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INTRODUCT IOt

Evaluations conducted under i si.spices of ira faderal

- A
-

‘o’
qgovernment are notorious for their jzce of use in deci ans

concerning the programs under scrariay. Hfter more than a

A

decade of costly evaluation of Foi:aw Thrisugh, thers is
little evidehce-that~any QEcisiﬁnﬁ-hayh wwstéd on thgse
expendituwes. The Follow Through proagrae as a wholw hém beean
remarkakly impervious to change—=vesy Jn ke face of
repeated attempts by the Adminis? ~~tivn £0H terminals the
program.- ITwelve years after itz incavueiion, most ad s

D

Follow Through sponsors ?emain the Zasgd and moét of.
local districts in which they are implaomsnbaed remy s s
same. Moreover, ther;‘is little evidence ct aﬁy
programmatic in%luence-beyonq the Follow Through sityy
themselves, calling into guestion the R%D- justificatiwn.

‘ Al though the #DllowlThrDugh evéluatian producedylittle
information of immediate use to decision makers, it was far
from uselegs. In faét, it was probably the single most'
important experiment on the capacity of evaluation to solve
problems. The mammoth gffort produceda iﬁvaluable
information to the community of evaluators andffesearch—
ers——information about the limits of national evalQatiDn
for eddéational decisions.. The Follow Through evaluation
virtually introduced the notion of implementaéioﬁnaf 3

treatment ¢~ world of educationat . at _on, 1L
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also defined a'host ot issues from appropriateness o+
available measures to the realities of maintaining
equiyalent comparison groups and the limits of post hoc
statistical adjustments. |

By virtue of defining and drawing attention to these
issues, the #ollow Through evaluation generated information
that Qas useful——particularly tﬁ the résearéh community. Eut
it was uéeful primarily bec;use it was the first aof its
kind-—not because it was relevant to the quesﬁions aroﬁnd
which the evaluation was designed. The evaluation did
little to answ - the questions if originally purported to
" tackle: Does Follaw Through work? Which approach»works'
best? The former was not answered because it wés a
non«quéstion. -Without defining "“Follow Through" and

"wortlk," the gquestion is'meaningless. The evaluatidn also
did.not ascertain whicﬁ approach is best because of the
difficultieé ofvcomparison'groups, ;easufes, goals, etc. that
have been well documented elsewhere. This is not meant to
suggest that the evaluation was poorly planned or egecuted.
Those wha con;eived of the planﬁedvvariations désign (a1beit
as a political move to adjust ta drastic budgetislashes)

took a rational approach in .the light of what was then known
about defining and me§sqring educational successes. But_ﬁhe.

: AL .
world of educational evaluation and research on educational
improvement”has changed significantly since the'iate 1960° s,
We have learned a lot Hbout‘the limits of evaluation—-—-much

of it from &t Through experienc. . T 2 hava
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learned a lot about how schools change tor, perbaps more
aCCUfately, about why schools don’t change). We are
theréfore in a much stronger pcsition in designing
svaluations for nrew waves of Fﬁllow Throﬁgh approaches to
develop evaluation strategies that have & high potential to

produce usable information.

The purpose of the remainder of this paper is to

- communicate some ideas about how an evaluation of new Follow

Through approaches might be designed to maximize the
usefulness of the information it geﬁeratesL I begin gith the
premise that the form of the evaluation must be derived from
the guestions one is trying to answer, the audisnce(s) to
whom the resuits are‘directea, what we already know‘that isl

related to the treatment under investigatibn,,aﬁd the size

-and shape (intensity, "duration, number of sites;_etc.) of the

treatment. I have nDt‘been able to obtain specific infarma—

'fion'on any of these topics beyond what ekists,in,the MNIE

planring document of October 1, 1980. Therefare 1 haye-chbsen

to make up some characteristics of the proposed first wave of

new Follow Through approaches in order te have some concrete

examples to draw upon in communicating my views about their

evaluation.

Drawing on the ideas contained in the NIE (Shiilef.et
al.) dbcument of October i, 1980, "Plans fof Tollow Thrpuéh
Research and Dezelabmeng;" I pretend that the f??st wave
of new approéchQS‘will consist éf.thfaé different straéegiés
aesigned to inctéase the amouné of time devoted to

-
-

-
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irnstruction. For purposes of this discussion I define the

three strategies floosé1y3 as follows:

— Strateay A: An intervention that providez an intensive
in-service training program for teachers designed to
téach specific classrcom management technigques that
@inimize lost time. |

i

- Strategy B: An intervention designed to form a
school-site council consisting of school staff and
community rééresenkatives whose charge is to design ways

‘of increasing the amount of time available for

instruction.

«’,{ R

- Stfategy C: Amn intervention that provides traininb to
pfincipals in‘how to reorganize theiffschoois (e.g.,4Via
coBrdinatioﬁ of multiple prmgrams) to pFDtect the part of
the school'day that is devoted to instruction from

interference,

Although these definitions of treatment are vague, they
will serve the purpose of pfoviding something concrete to
refer to in the {mIE@wﬁng discussion of possible approéches

g

"to their evaluaticn. e discussion will consider the “ .. ics

~

¥

~given above froa which the design of the evaluation must L.
derived: the .udienc# for the answers, the questions to be
answered, and i 2 characteristics of the intervéntion.

‘

4
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Implicit under each topic is the notion that our prior

, knowledge suggests what can be achieVea and thus should
in?luence the choice of audience, ques&ions; aﬁd type of
intervention. The topics are intimately interrelated and
thus difficult to treat separately. For convenience 1
discuss tirst the audience (Which subsumes the overriding

'purpose of the evaluation) followed by the questions énd
finally implications for the intervention itself. Theﬁ'
I turn to implircations for the design of the evaluation.

Pl

CONSIDERATIONS

The discussion is intended to support the following

claims 1 make about evaluation:

1. An evaluation cannot be all things to all people;

questions and audience must be limited in advance.

2.  The evaluation guestions should be grounded in
what we know from previoué research and
evaluation-—including what is “answerable’ given

2xisting measures.

A

. I'he end result (outcome) of the intervention is of.

LS

little value without understanding how and why it

was or was not achieved.

&




4, The design aﬁd implementation of the new
approachés must be done in conjunction with the

“evaluator.

The Audience

Before one can determine what qual?tiés would make an
evaluétion ot the new Follow Through models useful, it is
necessary to ask "useful for whom?" One of the biggest
problems that has besiegedwevaiuation ies that of over-
ﬁfomising by ciaiming too many purposes. The history of
evaluations of ESEA Title I is fraught with illustrations of
the problem of ti-ying to serve multiple audiences, each with
a different stake in the program and hence in the fesults
of the evaluation, with a single evaluation. . Who are the
audiences fqr én evaluatiﬁn of new Follow Through ‘
approaches? Presumably there are potential users atvall
levels of the ed&cational system: federal, state andr
local. W.cvin each level, as well, there are theatial
users with different information needs (that is,'wzt.
different questicns that the eQaluatiDn might answer for
them) . For sxample, at the federal level, there is an
audience in Cengress——an ;udieﬁce which probably coﬁtaihs
various viewpoints but which pretends to speak sémewhat as
one in legjslaiion. fhe Cnngressibnal audience views FbllDQ

Through as a service program and iy thus interested in the

~question of whether the program is serving intended

benetiwviaries and the quality of those services. There is
also an audience in the Administration--in fa&t, there are

&
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- probably multiple audiences in the Administration since

there are at l=zast two agencies.involved in Follow Through
and different agencies usually have different agendas.
There may even he more thamn one audience within the program
foicevitself since there are likely some staff who view
Foliow Through as a service program and are thus primarily
interested in ascertaining whether the program is being
administered properly and whether the services are being
delivered while others view the primary éurpose_as research
and development and might want to develop and test various
new approaches.
The closer one gets to the operating program itself.,

the more certain guestions change frc Mhosg asked
gseveral levéls above the program. a ﬁist?ict administrator
or program d%rector is interested in what [ egrams would
work® in his/her district ur subset of schools. A
principal with several Follow Thrdugh classes in his/her
school is likely interestéd in.those classrooms as a X
unit——and eQén in tHeir impact on qther parts of the thooin
A-£eacher or a parent aide or a classroom specialist of some
sort is interested irn cuestions pertaining to the particuiar
classroom. Manybparents are interested just in.tﬁeif child
and find any aséessment of a larger unit not partiEuarly
releQant.

I would urge that fhe,first stéﬁ ih designing an .
evaluation of the new Follaw Thirough approaches should be to
decide upon the primqry audience -of interest——dD not try to

7
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meet all the information needs of all the actors. NIE has
begun ,this process and ‘their documents indicate that the
primary audiencé of interesf is the local decision maker. I
offer strong support for this choice having initially
embarked, +for ﬁhis very paper, o; ar attempt to identify the
federal ﬁélicy issues in Follow Through in order to make
inferences about what types of evaluations of the new
appruaehes would be most useful to federal policy makers. I
found it exceedingly difficult to ide;tify policy issues
beyond those that have existed since the birth of Follow
Through and will continue until its demise. Should Follow
Tr:-ough be a service program or a résearcﬁ pragram? This is
not a guestion for which evaluation can provide reasonable
input. This is a gquestion thaﬁ subsumes issus of equity, of
values, and of political suppoft_and commitment., Never has
the debate between service and research been caét (nor could
it’be) as a researchable question. "Does Follow Through-
work?" is similarly distant from evaluation. This is the
false evaluation question around which the first evaluation
was bui1£ and co%tinues to be, at that level. a non-ques-
tion. Only with much greater specificity does‘this

question become iresearchable.

Similarly, the question of which approach works best,

“though often cited as the federal R%D questioun of interest,

is not answerable as our experience with the first round of
models has shown. - Therefore, NIE’s.goal of informing local
decision makers of promising management strategies seems a

8
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reasonable choice of audience.

The Duestions

The choice of guestions to be answered by anievaluation
is intimate.y related to the choic; of audience and our
current knowledge about the issues. I+ local decision
mazers are to be the primary audience +or ¢ﬁe'eva1uation, the
design must reflect what is of interest to them. dnnétrained
or eiaborated by wha£ we as researchers know are the limits
of evaluation (e.g., what can be mirasured well) and factors

we know to be important from previous research on school

change and improvement. To illustrate this I711 draw on the

three hypothetical strategies presented above designed to

increase instructional time (A through teacher in—-service, B

through schuol~5;te councils and € through training
principals),and assume each is implemented in several
schools (say, two in each of three distric£5). I will take
for granted all the argumén£5 thaf have been presented over
the years about the limifed usefulness of th= plénned variations
approach. 'Hence}'I assume that determining which approach is
"best" according to some predetermined éet of outcome m@asﬁres
is not only impossible to implement (because of lack of cdmpar-‘
ability) but, as I will arque below; not relevant to tHe needs
of any audience.

If it"s not a hbrsérace, then what is the comparisbn of

!

interest? Logically, the comparison--of interest might be

within a'strategy——did the amount of instructional time

increase? Suppose,bfor the sake of argument, that five

Q
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schools with Strategy A had increases in instrUctiDnai time
while three each-with Strateyy B and C showed increases.
(Assume that, in each, instructional time is measured prior to
the manipulation, say spriﬁg 1982, and after a year. spring , \
1983). What information of use does this set of findings
communicte? I suggest that virtually noth;ng would have been
learned-—not because the results were mixed (which, however,
is virtually inevitable), but becauée what is 54 use to
someone else trying to increase instruciional time is WHY and
HOW a particular aﬁprﬁach worked——not whether it worked.
WITHOUT THE HOW AND WHY, IT IS IMPOSSIBLE TO MAKE INFERENCES
ABOUT WHETHER IT WOULD WORE. IN ANOTHER SETTING. Under-
standing what factors in the context facilitaﬁed.or hindered
the attempt to increase instrucfional time is critical
“information for one frying to imﬁlement an approach in a
particuiar context bevond those studied. .Dutcoﬁe
measures by themsélbes are of little value in decisions
of this type.

The finding most widely agreed upon and cited from the
Follow Through Planned Variations experiment supports this
argument; to @it,—the'+inding that there was as much variation
between ‘sites within spohsor as between sponsors. In additaon
to thi5 5Durce, a growing nﬁmbér of studies in recent yéars
have confirméd tﬁefnotion that the pa?ticular featUres of t
context in which a change is beiig implemented are over-—
wheimingly associated with the'success'éf;failure of the
‘attempted change. (See Feferen;es). |

| 10 o :




Returniﬁg to the éudience of inte}est; 1ei’s’presume
that the takget audience is a district levél ad@inistreﬁor
since the diwtrict is the grantee in'Follow Through. What
does such a person want to know? Typically, thoughtful:
administrators want to know how Appfoach'x worked in a
district (schoci) similar to theirs. VSuch an administrator
might claim interest iﬁ.knowing only whéther'(a)jthefe is an
outco@e measure that documents success and (b) whether the
L disrict or school studied has characteristics or éircum—
stances similar *o fBeirS. Most administrators are
sopﬁisticated enougﬁ.ﬁo know that what works well‘in one
situation may not work at all in & complet919 different

setting (e.g.; one which hés a strong.union, a reéent earth-

& < Z; 7 . : G w
' ¥ doesn’t). : S s T

quake or a Spanish speaking popQIation as cbhparéd to one that

Thpse who arg more_ﬁophisticafed may recognize that
guccess'also deﬁeﬂd? upon.thé staff involved, their decsire
and abiiity‘to.aqcomodate change (is this the tenth
ianovatioh in five yearé?), the match between what they are
cUFFéntlyrdoihg and -the proposed change, and generally what
new demands‘will.be-placéd upon.a11~involQed in'iMpélmenting
the new'apbroacﬁ. This might include the particular
edu;aiional-philosophy“bf_a particular principal DF‘Df a

group of parents active in improving the schools.

Design of the Intervention
The primary,pukpose?of this paper:is to'suggesﬁ how a

.11




new wave of Follow Through approaipes sthId be evaluated.

It'is bEymnd'the paper’s scope to suggest how the

1nterventions -should be desighed and impfeménted; however,

the gveluation is inextricably linked to the design of the

“intervention. Therefore; I want to communicate some

consjderations that should go into the design of the_pilot.
The ¢irst cﬁnsideration is the role of the evaluator. Iﬁ is
critical for the evaluator to bé.involved in the design of
the ihtErventiDh. Because the primary pQEpose of_the pilot
is tp learn-about certain interventions, the choice of
audiencé,.qué;tions, méasurés; prior . knowledge shoufd all
affect the shape of thé‘interventions themselves, not ﬁust
fhé evaluatiﬁn- If NIE -designs certain fnterventions and
determines éhe sites ia which they will be implemeﬁted and:
the durétion of tﬁe intervention, ANb if;;hese deciéions are
made without regard to the.eventual audience for the- |
evalyation, Questions to be answeredgtetc,, there is liﬁtle
point in having an evaiuatioﬁ. Even if NIE does C;nsider ali
thgqgumve in their design, unless NIE is to conduct the
evalyation itself, few evaiuators would Ee'happy to step into
a sitaafion with ;o many constraints already impD;ed.

p SECQnd‘chsideration in designing the .intervention is
that pf duratioh; wé.are“in a rapidly changing world.

Given declining enrollments, school closings, reduced

- fundipg, population shifts, etc., studying the process of

chaH%é_DVer 4 period of years may have little relevance for

the world that will then exist. This suggests that .a ten

14
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yeén undertaking is nof useful.(especially giwven a&miniStra—A
tive considerations éuch as changing leadership,.evaluationz
staff, and so on). Moreover, with most Congressional cycles
running under three yeafs, it makes little sense to design
studies depenqent upon federal funding that exceed these
cycles (from the initial design to the final report—--not just
data collection). | |

f: view of these severe fime constraints, it makes sense
to cquider wayé of Dbtainingfintermédiate results. if the
ultimaﬁe outcome is increased student achievement, which
seems inevitabie, it would be valuab;g to design
interven£i0n5 for which there are intermediate outcomes of
interest. For example, interventions.desiéned toiincreaSe
achievement through iné;easéd time devbted'to instruction,
could-repbrt Dn:increaseérin.instructional time prior to
deasuring achievement. |

Finally; as thé'example of ingﬁ}uctional time sgggests{
the intervention should be Shaped by thewréaliEonf schools‘
as organizations. BGiven the importance of confext, it makes
senseAto take that context into conside?ation in designing
interventions rather -than shaping the iﬁtervention iq‘terms
..ﬁf children without regard to context. Trying to gHange the
context in which dhildreﬁllearnb(which requires deaiing,with
the school és an organizational entity) rather than changing
_ the ;hilaren m;ght result in iﬁtervenfions which have a
N

greater chance of producing change. (See Henry fAcland, "On

Strucfure"):
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IMFLICATIONS FOR EVALUATION

In the preceding sections 1 have suggested that a
usgful evaluationlmust be focused on a pafticular audience
and a particular set of questions that.ake relevant to that
audience. In pariicu;af, I chose local decision makers as
the primary audience of 3ntereét and - justified the ed to
under stand thébprocess of i@plementation and change by
appealing to th;ir infsrmation needs which are Coﬁtext
specific. Refore moviné on to tHe imblicatibnslfor evalua-

tion of these'choices, I submit that this type of under-—

standing is.edually relevant to the federal decision

maker. Although certain federal decisions require national

data (populatﬁons or samples), such as gquestions of prevalence

.and other numerical in¥ormétion, federal actors in the

busiﬁess of designing and administering prégrams td improve
edu&ation need to understand how'the context affects the
process of implementatiorn and changé in order to make federal
policy that will be ef¥ectiyé. In fhis éection I try.to show

the limitations of traditional experimental and ethnograbhic

approaches in prddqcing this type of information and proﬁose

in their place an approach that minimizes the weaknesses. of

each approach.

Limitations of Experiments and Case Studies

The presumed advantages of an EXperimeﬁtal apﬁkoach
lie in its potential to isolate causal factors and to

14
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produce generalizable findings.. These advanatges can only be

achieved undér ideal conditions, e.qg., random assiénment to
treatment and random sampling from a well-defined population.
Randoin agsignmeni iS.Selde feasible and post hoc compensa-
tions are far from satisfactory for isolating causal factors.
Random sampling is. feasible but requires, for.most purposes,
that the sample be large and the factors of interest

be precisely specified in advance. If we.could list the

ten factors most likely to gmplaiévd;ffereﬁces in égfeed

upon outcomes of interest AND list in question form the fifty

factors that reflect our.best guesses as to additional

explanatory'faCtDrs, we could define a sample  that might
result inxthe desired information——IF we were right in our a

priori choice of variables. We could choose'the_sample to representﬁ

variation on the first ten and design survey instruments based

on the fifty. If . we were wrong, héwever, we would have learned

very little at considerable e%pense. Unfortunately, the

‘evidence suggests we WOULD be wrong since we are just

. beginning to learn what factors are important to understand

in predicting how humans change their behavior in compiex

organizational settings.
=" . :

We have already learned that fhe_fadtors that we Driginé}ly
expected to be.good pre&ictbrs of eaucational'outhmes——

sei,. age, gnd-the usual raft of bﬁher cHild and teaéhér char—
acteristics——are woefglly inadequate in predi;ting the
resultslof attempts té cihange. From 2 number of change
eﬁforés,-we have iearned that predictofs of chaqge include

- ®
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such factors as how a school is introduced to an innovatioh,
whether school staff were part .of the decision to implement a.
given strategy. and whether the stirrategy was compatible with
ongoing enterpﬁises in the schéol. These types of explanatians
suggest Ehé£ the important correlates of change cannot be cép—
tured by simpie two and threé—@ay interactions.

On the ther hand, traditionai athnographic or case
study approaches, while able tﬁhyieid more riéh and reievant
information,‘are of minimai use to federgllpdlicy makers |
concerned with making statements applicaﬁle to the nation.
Although arguments e&ist for generalizing from a siﬁgle_case
(zee Kennedy, "Generaliz{ng From a SiDQIE'CaS$-Study“), a
federal decision maker would have difficulty defending
policy based: on aﬁ evaluatiop of a single case. |

Anoriher iimitation D; case studies is the'qgantityland
tvne of in;ormatiun abtained. thnograbﬁers.arexioéth to
cenatrain data chleﬁtiDn in advance by pregonceivéd notions.
Yo, 1f one 8085 fiélc wp?k without a carefully prédefihed
strcture tino L daes in fact constrain datq collection, the
rescgii «wiil L a masooth aﬁount Df undigeéted informgtion;—
in?urmétiun that oay g Lrrelevant, untruéfworthy, and

¢

'extremely difreuit to decipher; CaéeVstudy investigators ére
2l=0 loatﬁ‘to draw conclusions; preferring to leave all
iﬁ?mrences'ip the reader——an éxtrehely bgrdensome task far a
decisibn makér.

Eut sqﬁpose we bléﬁd the two approaches—~exﬁerimental
and case study——in a way which preserveé the -structure and

-

16

Qo . ; ' | iy : !: | h-.,-,  7_. ﬂ_ :18 B "'. »4 f“ 1




geheralizaéiiity of the traditional experiment with the
richness and relevénce of fhe information gained in a case
study approath.v I call such én approach the "multiple case
study approach”" which is actuélly a shortenéa form of
“mﬁltiple site, structured ciise study approach." (This
phrasg and the digcuséion that follows draw heavily on the

ideas presented in Greene and David, “Genéfalizing from.Multidbe
. N . : . ’ \

Case Studies," in which the supporting arguments are more

fully explicated).

The Multiple Case Study Approach
The multiple case study approach rests on building

a conceptual framework at thé beginning that lays a

p)

“map of the territory, followed by'cérefui sample selection
{ )

done purposefully to insure variatioin on certain factors of

“importance. The conceptual framework also serves to

structﬁke'défé collection insuring that the data are
comparable so that the analysis, which looks for
similarities and diffefencesvacroés cases, can be conducted

with integrity.

Conceptual Framework : ' 4 L

A carefully deyeloped"conceptual framework is. the
backbone of a mﬁltiﬁle case study approach. I Hesitéte to
use this phrase’becaﬁse it conjuréé.qp imageé of the
Dbligatoéy literature reviews and.references to,theorynseen
at the @eginninngf many reéearcH reports and-neyer reférrédh
to again. The'conceptual frame&ork of whiéh Ilspgak serves a

| 17 |
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far more pervasive .role in the conduct of the study. At the

beginning, the conceptual framewcrhk serveaes to7organize
existing knowledge about school change. In the illustrations

given above, the conceptual framework would draw on the

‘general literature of school ch age as well as research

specifically concerned with ins asing instructional time.

-

The conéeptual *ramework.serves two critical fgnctions(
First, it limits" the't'opics on which data will be collected.
Second, it'bresents the context in thch_the data should be
interpfeted. Ey identi*ying.thé imbortant components of the.
inﬁervehtion and the environment in which it i's implemented,
the con;eptual‘framework reduceg to a manégeable sét and
makes concrete anthﬁerwise.unbounﬂed set of concépts (the

whole field of personal anaborganiiational chaﬁgp‘ AT}

‘this set are gepw?aged the topics on which data will be col-

lectéd and the classes of appropriate respondents. . For

example, a topic might be the role of the principal in the

school (the principal as an source of explanation for change

or lack théreof in teacher behavior). In a particular school,

the interview with the prihcipal.would be in part detérminedi*
by the findings about change in the teachers. 'Hénce tHe 

'QQEstiDns would be differant from one school to tHe”next,

dépendinq upon what elsé'was going,on.in thé'séhool;
Through identifying the topics and thé:context thaf
shapes ﬁheir meahihg, the coﬁcethai frahework sfrucéukés
and limits the‘daﬁa colleqtioﬁ but dDES'th EDhStrain it.a
ﬁriori to 5pecific\qﬁé§£ions.as do survey instrumenfs.
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. . Moreover, it serQéS to communicate to readers of the finai
report the particular Viewbmint of the evaluator so that the
"meaning of tﬁe fiﬁdings can bhe juaged. As such, the
.conceptdal framework also serves as a guide to sample
selectioﬁ and as the basis fpr site visitor training to
insure comparable data. Each ﬁf these areas is described

below.

Sampling

Careful‘sample seleﬁtion‘is critical in conducting a
multip}e Easebstudy for it is the basis upon whiéhr |
generalizability of the findings w@ll he justified. It must
be {dc..e purposefglly, drawing oﬁ elemenfs‘qf the conceptual
framewdfk. In‘strﬁcture it is énalagbus to sa&ple selection
iH an expe?iment, Just as we would incérporate into any
exﬁar{mentalior qgasi—expéri&ental sampling-plaq those
factors anticiﬁated.ih advance to be powerful explainers, so
would‘we~hére, but Qith one important exception. We need to
insure vgﬁigtion on those factors expéﬁted to explain
outcomes, but we dpn’t need to include all combinations o?
all.leQEIS‘Df each facior. |

For example; éupposé we want.totimplémenﬁ.ihe sghoolfsite
_council cﬁncept ;n_six schools. We have a pretty.good idea
tRat: |

| 2}\ Teacher support for such a cduncil is an important. T
N o
pred;ctor of its eventual success.
b. It iseasier to implement ehangés in a small
school than to a.lgrge;one.

19

21




Cc. Administrative support is important in institgting
a planning énd decisimn making gkoub;
d; Staf+ stability is.importént to the creation and
maintenance of such a &ouncil. |
- Obviously, each of these factors can b? measgsured in avvariety

of ways and with varying degrées of confidence. For pﬁrposes
o+ sampie selection, however, it makes sense to limit ths
factors. to ihose that’;an.be measw-od in advance with easé‘and
contidence. Hence, for example, I would eliminate teacher
support because it is extremely difficult to measure
accurately from a.distance;i;And uniess.one can develop a g2od
pfoxy qu administrétive support that cén bz measured at long
;ange, I.Qould beAequally wary. 8chool size and staff
stability, on the éther hand, "can be measured at ; distance
Nith relative ease and accukacy.. NIE can use this ﬁype Df
information to select a sampLe (both fof the implementation of
new apprﬁaches and %or their evaluation) according‘to Dﬁé of
two.stratégies. |

One strategy is to select sites for the.pilbt that are-
high on all the factors antic&pated to affect the desired
changes. This'résts.onfthe érgument that it is .80 easy fo
Ha&e NO e?#edt in educat;Dhal‘manipulations thai ig,mqkes
most ;éns; to stack thé deck in advanEe.as'muéh'aé bﬁssible;
.fhis argument says that~you3wi11 learn mor e %ro& successes

- : fhan failures——not Dnly-because failure is so éommon but

because there is no wéy to isolate reasons for faiiqre and
thecefore.to make valid_infereﬁcés ffom Such.casesf Hean,i

S22 .
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means representative of the full range of variaﬁion in

maximizing the chance for success is important for

constructive learning. District administrators nreed to know

far more what is likely to facilita;e chanée thar what %s
likeiy to pose barriers.

For this approachi to be useful, it is necessary to demon-
strate that tThe selection proecedures are likely to yiela the
"best" cases. Tﬁus one muét justify'the choice of selection
factors and the rchoice of sites representfng high levels on
the factors (as_jddged, for instance, by & consensus of
e;pefts and practitibnérs); I+ the selection process is
defensible, then. this approach maximizés £he likelihodd of

findinj.;uccessés and in essence provides a teét_of'ﬁhe
hypothesié that“thé:intefvéntiun can bring about change. .
This appfoach does NOT, however,'pfovide a'basis for
géneraiizing about the conditions under which success

will occur. In this context, it is an exploratory studys;

if there @re successes, one can speculate abo(t their

“explanations. A different approach, shown below, is needed

to confirm the explanations for change.
) 'Thé second strategy is té select a sample_to achieve

maximum variation on the factors of interest (where maximum

- the nation). '_uppose that we have chosen school size and sfaff

'stability as the selection factors, with a high, medium, and

low instance of each factor. We do qot‘need to'iﬁcludg'all

poggible combinations but‘we dq.need to iﬁsure‘that the samﬁle

in éﬁich the'ihterventaon will be-tried”chtainé aAhigh,.medium,f”
| 21
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and low schqol on each of the two factors.

Sincé the selection factors usually must be measured at a
distance, they will be serving as proxies for other sources
ot variance that may be either too dif+icult.to measureifkom a
distance, impbssible to define precisely, or factors for which
a relationship is known to eftist but nothing is known about
the forh(of that relationship. bHence, schoql size may have
broad suppoft among reéearchers és an_important concommitant
of ability to change without their ha\}ing much idea_of,‘the
intervening processes through_which school size affects the
process of change. With a range Df schowl size in the sample,
one may discover, for-example, that an imbortant key‘to
implementation is frequenflinformal communication with the
principal and that this ié éimply easier to acco&plisﬁ with a
faculty of iE than a faculty of 30-

EBut what allbws us to generalize such a finding to sites

not included in the sample? First, we must have confidence .

in the finding for the sample. This means that we have
looked at situations in which the iikely explanatory factors

vary enough to draw conclusions about which ones are in fact

ihaving the greatést effect, and under. what iimiting Eonditions.

On this basis, we should be able to convince other researchers
that our explanation is plausible and that we have considered.
and rejected all plausible alternatives. These'qlaims are

not ultimately provable (in any paradigm)--they are judgmenfs

made by knowledgable personss based on their abilities to ﬁhink>

of .alternatives, to test them, and to pérsgade or be persuadad
| 22
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that the findings are valid. (In an expe2riment, these
judgments must be made before data are coilected and form the
basis for the hypotheses to be tested and the factors on which a

sample is selected). Given a valid Finding in the sample, tne

s

basis for generalizing to ather sites_Fests on evidence_that
the sample contains variation on plausible explanatory
factors representative of the variation that exists in the

population of interest.

Data Coliection»

So far we Have developed a cbnceptual framewofk that
identafies those elements that we deem important in
evalgating tHe impact of new-Follow Through épproaches. .wel

~ have also chosen a sample on the basié Df‘thoée factors in

" the conqeptﬁal framewérk thgt are Wideyy agre;d to a??ect the
'impaé£ and that are measurabie from a_digtance. The next
step is.to translate our preconceived notions of what is
intérésting intola déta collection strategy. We seek com-
pgrabiliﬁy across units in a multiple casé~s£udy design
for thelsame reason a;-in an experimental désign:‘ to be
able tp make valid inferenées aboﬁt thé.reiationshipsr
bétween differencés in outcomes and differencesbiﬁjcondi—
tions. |

In ahy case'study data coilectioh, the data collgétor-
(DE site‘visitor) himself b; herself should be viewed-as
the data collection instrumgnt.. In'a:mult;ple case.stuay

4 design, thelin£9ﬁyiew guide provideé the structure within
which data wiil be collected. The gﬁidefis-de}ivgd-from
- 25 |
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the conceptual framework and‘urgaﬁized by the questions to
bé answered in the analysis. it is only a guide, however,
and as such.says‘littlé about the necéssary amount/;f detail,
or the particular respondents to include or the ways to

ask questions, or huw to know when enough informatian hés
‘been,abtainéd on ‘a given topic.

Given the ;dntemt—dépendent nature of the data,'specfic
énsQeré to these‘issﬁes willlvary from site to site——but
site—spécific guide5 would foreclose comparaﬁiiity cf data
across sites. Tﬁefefore it is necessary to train the data
collectors so that they ﬁ%ve'a shafed'qndéfstéﬁding of
'thé purposes of the data collection (as well as specific G
skills for maximizing the va11d1ty of the data that are . : e
coliected). Shared understandlng can best be accompllshed
“through inQolving the data collectors in the,developmeqt of
the conceptual frémework and interview quide. A shared
vei@point,ahd unQerstanding of what consfifutés Feliable and
valid data cannot beja;cbmplished in one-shot training .
sessiohs but mQSt evolve from continuous immersion in_the .
concepts gnd goals of the study. Specific skills for
maxlmlhlng 1nterna1 valldty can be 1mparted in a'more
structured wayfthrough formal training and rehearsal iq .
6ethods such as_cfbss—examination and.triangﬁlétion.

Throuéh simulations of on-site data collection, daté
collectors can gain expérien;e‘ip probing, in déveioping-
multiple approaches, aqp.infdrawing inferences on @He basis\u

-of multiple perspectives.
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The paréicu;ar purposeé.of each study will dictate how
the datalare traﬁscribed from field notes. To the extent
- that an interview guide reflects the categories in which the
anélyses wili be reportéd, ié is usefuh&tﬁ write up the
field notes in the format outlined by the interview guidg,
Whether or ncet this is the case will be a function Df how:
closgly the conceptual framework matches the realiﬁy +ounac
. in the sites. }nuﬁquucging a multip}e‘casé study, it is a
tremendous advantage to have the luxury of longitudinality——
L;ij¢m~wsxat¥ieastﬁtnnthefexﬁénéfthét~more than one wave of data
celieciion déh.be cchducﬁeds even if wighin one ShDDI_XEE:LM
If additional waves of daﬁa.eéileétibn aré possible, then
the conceptual framework can'bé‘reviSed atter eééh'visit tq
better re?lect reality. This can-cbmﬁensate sqmewha{'for

omissions in the original conceptual framework oS¢

anticiapted relationships that are not supportec by the data.

Analysis :
The +ir5t important stage of analyéis occurs whilé
the data collectors are‘;n the fiéld. éach daté'
colleetor, in the process of gatheriﬁg_information‘through
in@erviews and-ébservat?pnsg-haé imp1fEit}y generateq:and
tested iﬁnumeréblﬁ hYéDtHESES. “thoicesaaboﬁt:wﬁnm to h
interview, what qﬁesfions‘tb ask, how faﬁ to gé, eto.
are.madE'Dn the spot, based on the data collector’s .
kﬁowledge, egperieh;euaﬁd judgment of Qﬂat'is tﬁéfe is to
bé learned;?,The data'coLleEtor is.constaht;y devel oping
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phenomenon--the proposition is dropped as uninterestihg.

hunches about connections between events and choosing

duestions that will test those hunches. The hunches (or

operating hypotheses) are constantly revisad, retested, and

revised and retestec again until thé data collector has

confidence throﬁgh multiple sources and perspectiveé that

the story is internaily consisient and iﬁherently plausibleg
The second stage of analysis occurs after a round of L

data collection. The analyst(s) must first becohe familiar

with each case and draw conclusions from individiual cases

‘50 as to connect the features of the local context with the

change being'studied. Then the analyst(s) conducts pairwise
comparisons in which'te%éativenﬁonéluéiobs based on one caée
areisYstehaticaliy tested against each of the other cases.
The purpose of these:caSEfby—case comparisons is to fine
tune, modify, and refine the propositioﬁs to that they are
expressed precisely to refiect the limi@ing conditions
revealed by the patterns of findings across all the caseé

(e.g., % is true in large schools or y is true in schools

with strong principals). I+ the amount of modification

‘required to make a proposition hold in all instances is

excessive—-—amounting to a completely site dependent

T,

The cnnclusions that remain after this obstacle coursev

of pairwise cbmparisons are finally pFESEnted with

illustrations drawn from the cases. ~in a clear and
//" ’

P

concise form that can be easily read and understood by the

<

. o e
audience of primary concern. s

" L IR



CONCLUSIONS

To maximize the usefulness of what is learned-%rom a new
wave of Follow Through appfoaches, “ne design‘of bath tﬁe
pil&t and.its evaluation should be grounded in reality.‘ The
two mqst salient features of reality are first, that -
attempts to chahge educational practice are context dependent
and second, that there are limits on what CAN be learned about:
the effects‘of an interventiDn. Theréfore, this paper has
presented afguments in support of the +olldwing recommenda-—
tions: | | o

~The pilot (includingAthe,characteristics.of the inter;

veniion, its scope and duration) 5hQu1d be designed in

conjunction with the evaluation.

~The audience for the evaluation and  the gquestions to be
answered should be focused and realistié (both in terms
of the types of information useful in decisions and in

terms of what we can answer). .

~The primary géal should be to understand.how.éﬁd why an
interyention'works not just the end result., The
evaluéfibh should rest on thg'aésumpiion that the
context is something to be ekaMined‘NDT éométhihg‘tq 'Q;‘“Mwi;wN
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be controlled.

—The proposed multiple case study approach provides a
way of maximizing the usefulness of the data collected

without sacrificing generalizability.

No experimental approach will result in unambiguous

findings; neither will a multiple case study approéch. Both

-approaches rest ulﬁimately on the expérience, knowledge and

ability of. the evaluator(s). There are clearer and more .
generally accepted rules for conductihg experiments than

there are for conducting multiple case studies. But these

rules, which are inevitably broken in field experiments, are

not design=d to elicit_éhe types of data toét are likely to
be used by decision makers'trying,fo ioprove educationol

eonEiences for children. Therefore,.it makes sense to move
in the directioﬁ of refiniog the tyoe of methodology that is

built around increasing ouf understanding of a complex world

~and hence more likely to produce information of immediate

use.
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