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

]

Purpose of the Report B g\\ g

" In this report, we review the qualitative’research

-

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

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

f

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

edncatlonal research problen- the study of avaluation

N
il

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

thése qualitative lethodoiog;es have‘proven uségul. i

~
\

altﬁough they havg not been without difficulties and

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

described and critigued. -

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

tine seems'right for a ;ethodological reassessneht.

Pnthusxasn for qualitative nekhods burgeoned in the late.

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

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

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

to others, to share thase experiences.

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

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

interview surveys constitutes an uncommonly broad

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

The Experience Base “.

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

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

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

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

prepared by the interviewer and by aﬁ independent

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

: 1
The study methodologies are reviewed in three chapters

<

to follow. A brief epilogue summarizes our experience with
i

- 7

the methods. .

. The pProblem: Evaluation ggdeﬁutiliggt;on
!

There is substantial evidence that program evalunation

-

findings;ére seldoa used by local school decisionmakers,

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

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

-

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

"Research has atteapted to document the precise axtent

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

N - - A U -

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

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

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

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

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

RESEARCH DESCRIPTIOR

Ir 1975, when prior research on evaluation use was

scant, it seemed Important to examine evaluations, in an

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

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

if evaluation report fbrﬁhting appeared to affect |

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

merits of alternative/procedures for reporting an

£

R
7

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

.It seemed logical to favor either survey or field

’research methods for the initial, exploratory studies.

Neither field experzmeﬂis gor laboratpry smaulations ha

ippeared aPpropriete. Pield experilents seenad .premature.

Paper-and-péncil simulations could have beeif instituted

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

-

evaluation findings, and(reﬁorts all could be simulated.

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

evaluations, one could explofé the_effeéts of proposed new

evaluation methods. 'Hovever, we hesitated to try building

/
i,

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

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

detailed research data, however. o

For our purposes vhen the initial research was

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

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

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

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

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

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

simllar across the cases.

p
-

Overv1ew
. A ) -

The case studles were primarlly lnterv1ew-based and

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

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

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

documentary evidence, such as program proposals, evaluation

¥

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

»

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

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

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

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

(descrlbed below) and also updated this account at

lntervals to reflect conteuporareoue developments. ’ .

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

L d

0
’

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

*

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

]

After all five case studies vere coapleted and reported (a

for“the observed degree of evaluation inflyence

v

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

prgéared.

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

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

(affect evaluation information use in the cases studied..

Similar factors were clustered until a final frémeuork of

&

factors influencing evaluation uﬂlllzation .vas produced.

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

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

phaéé iSee Alkin et al., 1979).

'P;ggegugés for the Indjividual Case Studies

Site Selécéio . 'Only local school prograas

e

The choice°

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

Iv-C (inhovotiyé program) funds were selected.

of local ESEA

mpotentlal progran dlversity sonewhat yet still provided an

abuﬁdant progran pool from which to choose sxtes. ‘In

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

N




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

undertaken. - Tnstea& sites were identifled either through

~
v -

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

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

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

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

A program vhich get the first criterion would -

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

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

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

"within the Southern Caliﬁorniakérea.' The host's

willingness to participate voluntarily was a third, crucial

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

N




school site. Potential hosts Had o be persuaded to

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

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

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

evaluator vas an p&téﬁdé cdhsdltant. ‘Besides strivingrfor

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

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

¥ et

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

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

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

~

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

v

school official (such as a priacipal or district

!

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

P L

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

sponsoring|agencies.

Data Collection. HNone of the meetings vith_ suhjects

»

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

leaving the interview Situation. An effort was made to

keep the interviews flexible in formateaad informal in

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

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

intErViavs was conducted with tha Site progran director,

tgg’progran evaluator, the prinCipgl and any others

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

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

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

training of the individuals involved; the evaluation's

purposes and procedures; personal’ interactions during the




evaluation; and the manner in which evaluation findings

TR
o
’

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

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

.freqdéntly indicated potential pev‘interviewees -~ for
s

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

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

Conflicting descriptions were not a commop problem; hhe few

Y

13




apparent conflicts were §eso1ved through foilowup contacts

wlth those involved.

-
-

once the set of interview data appeared complete -- as

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

case report. Several steps were then followed to refine ¢

I}

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

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

ansvers, further personal interviews or teTephone

———

. discussions vere held with the ififormants, and th

report vas revised. This cycle of review, suﬁblenent ry

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

inﬁg;ptétatlons. Where necessary, additional data vere

collected to thrash out controversial pecints. Then, based

]
%

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

-

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

informant's perspective on some points and differed on

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

effort at a balanced and accurate case presentation.

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

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

then were asked to respond to an open-ended questionnaire

~

assessing the final case study report and general issues

pertaining to evaluation utilization. Their responses vere

excerpted and 1lightly edited (with their approval) to

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

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

- N N I .

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

seemed |desirable to revievw all the cases in order to

identify common forces underlying evaluation use.

s

The comparative analysis began with a review of the

>

five case reports and an attempt to reduce their detailed

" narrative data more éanageable capsule sumparies.

Project staff uembéfs %yéependently developed a set of

%

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

. separate 3x3 card vwas prepared for each critical context

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

Criticality vas judged subjectively, based on the

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

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

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

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

occupied several igeks. Gradually, the a;alysis

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

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

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

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

some other foramulation would conform more closely to the
) /

case findings.
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‘CRITIQUE
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Reviev of the Case sxhgz Purposes

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

was, not very inflﬁ;ntlal.

prevailing opinion, as ‘expressed in many published

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

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

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

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

-~

usefulness.
Canvassing tﬁe literature, one could compile a long

list of potential causes of evaluation underutilization,

some organizational, some procedural, and some
But there was

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

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

[ ol

r?geijeq little study.

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

other 1nportant'causa1 factors, to docunent evaluation ‘

strategies used by practitioners, and to deternine how

extensively evaluatlon information vas used in several

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

“»

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

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

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

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

- unfolding events of a cdrrent evaluation. Finally, the

. decision was made to collect primarily:qualitative data

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

© Case studies wera not the only research option

sonsidered. Simulattgg studies -~ employing writtern

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

’

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

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

confidence. later, after the case studles vere coapleted,

T it appeared that" interactxons among evaluators and clients

were crucial to utilization, and, because these

- .

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

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

itial Braéram of case séudy research seemed tﬁe‘nost

desirable option. The case studies would pernmit

. conversatiohs with evaluation participants, allowing for

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

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

use could be assessed fully only at the conclusion of an

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

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

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

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

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

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

' / e

Stud’-

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

informal open-ended interviews segred to be the most

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

o . ¢
. ]
A Y

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

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

~

. intervievs could fally explore subtle uses of evaluation

“information, such as when evaluation strengthened a

decisionmaker*s opinion about a progranm.

;h