A3co11ect1on and data ana1ys1s as the 1nvest1gator h1m- or. herse1fﬁserves as . Aﬁi

: the pr1mary 1n5trument of data éETTEEtJon.J;But as the gener1c natura11st1c R

or qua11tat1ve approach (as e1aborated in eva1uat1on 11terature) does not

anthropo1og1ca1 ethnography enta11s theory wh1cn e1aborates the bas1cf§;fij |

.phenomeno1og1ca1 prem1se that persons aet on the bas1s of the mean1ng that |

‘act1ons and th1ngs have for them. I have descr1bedkcne such theory here i

,%and descr1bed how th1s theory,prov1des a 11nk between the phenemeno1egxea1

T

'3perspect1ve and the f1e1d method of const1tut1ve ethnograph1c 1nqu1ry. 'Iﬁfjfw

. ethnographic
Cexplicit the c
',thédry. My content1on has been that an evaiuat1on fo11ow1ng pr1nc1p1e"

X . : A i
. such as these would have greater descr1pt1ve va11d1ty'“ 1t wou1d be better

N

able to prov1de a descr1pt1on and- exp11cat1on of the program 1n quest1on 1n”»'
;terms of prt1c1pants cu]tures or soc1a1 rea11t1es.lﬁ,'_ u
Besp1te its 1ength the d1scuss1on presented here 1s on1y5.;gfv':5 ; . '":;31,

1

§1Tustrative. Other theorles of soc1a1 organ12at10n founded in other




g e

”p rspectJves on - cu]ture and 1anguage use cou1d be e1aboraced these wou]d {'

| have s11ght1y d1ff=rent 1mp11cat1ons for the conduct. of eva]uatxon f1e1d =L

? 51nqu1hy. Other me nodo1og1ca1 pr1nc1p1es cou]d be drawn even from the }1#
*’ﬂconst1tut1ve tneocy presented here. Tne'purpose oF thls paper, then, has

gybeen (1) to suggest that some theory of soc1a1 organ1zat1on 1s 1nherent 1n ; .

f‘any natura11st1c/qua11tat1ve descr1pt1on and.ana1ys1s and (27 to- po1nt

/

to. br1nv

| out how a more adequate theogy, based 1n emo1r1ca1 work can he]ﬁ

| -natua11st1c/qua11tat1ve descr1pt1on anf ana1ys1s c1oser to the soe1a1

rea11t1es and not1ons of mean1ng wn1c part1c1pants actua]]y use 1n'””

i,assemb11ng the programr 'der study.

In conc]ud1ng, I/turn to the 1ssue 1mp11ed 1n the t1t1e of the paper ﬂt.h
the goodness of f1t between anthropo]og1ca1 ethnography and eva1uat1on.
what ro1e, 1f anys can ethnography of the type 1 have out11ned above p1ayh,u_vQﬁ?f ;

’ 1n eva1uat1on pract1ce° To a certa1n extent thlS questlon can be answered

& . 1

o N o

,:are rout1ne1y c1a1med for natura11st1e/qua11tat1ve apporaches in genera1. .

o4 Epe ~., 5 Q

?It 1s genera11y po1nted out for exémp]e that natura11st1c/qua11tat1ve ‘

.71nqu1ny 1s more compat1b1e ‘With such eva]uat1on mode]s as the goa1—free i;';f/v.;

8

"mode] of Scr1ven (1972) the respons1ve eva]uat1on mode] advocated by Stake

: (1975), and the 111um1nat1ve mode] of Par1ett and Ham11ton (1976) “For the

V f

T same reasons (see Patton* 1986 and Guba 1978 for tne1r exp11cat?fJ
‘ ethnograph1c 1nqu1ry 15 a1so more consonant W1th these mode1s., L1ke
natura11st1c/qua11tat1ve approaches too ethnograpn1e 1nqu1ry ean be = T

es pec1a11y usefu] Wnen tne eva]uat1on is centerEd on program ' _Lgmu}g;eﬂuﬁ‘!'f”',a‘



activities and pfaéégéégiaﬁa/affafiéntea'ta'thé multiple vaiues‘and ‘
~71nrormat1on needs of var1ous aud1ences. Sﬁmi1ar1§; ah'éthhagfaphic method
s appropr1ate mhen the purpose of eva]uat1on is to ref1ne and 1mprove the _'
'3Lenactment of a program, to 1ncrease the effect1veness of 1ts management

,f:and/or-¢o exam1ne its 1mp1ementat1on or adaptat11on in: part1cu1ar

.1oca11t1es. : R | . ) - . 7 B z g o -;. 4.»'
: The advantages,of ethnography for the purposes are those of E SN Ts

e

natura11st1c or qua11tat1ve 1nqu1ry 1n genera]. These 1nc1ude r1ch1y
edeta11ed descr1pt1on and holistic exp]anat1on of program processes and

L

: outcomes which are portrayed as they occur am1dst rea1 Wor]d comp]ex1t1es.

+

:They a1so 1nc1ude the ab111ty of the f1e1d study method to surface program

effects and 1nf1uences that -are ‘missed in eva]uat1ons or1ented by o ‘ 5?§;5

psychometr1c prem1ses and exper1menta1 or quas1-exper1menta1 des1gns

(Borr-Bremme in press) But, f°110W1n9 PV1nC1p1es such as those set out -
above, an ethnograpn1c 1nqu1ry can exceed a gener1c qua11tat1ve- “jvﬁif_-
| natura11st1c one in portray1ng program processes and effeets more fully 1n |

"terms of part¥c1pants ways of understand1ng and exper1enc1ng rea11ty.;;-

e

”UfTh1s, as noted ear11er, can enab]e program managers and sponsors to act onv‘,

':the eva1uat1on 1n ways tnat c1ose1y take 1nto account and respond to the
needs, concerns and v1ewpo1nts of part1c1pants 1n 1oca1 sett1ngs. o

Un the other hand fo11ow1ng an ethnographlc approach to 1nqu1ry can

;-exacerbate the d1sadvantages of natura11st1c/qua"t't e methods

P E . AN
¢

genera]]y. Its emphas1s upon observat1on and 1ts de-emphaS1s upon »

: w1despread 1nterv1eW1ng, fq{ 1nstmnce makes 1n ‘even: more*]abor-1ntens1ve

RS
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(and tous more expens1ve) than most gener1c natura11st1c/qua11tat1ve f1e1d

L

'stud1es.' And for reasons 1nherent in tne pr1nc1p1es descr1bed above, ‘an

; ana]ys1s, and wr1t1ng than f1e1dwork or1ented by otner theor1es. " An

- ‘.

v ethnograph1c eva]uat1on, then, can be especi ally Jmpract1ca1 in -

;_c1rcumstances when eva]uat?"n inForﬁat1on is requ1red in a short t1me.
B - . - jr .

e AIhése pract1ca] d1sadyantages, however do not prec1ude the use of

— e

anthropo1og1ca1 ethnography in eva]uat1on. 61ear1y;:1t in be an effeot1ve S

: 1nqu1ry too] in stud1es of programs of 11m1ted scope. Euen when t?ne or

' h1gh1y se]ected contexts 1n order to 111um1nate cr1t1ca1 program

) pro sses. And tra1ned ethnographers operat1ng from a const1tut1ve (or

)
s1m11ar anthropo]og1ca1) theory can often generate ‘useful 1nformat1on even
M :
W"” the number of 1nqu1ry cyc1es is restr1cted to a.few: +Even whentthe i

K

;number of 1nqu1ry cyc]es is. restr1cted by resources to a few tra1ned '

Tyethnographers can prov1de more usefu1* formatove 1nformat1on than 'f'
; eva1uators who seJect the1r theor1es of soc1a1 organz1at1on ad hoc. :

v,Ethnograph1c ways of 1ook1ng and th1nk1ng about what 0' h 's:can.éﬁabie-~'

. actxon.. F1na11y, the use of ethnography 1n eva1uat1on can contr1bute

uosubstant1a11y to the gradua1 cumu1at1ve understand1ng of the factors and

_dynam1cs tnat 1ﬁf1uence the en” 777777
‘TJprograms and po11c1es in var1ous “ty




‘1denf1fy for natura11st1c/qua11tat1ve methods in genera], and 1t can Tend

n eva1uators 3 var1nty of grounded theorjésadfkso;iai réiatzoﬁ§,ﬁhai;cah

*

¢ ounts that they"
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