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.- ‘Abstract

EN

The last decade has seen the emergence in the policy arena
of a new form'of qualitative research, one intended to ,
strenghten its ability to generalize whilé preserving in-depth
description. These multisite qualitative studies address the
same research question using similar data collection and-
analysis procedures in a number of settings.
. ~

. To gain systematic knowledge about this phenomenon a study
was undertaken of policy research projects in the field of
education that were: 1) federally funded via a competitive RFP
process, 2) involved the application of qualitative methods of
data collectign and 3) compared several research Sites.
Telephone interviews were cortducted with askey staff member of
25 such projects to learn how each project hiandled important
~qpalitative design and implementation choices. Subsequently a

“ more intensive study of five projects was carried out %o explore
those choicds in greater detail. Key documents from each
project were reviewed prior to. extensive interviews with project
staff members at their offices. The interviiews focused on-.the
natural history of each progect, the interests of pro ject .staff
and relevant outsiders. and methodologicadl and administrative
dilémmas characteristic of policy research. Later, telephone
interviews. were conducted with federal officials who monitored

; each project. -

One important distinction among thdse mulitisite 2
qualitative studies was the degree to which their methodology
was "formalized." Formalization entails codification of the
questions and variables to be studied, standardization of the
data collection methods, and systematic reduction of verbal
narrative to codes and categories. The variaticnm in
formalization observed across projects was substantial and
seemed to result from different adaptations of academic social
science to the policy research context. Such variation was more
a function of the ‘professional preferences and behavior of the
research team than of the technical requirements of policy
research or the desires of those who commissioned it. .
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INTRODUCTION

The tremendous growth of social programs in the 1960s led
to even greater growth in the sponsorship of research about them
in the 1970s. Initially, federally funded policy research
concentrated on program outcomes, but gradually an expansion
occurred to include an interest in program processes and
implementation. Associated with this broadening of interest was
a shift from the use of research designs that were exclusively
quantitative to those that mixed quantitative and qualitative -
techniques ard even to ones that were exclusively qualitative.
Within the field of education this shift in research approach
occurred in two phases. The earliest studies simply applied to
multiple research sites qualitative approaches that had been
developed within academia for the study of a single site. This
was done in efforts to enhance generalizability without
sacrificing in-depth description. In later studies, qualitative
methods from academia were subjected to much modification as

efforts were made to enhance their reliability.

THE GENERALIZABILITY ISSUE
After an initial attraction to qualitative approaches in
their most highly developed academic form--that of
anthropological ethnography~-sponsors and researchers began to
question the applicability of traditional ethnography to formal
.program evaluations. A congressional aide, who later became an

official at the National Institute of Education (NIE), reflected




on the early experiences of that agency with the sponsorship of
multisite ethnographic studies and openly questioned their
relevance to the immediate needs of policy makers (see
Mulhauser, 1975). However, an experience ethnographer, who was
serving as an advisor to one of NIE's contractars, argued that
ethnography would lose its credibility as a form of scholarship
if it attempted to be Avaluative (see Wolcott, 1975).
ConcurrentlYT‘ﬁﬁéi;?tative researcherg questioned early

efforts to generalize from qualitative studies (e.g., see

Campbell, 1974). Their concern was with the larger domain, if
any, to which the findings from qualitative policy research
could be appiied. Often the question focused on the
relationship of the sample under study to a larger population of
policy interest (general.zation from sample to population), but
it also dealt with the relationship of what was being learned in
individual sites to that at a "typical" site (generalization
from case to sample). Moreover, participants in this debate
were quick to note that such a concern about "statistical
generalizability" failed to consider the fact that.policy makers
seldom were concerned solely about the effects of a given
treatment on a specific population at one point in time.” Rather

threy were continually attempting to extrapolate from current

expefience to future aspirations. Cronbach (1982, p. 7.), for

example, argues that "The evaluation of a program [should lead/

\

to a statement about what to expect if a certain plan of action
is adopted (or continued) in a certain site or class of sites."

Such forecasting required inferences that went well beyond

statistical generalization--a problem not peculiar to

ERIC ¢ 9




qualitative research.

Traditional ethnography ignores issues of generalization

and forecasting; it is radically partifgiipé;tic. Spradley &
McCurdy (1972, p. 3) define ethnography as "the task of
describihg a particular culture" and differentiate it from
ethnology which compares and explains. To Wolcott (1975, p.
112) "An ethnography is, literally, an anthropologist's
'picture' of the way of life of some interacting group." Such a
research tradition avoids efforts to explain, generalize, or
draw lessons for application in other settings.

Sociologists doing qualitative research tended to be more
willing to go beyond déscriptipn. They had written widely on
how qualitative research can be used to build theory, including
concepts and explanations. Glééeg and Strauss (1967), for
example, do not limit themselves to the study of a single
well-defined "case." They and other gqualitatively oriented
sociologistis proceed by generating explanations about a single
sacial system intuitively and tHhen disaggregating that.case to
individuals or events in order to seek gonfirﬁation or
disconfirmation (campbell, 1975).

One problem with this approach was ﬁhat it threw very
little light on generalizability beyond the particular case or
on the conditions under which explanations derived from that
case were likely to hold. All generalizations are, of course,
ten?ative. However, one federal official suggested that the

strenght of generalizations from case studies could be increased

if many cases were included and the sampleymet such criteria as

substantial variety among cases, many similarities to the larger

L]
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population of interest, and few unique characteristics (Xennedy,
1679). This line of reasoning was a major force behind the
increasing federal interest in multicase qualitative studies

during the 1970s.

THE RELIABILITY ISSUE
For qualitative research the issue of reliability involves

the accuracy and stability of measurement. Quantitative

researchers typically give great attention to objective
measurement by carefully designing and documenting procedures
and instruments (Selltiz, Wrightsman & Cook, 1976). In

traditional gualitatiave studies, there is less prespecification

of data collection procedures in order to permit the reseasrcher
to interact with the setting and gain insights in the process
(Geer, 1967). This is one reason for the cbservation that
qualitative research often increases construct validity at the
expense of reliability (McGrath, 1982). Such a view does not
imply that qualitative researchers were not concerned with
accuracy. Rather they sought to achiéve it through
nonquantitative means. These incl&%ed extensive immersion in a
setting, triangulation to check insights and hypophesés via
multiple sources, socialization to a relativistic viewpoint and
especially the habit of introspection to check against personal
bias (WDicott, 1975). ' -
while the ethnographer's approach to accuracy is well
accepted within the community of qualitative reseachers, it was

not viewed positively b§ most quantitative researchers, at least

not initially (see Campbell & Stanley, 1966). Moreover, it
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encountered two problems in the policy world not faced in the |
academic one. The first stemmed from the adversarial nature of
some policy research. Findings that are unpopular or
disadvahtageous to an interest group are often attacked on
ﬁethodological grounds. The researcher must be-able to describe
and defend data collectépn and analysis procedures. Furthei the
data themselves may have to withstand extensive methdological,M
critique and secondary analysis, as happened with two of the
Coleman studies (see Mosteller & Moynihan, 1972; Hallinan &
Olneck; 1982). Historically, qualitative researchers have had
great difficulty disseminating their procedures and data in
sufficient detail to make their studies amenable to either
replication or secondary analysis.

The second problem associated with the relijability issue
was specific to multisite research. Given the many sites needed
to increase generalizability, the researchers seemed to lose the
flexibility of the single-site design. With more than one site,
comparability of data collection, reduction and analysis
procedures across all sites tended to be given priority over

in-depth description at individual sites. In general this was

done to ensure that whatever similarities and differences were
noted among sites stemmed from inter-setting rather than

inter-researcher variation (Pelto & Pelto, 1978).

OVERVIEW OF THE REMAINDER OF THIS REPORT
Questions about the‘géneralizability and reliability of

qualitative policy research greatly influenced the field in the

1970s. The remainder of this report presents two papérs




exploring those issues. The first dAraws upon a survey of 25
multisite studies in the field of education and focuses
primarily on the issue of generalizability (see Part 7I). It

will be published in the February 1983 issue of Educational

Researcher. The second paper examines in greater detail five

studies in order to describe and explain variation in how they

-

addressed the reliability issue (Part III). It is intended for

publication in Evaluation Review. Technical details related to

both papers are presented in an appendix (Part IV).
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MULTISITE QUALITATIVE POLICY RESEARCH: ' - y
OPTIMIZING DESCRIPTION AND 'SENERALIZABILITY1

'

Robert E. Herriott aﬁd William A. Firestone™

The classical qualitative educational research design is
the case study. Studies of school life (Cusick, 1973; Wolcott,
1973), of the larger social forces affecting schooling (Ogbu,
1974), and of efé%rts to promote planned educational chgnge
(Smith & Keith, 1971) have used qualitative data in describing a
single social setting. Typically, such studies emphasize
in-depth description but provide a weak basis for generalization

i

to other settings.

The last decade, however, has seen the emergence of a new
form of qualitative research, one intended to strengthen its
ability to generalize while preserviné in-depth description.
These multisite qualitative studies address the same research
question in a number of settings using similar data collection
and analysis procedures in each setting. They consciously seek

to permit cross-site comparison without necessarily sacrificing

‘ within-site' understanding. Although having some roots in

academic social sciences (e.g., see Clark, 1970; whiting, 1963; '

Whiting & Whiting, 1975), multisite qualitative‘research arose

N

Robert E. Herriott is a research sociologist at 85 Jennie Dugan
Road, Concord, MA 01742. William A. Firestone is Director of
Field Studies, Research for Better Schools, 444 North Third
Street, Philadelphia, PA 19123.




|
|
|
'
primarily in response to pressures from the federal government
in the 1970s for studies that could overcome some of the
weaknesses of large quantitative evaluations without being
limited by the particularism of the single-site case study.
Like many hybrids, it is today quite robust. However, these
. multisite qua}itative studies were typically expensivé endeavors
and were done for specific policy purposes which the current .
federal administra;ion seems neither to value nor to feel it can
afford. '

There are two important reasons for reflecting on the
historical development and potential utility of multisite
qualitative policy research at this time. Although it is
unwelcomed ﬂy most social scientists, thk current hiatus in
commissioning policy research at the federal level provides
researchers and policy makers with an opportunity to consider
these issues in some detail. Further, the field of policy
research has.matured to the point where such copsiderations can
be very fruitful. In recent years qualitative re;earéhers have
moved beyond the need to defend the'legitimacy of their craft in
the policy arena (Rist, 1977; Smith, 1978; Stake, 1978).
Moreover, qpantitative researchers.are‘beggnning to acknowledge
a role for quaiitative reésearch in policy and evaluation studies

(Cronbach, 1982; Hoaglin, Light, McPeek, Mosteller & Stoto,

'1932/ and to consider the proper balance of qualitative and

-~ [

quantltatlve techniques (Coak & Reichardt, 1979; Smlth & Louls,

1962). In addition, practitioners of multisite qualltatlve

. ¥

policy research now exhibit sufficient confidence in their

tréftsmanship to begin 4 process of public self-criticism with |
A , ) w
\
|

“a
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an eye to improving their methods (Firestone & Herriott, 1982;
Miles, 1979; Smith & Louis. 1982; Yin. 1981).

Efforts to examine multisite qualitative policy research
suffer, however, from the absence of descriptive data about the
Ifield's status and growth. While there are useful first-person
accounts of individual projects (e.g., see Fetterman, 1982) the
field lacks systematic Eﬁowledge about a range of studies. The
sections that follow offer a start in that direction. First we
review the context and concern that led to the use of this
innovative design in the 1970s and describe briefly an early
effort to employ it in educational research. We then present
the results of a formal survey of 25 educational studles using
this general design to highlight some of its institutional and
methpdological features. Finally we speculate about the future
of t@is design and suggest ways in which it might be refined by

academically oriented educational researchers.

HISTORICAL CONTEXT

The 1960s were a period of dramatic growth in.federal
funding of educational programs and the 1970s one of even
greater growta in the sponsorship of research about them
(National Institute of Education, 1976). Initially such
federally funded policy research concentrated on the outcome of
these programs, but gradually an expansion occurred from an
exclusive concentration on pupil effects to an interest as well
in program implementation and its cdntexts. Associated with

this broadening in research focus was a shift in research

designs from those that were exclusively quantitative to those




£

that were a mixture of quantitative and qualitative techniques
and even ones that were exclusively qualitative. Althouéh there
was some advocacy in the 1970s for the use of better
experimental designs in order to capture illusive program
effects (see Bennett & Lumsdaine, 1975; Riecken & Boruch, 1974),
the general thrust of methodological iﬁnovation during that
decade seems to have been to better understand and measure

program implementation. A key component of this effort was the

use of gqualitative data ccllection, reduction and analysis
techniques. |

The reasons for this emphasis on qualitative designs have
not been well documented, but seem to involve a mixture of
scientific and political-considerations focused on issues of
political utility, design validity, and forms clearance. Quite
prominent in the thinking of one federal official was a concern
that the early evaluation'designs were "findings poor" in the
sense that they provided policy’makers with .little undersEiEding
of why such programs as Head Start and Follow Throqgh appa;ently
had nulléeffectS'or of how to improve them (Datta, 1985). A
former federal official argues that the displeasure of policy
makers with quantitative studies arose less from a concern about
the lack of richness of their findings as from a concern about
the findings themselves, "few of which were liked by program
advocates."” To him qualitative studies were attractive to
policy makers because "case study approaches . . ., tend to yield
less controversial findings, ones with conclusions on both sides

of a political decision" (Smith, personal communication, 1982).

Regardiess of where one stood on the political utility of

16 13




quantitative experimental studies there also seems to have been
disagreement about the validity of their key dependent
variables~-measures of pupil performance. To many program
advocates the then existing standardized tests mitigated against
the ability of even the best quantitative designs to show
positive effects for those minority group members who were the
object of the most ambizious federally funded educational
efforts (Cohen, 1975). Ethnographic studies of minority
children within the complex cultural context of their families,
neighborhoods and schools were often thought to be more likely
to document beneficial program effects. J

In addition to such cohcerns about. the validity of
dependent variables were quéstions about that of the independent
variables, pafticularly the degree to which programs implemented
with federal funds were sufficiently faithful to the intentions
of their designers, or enacted in a sufficiently uniform manner
across most sites, to permit a meagingful test of their effects
(Weiss and Rein, 1970). One federal official responsible for the
design and implementétion of the Follow Through plénned
variation experiments increasingly came to favor more
qualitative studies which could assist him and his colleagues in

understanding why Follow Through "models" were apparently‘being

implemented so variously in different schools (McDaniels,

personal communicatiqn, 1982).

A further contributor to the expansion from quantitative to
g 4
qualitative policy studies seems to have been the growth of a
cumbersome forms clearance process within the federal

government. Although introduced originally to protect private

17
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industry from obtrusive and redundant federal data collection
for regulatory purposes, forms clearance in the 1970s was
embroiled in issues of federal-state relations and of individual
privacy and became a major obstacle to standardized data
collection efforts in educational research (Datta, 1982). By
the end of the decade it. was rare to see a study of a federally
funded educational program which did not at some point in its
design rely on unstandardized data collecticn procedures, often
to minimize (or eliminate) the "forms clearance hassle."

In sum, concerns about excessive reliance on effects
studies of questionable utility and validity, desires for more
attention to program implementation issues and efforts to avoid
the "forms clearance hassle" combined to create a broad-based
demand for policy research modeled more after the traditonal

case study than after the traditional experiment. *

THE RURAL EXPERIMENTAL SCHOOLS STUDY

The Rural Experimental Schools Study was the first large '
scale, federally funded educational research effort to
explicitly attempt the production of generalizable findings
using traditional case study methods at multiple sites. The -
federal official responsible for its general design was openly ‘ .
skeptical of the utility of exclusively quantitative méthods in
program evaluation and argued actively and successfully for a
' strong qualitative component (Budding, 1972). Abt Associates'
probosal to study the program's ten rural sites adopted a

two-pronged approach to optimizing description and

generalizability--a series of quantitative cross-site studies

21
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were to be carried ocut simultaneous with ten site-specific case
studies. In describing the case study procedures, the project
team placed great emphasis on the use of traditional
ethnographic methods from the field of anthropology.
Subsequently, experienced anthropologists and sociologists were
recruited by Abt Associgpes to serve for approximately three
yYears as full-time "on-site researchers" at each rural site
(Herriott, 1977, 1982).

The ma jor product of these field workers was to be a case
study of the site's educational change project in the context of
its school system, community, and broader sociocultural context.
After considerable negotiations among field workers, the
project's administration, and representatives of the funding
agency (thé National Institute of Educét%on), it was agreed that
within broad guidelines, the case %tudy authors would be free to
let events at their sites be thé primary geterminants of case

study content (Fitzsimmons, 1975). In addition the field

workers were to prepare detailed social and educational
histories for each site, provide periodic qualitative reports on
local events to those at Abt Associates' headquarters, and
assist in the collection df structured data required for th§
quantitative cross-site studieé.

The adoption of the case study method in its classical form
allowed these researchers to learn about its strengths and
weaknesses in the policy context and to develop adaptations to

enhance generalizability. The strength of the Rural

Exporimental Schools Study proved to be its ability to generate

in-%gpth description. The major product of the qualitative




segment of the study was. eight book-length case studies of
change projects (e.g., see Clinton, 1979; Firestone, 1980).
When the Rural Experimental. Schools Study was commissioned
little was known about how to use qualitative methodologies to
develop general,conélusions and initially less effort was
devoted to that task thian to the production of site-specific
narratives. Over time, however, two important steps were made
in the direction of generalizability. One involved the
incorroration of qualitative data into studies that were
originally intended to be solely quantitative cross-site
comparisons. Thus the cross-site survey of organizational
change processes used reports from the on-site researchers as a
ma jor source of data for its key dependent variable--~the degree
of comprehensive change at zach site-—-as well as for insights
about the nature of the change process in specific locations
(Rosenblum & Louis, 1981). 'Equally important were efforts to
synthesize insights from the case studies themselves to make
generalizations about change processes in rural school
districts. Limited by the decision to give the field workers
autonomy with respect to the content of his/her study, these
syntheses were carried out in two ways. One approach had the
fieid workers write chapter-lenght case study narratives to a
common outline and then asked outside experts to draw cross-case
conclusions for policy makers and school administrators

(Herriott & Gross, 1979). The second prepared more traditional

"literature reviews" of the eight completed book-length case

studies for policy makers (Herriott, 1980) and school

.administrators (Deal & Nutt, 1979). ’
. 23 |
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A SURVEY OF MULTISI?E’QUALITATIVE STUDIES

.The Rural Experimental Schools Study was part of the
expansion in the use of multisite qualitative methods in the
1970s. To learn more abbut this trend we undertook a survey of
federal officials and qualitatively oriented researchers.
Through a snowball saméiing process wJ identified 24 other
projects which: (1) were federally funded via a competitive RFP
process, (2) involved the application of qualitative methods of
data collection within at least a major part of the overall
design, and (3) intended to compare two or more organizationally
based research sites.’ oOne of the most noticeable features of
these projects is that whereas single-site case studies arise
almost exclusively within academia most of these multisite
projects were located within the typre of applied social research

firm which at that time was specializing in quantitative policy

research. Overwhelmingly the qualitative studies were imbedded
within larger (multistudy) projects having quantitative
components as well, and thus provided opportunities not only for
cross-site qualitative. synthesis, but for the integration of
qualitative and quantitative data. The funding for these
projects was rather extensive (typically over one million
dollars) and their duration lengthly (typically at least two
years).3 |
Four Design Issues

While.the intent of multisite qualitative policy research

is to optimize description and generalizability, there is a

persistént tension between these two nbjectives which permeates

A




all resgafch (Cook & 'Campbell, 1979; McGrath, 1982). In
- multi;ité qualitative research this tension seems to revolve
around four design issues. The most prominent of these issues is
the degree to which the data collection effort should be
"structured" (Firestone .& Herriott, 1982). Cross-site
comparison énd genérali;gtion require researchers at all sites
to use shared definitions of concepts and common data collection
procedures to ensure that cross-siée similarities and
differences are characteristics of the sites and not the result
. of measurement procedures or researcher bias (Pelto & Pelto,
1978). Yet such standardization encéurages researchers to
ignore the unique aspects of each site and to overlook processes
and contexts that may make special contributions to the
phenomena of interest. They also encourage the researchers to
impose their definitions of the situation through premature
conceptualization (Blumer, 1969).
A hiqh degree of structuring of data'collectién is obtained

through the use of closed-end, precoded questionnaires and

interview schedules. Unstrdctured modes of data'cdllection
include unobtrusive observation and schedule-free interViéwing.
~ These are the primary forms of data collection'for ﬂést .
traditional case studies. Our snowball sampling proéess
excluded projects that relied primarily on highly structured
data collection. Nevertheless, when®we examined the data
collection procedures employed by a major qualitative study
witﬁin each of these 25 projects, we were surprised to find that

only five relied primarily on unstructured data collection i |

techniques. The other 20 employed primarily a variety of

Q -
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semi-structured procedures, including site-visit guides which
specify the questions that must be answered but not the specific
data sources to be used, open-end interview guides, and
instructions for focused observation. Such methods require that
research issues be well thought out in advance rather than being
derived "in the field.". This heavy reliance on semi-structured
procedures is clearly a major departure from the traditional
single-site case study approach. It seems to represent an
accomodation in the direction of quantitative methods, one made
in order to facilitate cross-site comparison. /
.A second design issue concerns the number of sites to be
studied. To a point, generalizability is enhanced by the
inclusion of many sites (Kennedy, 1979). However, for any given N
budget level, increasing the number of sites limits the
resources that are available for describing and analyzing eveﬁts
at any one site or feor cross-site comparison. Within this
sample, the fewest sites studied was three and the most was 60
with a median of 11. The 25 studies seem to cluster into thfee

distinct groups: those with three thru six sites (7 instances),

those with eight thru 22 sites (13 instances), and those with 30

thru 60 sites (S instances). The five studies with over 30
sites reise an interesting question: how does one synthesize the.
mass of qualitative data from SO many locations when attempting

f to draw gene;aiizations? One risk in attempting such a
crogs—site-analysis is that the analyst will draw on the sites
selectively, thus reducing data complexity but at the expense of

representativeness. One alternative to such selectivity is to

~ quantify the qualitative data through the use of rigorous coding
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schemes so that formal statistical models can be used in
carrying out the cross-site analysis. Yet such quantification
can undermine the descriptive value of qualitative research that
the multisite design is intended to exploit.

A third issue is tlhe length of time to be spent at each
site for purposes of data collection. ILong-term immersion
{generally of over one year) is the hallmark of classical
ethnography (Wolcott, 1975) and is an important means of
ensuring valid description (Dawson, 1982). However, increasing
the amount of time at any one site limits the resources
;vailablé for qpudying other sites and for cross-site comparison
and generalization. On-site presenca\in this sample of 25
studies fell into three broad categories: one or two short
visits to each site (10 instances), se;eral intermittent visits
(7 instances), and more continuous field work (8 instances).

Finally, the research team can emphasize site-specific
reporting, as was done in the Rural Expefimentai Schools Study,
or cross-site, issue-specific repoéiing. Site-specific

. reporting is a literary device thaé énhancgs description but

. tends to mask similarities and differences aé{oss sites, thereby
inhibiting generalization. C¢ross-site, issue-¥pecific reporting
facilitates generalization, but often at the expense of
site-specific context. Althoﬁgh most of the 25 studies we
surveyed used both site-specific and cross-site qualitative

reporting formats, 12 emphasized the former and 13 the latter.

Inter-issue Patterns

In conducting this survey of multisite qualitative policy

research projects we sought to uncover possible patterns in the
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degree to which decisions affecting one of these four design
issues are associated with decisions on the other three. For
example, it seemed that the numkar of sites could well be an
important factor in determining the degree to which report
narratives emphasize site~specific phenomena, for there might be
a point at which site-gpecific narrative becomes too cumbersome
to utilize across all sites. Such a pattern does exist across
these 25 projects. Whereas 6 of the 7 projects having six or
fewer sites made extensive use of site-specific narrative, none
of the 5 projects with 30 or more sites did so. However, when
we looked for associations between gross categories of the. other
five pairs of the four design decisions we could find none,
sﬁggesting little pervasive pattern in how the number of sites,
the degree of on-site presence, the degree of emphasis upon
unstructured data collection, and the degree of emphasis on
within-site narrative'covary.4

The absence of patterning among all four design variables
could simply reflect our inability to properly conceptualize or
measure the most important choices faced by those responsible
for these 25 studies, but we are inclined to view it as
reflecting two other considerations. In particular it is
important to keep in mind the very recent origin of this
research form. During the past decade the logical connections
among its various design options have been influenced by
congiderable experimentation on the part of both federal
officials and researchers, as together they endeavored to
understand better its strengths and weaknesses. However, it

must also be kept in mind that such experimentation has taken
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place within a context in which "the logic of science must come
to terms with the logic of politiecs (Cronbach, 1982, p.ix)."

Any policy resedarch project arises within a unique political

|
environment. Further each project is modified over time to
reflect changes in that environment as they are interpreted by
various federal officials and social scientists engaged in its
design and implementation. Alihough policy researchers are
clearly influenced by the logic of science, their design and
implementation decisions are not simply the result of the
application of that logic to explicit a priori policy questions.

Rather, their decisions result from the interaction of political

and scientific considerations from the time of the earliest

&

conception of the need for research through the completion of
the final report document. As a result no complex pattern of
design and implementation choices can best satisfy the political "

requirements of more than a single project.

THE FUTURE OF MULTISITE QUALITATIVE RESEARCH

Multisite qualitative research flourished in the federal

’

policy arena of the 1970s. It grew out of the qualitative

traditions of academic social science and was modified to take

into account the larger scale and more diverse audience of the —
policy arena. Unfortunately its future utility at the federal

or state level or in academia is at present unclear. At the

in debates about the government's responsibility for social ¥

federal level, the future of this research approach is enmeshed I
. . |
action programs and for research. All of the 25 projects we :
: :

surveyed were initiated to determine how the federai government
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can interverfe more effectively to improve service deliyery at
the state or local level. while the current administration
clearly eschews such activism at the federal level as a matter
of policy, it remains to be seen whether the federal government
can fully divest itself of this responsibility. To the extent
that it cannot--or to the extent that an administration oriented
to state and local con£;ol chooses to fulfill its
responsibilities by conducting research and demonstration
programs to provide knowledge without imposing mandates for
action--the use of multisite qualitative studie; will continue.
Also likely to facilitate the further use of this innovative
method are sophisticated policy research efforts at the state
level. The evalutation of the California School‘Imporvement
Program, for example, involved extensive field work in 24
schools in 14 districts (Berman, Weiler, Czesak, Gjelten & Izu,
1981).

The current hiatus in the commissioning of large-scale
policy research provides academically oriented edugational

researchers with unusual opportunities to experiment with this

design. 1In the process multisite qualitative research will have

to be adapted to the academic setting which, unlike the federal
policy context, generally requires that research be done at more
modest cost but with longer time lines.

Academic researchers can facilitate the development of
multisite qualitative research by addressing a broad range of
metﬁbdological issues. For example, one current need is to

understand better the consequences of /different staffing

patterns for data collection. This is an especially important
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issue in qualitative research where the researcher is often tﬁe
gruciai Minstrument" (Sanday, 1979). It may be usefud to
conduct research which compares alternative data collection
patterns, One such, pattern is the'uée of a single investigator
to carry out all- field work in all sites (see Metz, 1978). Such
an approach standardizes the data colleétion "instrument" across
sites without sacrificing thé potential for in-depth
description, but it seems limifed to situation involving nc more
than three or four sites. An glternative pés%ibility is to
provide greater data collection str&bture hEross multiple field
workers, either through the use of.field manuals (Campbell &
Levine, 1973) or by having the.differgnt fieié wﬁrkers prepare
case szudy narratives for their sites using a common format
agreed to after conducting some field work (see Hérriott &
Gross, 1979). Although there has been some effort to compare
such apﬁ:paches, it has qpt‘been as.systematip or as extensive
as it could be (Perlqan, 1973). It would also be useful to know
the conditions under vhich it is preferable to use."ldqal"
residents or professional researchers as field observers and
about the advantages and disadvantages of doing cf&ss-site :
comparison and generalization with field workers collaboraéing
"in committee™ or with "outsi&e experts" who work only with the
site-specific case study narratives. .
Another crucial issue-is the consequences of different
apbroaches to the standardized reduction of unstandardized data.
Such reduction is a necessary first step.to any analysis within

or across sites (Goetz & LéCompte, 1981). The potential of any

study for useful,.valid description and generalization depends
o
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on the'analysts' ability to reduce data to a manageable form_
without distortion or loss' of meaningful detail. Studies with a
large number of sites, or where the principal’ investigator is
not intimately familiar with all locations, are especially
dependent on their .approaches ‘to data reduction. While we
currently have some .craft discussion of how data reduction was
, done in specific projects, we need to know more about the
advantages and disadvantages of the quantification of
qualitative Cata (see Louis, 1982; Talmage & Rasher, 1981), and
'of verbal tabular and graphic data reduction devioes (see
Huberman & Miles, 1983; Smith & Nerenberg, 1981). Other issues
in need of attention are the timing of site visits in light of
the phenomena under study, examination of processes and outcomes
at different programatic levels (student, classroom,\school,
district, etc.) and alternative modes of presenting the results

of resaarch to policymakers.
!

Due to the pressure of time, ma jor methodological issues of

, the type illustrated above can seldom be addressed
systematically in tﬂe course of policy studies. .Aoademically
oriented methodological studies represent an opportunity to more
fully expl;cate the logic of this developing research form and

to examine in detail its applicability in various policy

contexts.
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NOTES

1. This paper has been prepared with support from The National
Institute of Education under contract No. 400-80-0019. It does
not, however, necessarily reflect the view of that agency. We
are particularly indebted to Fritz Mulhauser of the Institute's
staff for his unfailing facilitation of our research.

2. The snowball sampling process began with several highly
visible qualitative res@archers (Karen S. Louis, Matthew B.
Miles, Ray C. Rist, Robert Yin) and federal officials (Edward
Glassman, Frederick Mulhauser, Marshall Smith, James Vanecko).
Through their recommendations--and the recommedations of persons
suggested by them-~a roster of approximately 100 candidate
projects was created. Subsequent telephone calls to a person
more knowledgeable about each project led to the elimination of
approximately 75 projects, in .most cases due to a failure to
satisfy all three of the sampling criteria. For those projects
meeting all criteria arrangements were made for ‘a one~hour
telephone interview, generally with the project's director. At
the time of the interview the. inférmant was queried about
his/her project using a hlgh1y~structured *projectoprofile®
sheet as a guide. After the interview was finished a draft copy
of the complete profile was sent to the informant and
modifications requested if necessary. After the full set of 25
profiles had been created and rev1ewed, they were used to code
each project in terms of a series of summary categories. The
key informants then reviewed that coding and suggested whatever
further modification of the proflle sheets or summary tables
seemed warranted.

3. For a detailed description of each of the 25 prOJects, see
Appendix A.

4. For the basic tables supportiné these conclusions, see
Appendix C.
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THE FORMALIZATION OF QUALITATIVE RESEARCH:

AN ADAfTA?ION OF "SOFT" SCIENCE TO THE POLICY WORLD1

William A. Firestope and Robert E. Herriotr =~

A m;jor development in evqluation and policy research in the 1970s was
the intioduction of quaiitative:techniques from anthropology, history, po-
litical science, and'socioloﬁy:(COQk & Reichardt, 1979). However,\the use
of these techniques in the policy arena often diffared greatly from that in
the academic getiings in which they originated. There seem to have been
two reasons for this difference: The first w;s a4 concern for generaliza-
bility and reliability that resulted from the early domipation of policy
research by quantitative e;onomists and psxphologists (e.g., see Riecken &
Boruch, 1974). The second was the need for qualitative rese;rqﬂers, like
their quantitative predecessors, to rispond to the requirements of reie-
vance, timeliness, and utility of the policy arena (see Coleman, 1972).

These two factors combined to produce a "formalization" of qualitative
redearch having five major clcmentsz, The fifﬁt relates :fjthe iggggg of ‘
the inquiry. ? ™ .

l. Whereas traditional qualitative research tends to

emphasize in-depth description, formalized qualitative
research emphasizes explanation.

William A. Firestone is Director of Field Studies, Research for Better
Schools, 444 North Third Street, Philadelphia, PA 19123. Robert E.
Herriott is a research sociologist at 85 Jennie Dugan Road, Conrord, MA
01742,
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A second element regards the organizatiional form of the inquiry.

2. Whereas traditional qualitative research tends to empha-
size the conduct of inquiry by a single individual,
formalized Jualitative research emphasizes the use of a
multiperson team.

The three additiomnal elements have to do with'the methodology of the in-

quiry. . - C e o
3. Whereas traditional qualitative research ténds to
emphasize the discovery of relevant questions and
variables while in the.field, formalized 'qualitative re- -
search emphasizes the codification of questions and
variables before beginning fieldwork.

L. Whereas traditional qualitative research tends td
emphasize unstructured questioning. and observation, for-
wilized qualitative research emphasizes the standardi-
zation of data collection procedures through the use of
semistructured interview and ‘observation protocols. |

5. Whereas-traditional qualitative research tends to
emphasize extended presentation of verb&l narrative,
formalized qualitative research .emphasizes the systematic
reduction of verbal narrative to -codes and categories.

a2 * -
”

While any one of these shifts.alone would constitute a minor adapta-
tion to the policy‘arena, the simnltaneou§ occtrrence of all five has
produced a radical transformation in the wdy qualitative research is con-
ducted. Thid transformation hag been'driqen in part by the need to
coordinate data colltction in many sites and to ensure responsiveness to &
client's need for cross-site conclusions. In addition, some advocates of

such coordination argue that problem-drivdh research using standardized

\
PR

techniques for data collection and analysis increases the truth or accuracy

of qualitative research by responding to standards of validity and relia-

bility traditionally associated only with quantitative rés;;rCh (Huberman &

Miits, 1983):‘ To them, what we have characterized as "formalization"

represents a major improvement in the way that\gualitative research is

L]

conducted and appraised. :
‘ ;40




-The.aévaggaggf‘and disadvantages of this dramatic shift in the conduct
of qualitative research are currently being debated by many of the princi-
pals (see, e.g., Louis, 1982; Miles, 1979; Rist, 1980; Wolcott, 1980; Yin,
1981). This paper does not enter that debate directly. Rather it seeks to
inform it by examining in some detail five policy research projects, All
five projects used research teams to carry out qualitative field work at
multiple sites with the intent of making cross-site generalizations. They
differed substantially, however, in the formalization of their methodologi-
cal approaches, Oﬁr research suggests three compecing.explanacions for
this variation: the technical requirements of the research, the demands of
the research sponsors, and the interests of the research teams and their
professional networks. While concerns about methodological adequacy and
policy utility create® a broad interest in the formalization of qualitative
research in the 1970s (see Herriott & Firestone, 1983), decisions about how
much formalization would occur in épeéiEIC'inscances geem to reflect the
preferences of the research team more than any other factor.

To date variation on grounds of personal and professional preference

has provided a useful way for policy researchers and cheir'federal Sponsors
to experiment with alternative approaches. However, the field of policy
researcﬂ currently needs stronger guidance on how much formalization of
qualitative research is appropriate under various technical circumstances.
Such guidance is likely to be most useful if the degree of formalization
thought to be most apprqpriacé for particular research purposes is linked
to realistic assumptions about the scientific and political requirements
ch;; qualitative policy research must meet (Cronbach, 1982). It is to

those requirements, and how they were addressed in the 1970s, that we now -

turn.
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A STUDY OF MULTISITE STUDIES

Our understanding of formalization in qualitative research comes from
a study of five multisite policy research projects in the field of educa-
tion. We began with a "snowball" sampling process whereby we asked federal
officials and educational researchers to help us identify projects which:
(1) were federally funded ;la a competitive "request for proposals" (RFP)
process, (2) involved the application of qualitative methods of data col-
lection within at least a major part of the overall design, and (3) in-
tended to compare two or more research sites. After identifying 25 such
projects, we conducted telephone interviews with a key staff member
(generally the director) in each. Our examination of those projects showed
a great deal of variation in the standardization of data collection through
the use of structuring devices. However, the apparent absence of assozia-
tion between the use of these devices and other variables raised a number
of questions about'how multisite qualitative studies are designed and
implemented (Herriott and Firestome, 1983).

To learn more about the dynamics of the research p;ocess, ve initiated
our own multisite study of five projects. ‘All 25 projects be£e arrayed in
terms of two variables thought to be associated with formalization: the
number of sites and the length of time spent in collecting data at each
site., Finally we selected for intensive study one project from each of the
five cells where either variable was relatively high (Table 1);3

The five projects are: ‘

e The Rural Experimental Schools (RES) Study. Initiated in

1972, this complex multimethod project at Abt Associates
Inc. explored the utility of comprehensive change efforts
for reforming schools. In one of its five major substudies,
ethnographic field work was conducted in 10 rural school

districts over a three-year period by full-time "on-site
;esearchers" trained in the discipline of anthropology or
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Table 1

" Distribution of 25 Studies by Length of Time
on Site and the Number of Sites. (The five studies
selected for intensive study are identified parenthetically.)

Length of Number of Sites
Time on Site
2-=5 6-15 16+

One or two short
visits 2 3 S (EBCE)

Several intermittent
wisits 1 S (DESSI) 0

Many repeated visits ’
or continuous presence 3 (cIp) . 3 (RES) 3 (pPI)

-

Note: For the identity of all 25 studies in the survey sample, see
Appendix A.




sociology. The field work was coordinated by Stephen J.
Fitzsimmons, Robert E. Herriott and Michael B. Kane.

The Experienced-Based Career Education (EBCE) Study. This
research by The Huron Institute was inaugurated in 1976 to
learn if EBCE "models" developed by .four regional educa-

tional laboratories would be effective when exported to a

wide variety of public school settings. Attention was also
given to learning sbout program implementation as a social
‘Process. Over a three-year period three social scientists

- made- several -short visits to 45—-schools. —The--amount-of-time

spent at each school site varied from one to 22 person days.
Field work was conducted by Peter Cowden, John DeSanctis
and Eleanor Farrar with David Cohen serving as senior
advisor. ’

The Career Intern Program (CIP) Study. The CIP program or-
iginated at one site as a promising way to train ninority
youth to be employable workers or enter higher education.
In 1978 it expanded to four geographically scattered sites.
Through a multimethod study the RMC Corporation investigated
what happens when an attempt is made to veplicate the pro-
totype in new settings, what produces "successful" program
outcomes and what those outcomes were. For purposes of the
‘ethnographic substudy, approximately sever rounds of two-
week visits were made to each site by a trained anthro-
pologist. Key senior staff members included David
Fetterman, Peter Treadway and Kasten Tallmadge.

The Parental Involvement (PI) Study. Begun in 1978, this
large-scale project conducted by System Development Corpora-
tion described the form and extent of parental involvement
within four federal educational programs. Dita were col-~
lected at 57 sites over a four-month period by half-time,
on-site field researchers. The formal acadenmic training of
these field workers varied from the pre-bachelors to post-
doctoral level. All field work was coordinated by a staff
of social scientists which included Ward Keesling, Ralph
Melarangno, Al Robbins and Allen Smith, each of whom played
an active role in cross-site data analysis.

The Dissemination Efforts Supporting School Improvenient
(DESSI) Study. This complex multiméthod study was commis-
sioned in 1978 to reconsidar assumptions underlying federal
dissemination strategies, to lsarn how school districts
“undertake plannéd change, and to examine whether the federal
government should promote fidelity to externally developed
program models or local adaptations. Under the direction of
David P. Crandall, The Network .Inc. coordinated the work of
a series of subcontractors, one of whom undertock case
studies of 12 schools. Field work of approximately eight
days per site was carried out over a three-month period by

¥
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Jo Ann Goldberg, A. Michael Huberman, Matthew B. Miles and

Beverly Taylor, with Huberman and Miles subsequently con-

ducting the cross-site analyses. - :
Three projects were supported by the National Institute of Education and
two by the Office of Planning, Budget, and Evaluation in the Office (later
Department) of Education. All-five were carried out by private corpora-
tions, a situation characééQistic of federally funded policy research in
the 197 js.. ‘ALl were multimethod endeavors (Louis, 1982) which included
quantitative surveys in aédition fo'the "case studies" we focused on. They
ranged in duration fraﬁ 33 monthg (PI) Eo eight years (RES). (See Appendix
D for an annotated bibliography of illustrafive publications from each
project.) -

To learn about these projects, we reviewed such documents as requests
for proposals, the proposals themselves, assorted élanning documents, final
r;ports, and published books and articles. In four cases we conducted
extensive interviews with key Project staff at their offices fo learn about
~ things not apparent in the documents. The interviews focused on the natural‘
history of each project, the interests of project staff and relevant out-
siders, and a series of methodological and administrative ailemmas that we
anticipated would arise frequently in multisite qualitative policy re-
search. We spent from six to twelve hours talking.with several members of
each project team. (This step was not taken with the RES study since we had
been members of its staff, Herriott as the project's director and Firestone
as an on-site researcher.) For all five projects ;e later talked to at
least one of the federal officials responsible for its monitoring to better
understand the projects' history and obtain-a client.perspective. Oug

presentation of these five projects begins with a description of the extent

to which its most quaiitative component was formalized. It then considers
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the extent to which such formalization was influenced by three sets of

factors that might guide the design and implementation of policy research.

FORMALIZATION IN QUALITATIVE RESEARCH
Formalized qualitative research projects'tend to have more codified
research questions at the beginning, more standardized data collection

procedures, and more systematic means to reduce verbal data to categories

for analysis. Table 2 describes variation among our five pr;jects in terms

of each of these definitional elements.

The classical qualitative research begins with only the rost tentative
research problem, and the first days in the field become an important time
for fleshing out an understanding of the phenomena of interest (Geer,
1969). Formalized qualitative research begins with well specified con-
ceptual models and uses early field work to refine the conceptualization
and either to check the feasibility of questions or primarily to collect
the necessary data. RES embraced the traditionalietﬁnographic field work
abdga most fully, delegating the task of designing case studies to the in-

~ <
dividuél\qn-site researchers, each of whom was an experienced field worker.

. N
~

Thus, there\has never a central guiding conceptualization for its qualita-
tive research. The EBCE team reported to us that in retrospect gh;y could
see the seeds of their major‘findinés in their earliest proposal-—perhaps

reflecting ideas that they had developed in doing ‘other studies of implé- ‘

mentation-—~but neither they nor the CIP team developed any formal a priori

"y

“conceptualization to guide the research. PI and DESSI operated very dif-

ferently. One staff member from the PI team devoted the first few months

of the project to generating a model which elaborated five dimensions of

parental involvement; he devoted less attention to specifying its causes

e




’ Table 2. Descriptive Characterization of Five Projects on Eight Indicators of Formalization
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and consequences. The DESSI team developed a comprehensive model of the

major variables thought to affect educational change efforts and explicated
34 research questions. The RES, EBC? & CIP teams used early field work to.
becomé grounded conceptually, with RES & EBCE paking explicit reference to
using the firs; year to develop their theory along the lines suggested'by
Glaser and Strauss (1967). The P1 aﬁd DESSI teams moved more quickly to
collecting the data called for by their conceptual models although those
models were modifjed somewhat over time (see Table 2, Indicators 1 and 2).
Data collection techniques can vary on a continuum from unstructured,
vhere researchers simply observe and ask questions, to highly structured,

vhere closed-ended precoded instruments are used. Exclusive reliance on

A tw

precoded instruments was eliminated because it was considered quantitative

N

rather chan qualitative research. However,

né%derable varia-

tion over-thé rest of the continyum.  The RE

imposed structure fbr’qualitaéive data colle

study fdever had a centrally

-

ion. However, over time.some

-

of the onsite researchers became ﬁrogféssively mo tuctured in their

approach, but only one developed formal interview guides, In contrast such
progressive focusing was the rule on EBCE and CIP. At the end of the first
round of site visits the EBCE team took time to reass§ss its research ob-

jectives and to write position papers. They used the insights gained from

. that collective process Eo guide later field work. Field work for CIP was

done in seven rounds of site visits. What was learned in the first was
checked later. PI and DESSI relied primarily on semi-structured guides.

PI developed theirs before the field work from the a priori conceptualiza-

tions. DESSI finalized forms after the first, brief round of site visits.
In both cases field work was ge.red to completing those guides, and there

was frequent monitoring by senior researchers on both teams to assure that
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adequate data were collected to answer each question at each site (Table 2,
Indica;ors 3&4),

Data reduction is the task of condensing information about each site
to manageable proportions, and it too can vary in its prespecification,
with more standardized modes generally thought to facilitate cross-gite
analysis. RES essentially”ieft this task to the discretion of the indi-
vidual ongite researchers, and no formalized procedures were used in CIP
since a single field worker cavered all four sites, /€§CE experimented with
a8 number of techniques, including creating a cﬁree-ring binder for each
site in vhich field notes were cut up and organized by standard topics, and
the use of wall charts to portray sites and topics in matrix form. In PI
each field wgfkgp Prepared a narrative summary of data and observations for
his or her site. These were followed by site-specific syntheses done by
the central staff following a standard outline and using the summaries and
various interview forms as data. Before completing its field work, the
DESSI team generated "interim" summaries of some sites and a case study
outline with detailed data displays including du;my tables and tent;tive
causal flow charts. These werexsubsequently completed for each case (Table
2, Indicator 5). s

Generally, t;adig;onil qu;liCative approaches show cheig rigor through
extensive presentation of data clo;e to its raw form while formalized
qualitative approaches emphasize presenting primarily higher order data,
one or more steps- removed from:the original field notes. RES reported 'its
qualitative gite data through book~length case studies (Document‘A).s
EBCE presented illustrative quotes and vignettes in the cross-site

analysis, but the reader cannot form an understanding of any specific site

(Document D). CIP used a similar approach but present chapter~length case
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studies of each site (Document H). PI presented some site-specific
vignettes, but displayed most of its data in extensive narrative -tables
with variables as rows and sites as columns (Document J). DESSI prepared
case studies which are available to interested reviewers, but its public
document features summary graphic displays for specific sites that were -
distilled frow field notes during case study development (Document
M)--Table 2, Indicator 6.

The credibility of cross-site qualitative analysis can often be in-
creased by the use of explicit preplanned procedures, including rules and
displays for coded éata, and by int;r§;ﬁjzéfive checks requiring that there
be.consensus within the research team on the accuracy of coding and analy-
sis (Firestone and Dawson, 1982). RES did not use standardized procedures
for cross-site analysis, but its use of multiple independent synthesizers
of thé case study narratives (and in one instance the simpltaneous presen-
tation of five syntheses in a single report--Document ﬁ) gnhanced the
credibility of its approach. EBCE and CI? rglied on a similar form of in-
tuitive cross-site analysis, although only one Synchesis was done in each
case. The use of a team of three researchers on the EBCE'étudy provided
sone checks and created the opportunity for each researcher to have togﬁ
defend his or her conclusions. Teamwork was less evident in the CIP case,
but the overall project director aggressively reviewed and challenged all
Teports. ?I required that all conclusions $e apparent in. cross~site A
analysis tables, and that both table entries and the overall patterns be
‘efended in formal analysis committee meetings organized by conceptual
elément and by program studied (Document L). Within PI both attacks and
defenses of conclusions were extremely spirited. The DfSSI senior
researchers developed complex and thorough procedures for sorting sites and
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variables and for displaying the results (Document 0). They checked each

other's work but not with the same degree of opeun review required by the

group context of PI (Table 2, Indicators 7 and 8).

In order to summarize the narrative picture of these five projects we

read across the eight rows of Table 2 several times to get a sense of the

range of variation on each indicsitor. We then read down each of the five

columns to discover the modal tendency within each project. Although our
original intent was simply to divide the five projects into two ordered

categories (low formalization and high formalization) the data refiected

three (low, moderate, and high). The RES study stayed close to the

traditional ethnographic approach by delegating the data collection and

case séﬁdy wiiiiﬁg'Eb‘individual\g3g1p9~researchers and by deemphasizing

standardized cross-site analysis. It was it the low extreme. DESSL and

PI, with their early conceptualization, extensive instrumentation and

standardized data reduction, analysis and reporting techniques, wvere at the

opposiﬁe extrems. CIP and EBCE were intermediate (Table 2).

S—

ALTERNATIVE EXPLANATIONS FOR VARIATION IN FORMALIZATION

In®attempting to understand variation in formalizaticn we first re-

viewed the axtensive notes we had taken in reading the various project doc-

uments and in talking with project staff members and their federal
monitors. Through this review, we identified three possible expltgptions
for why these f%ve projects were formalized to diffarent extents, One
emphasized the technical requirements of the research, particularly the

generic questions that led to commissioning the study. A second emphasized

the contractual relationship between the organization selected to conduct

the research and its federal sponsor. The third emphasized the
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predilections of the research team as professioaals within an occupational

group. We then reviewed our field notes a second time for evidence of the
: \

power of each explanation and summarized cur findings by project and ex-

¢

planation. In so doing we were implementing an approach to qualitative

research not too different from that of the five projects whose methods we

vere endeavoring to study.

Technical Requirements

To counsider whether technical factors affected study formalization, we
examined two issues: study purposes and the number of sites studied.
These five studies include three program evaluations and two more general
studies. RES, EBCE, and CIP focused on specific programs which were funded
by the same aéencies funding the research. The EBCE and CIP REPs ex-

plicitly stated that the results would be used to plan the possible contin-

S

\\“ﬁition~o£\§ygse programs. DESSI and Pl addressed general policy issues and
cut across several é;Bgram agencies. Their importance to the continuation
of specific programs was less clear. One might expect more formalization

within the program evaluations where procedures for drawing inferences

~— <

could conceivably be more subject to attack by entrenched political in-
terests,, than within the generic studies‘having more diffuse constitu-
encies. In fact, the opposite was true in ghese fivg cases, DESSI and PI,
the two generic studies, are also the moét formalized. Moreover, upon

closer examination the distinction between generic studies and evaluations

turns out to be more apparent than real. In the case of the PI study, the
managers of the four programs being studied-~ESEA Title I, Follow Through,

the federal Bilingual Program (ESEA Title VII), and the desegregation pro-

gram (ESAA)~-became concerned that the study might create a "horse race" in

4
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which some would look better than the'others. Thus, an evaluative
dimension was perceived by program people even when it was not important to
the research sponsors. The evaluative purposes of the two other studies
proved irrelevant; decisions not to continue the Experimental Schools and
EBCE programs were made in Washington well before their respective studies
were completed. In‘those'cases interest among members of the research
team, and to a‘ lesser extent among the research sponsors, turned from pro-
gram evaluation to what could be learned about general processes ;f program
implementation at the local level. -

. A second technical issue is the number of sites. Studies with more
sites might be expecred to be more formalized, either to increase compara-

bility or to reduce data collection and analysis costs. fﬁt. as in our 25

project survey (Herriott & Firestone, 1983), we found no clear relationship

0
between formalization and the number of sites. The two projects with the
- A
largest number of sites-—PT with 57 and EBCE with 45—were highly and
moderately formalized respectively; the next two==DESSI with 12 and RES
L\

with 10--were at the high and low extremes; and CIP, the project with the

fewest sites (four), was moderately formaiized. Here toc, however, things

are not as clear as they seen because the number of sites can easily
change. The EBCE DESSI and PI RPP: were quite ambiguous on this point. A
fourth-RES—-agsumed that five sites would be included, but before the
study began a sixth w;s'added. One year later, primarily for‘reasons un-
related to study design, the federal Experimental Schools Program added
four more sites, thereby doubling the original estimate.

+ The number of sites was also subject to more subtle redefinition.

Thus, PI began as a single generic study with the same research questions

and data collection procedures to be used at all 58 sitas. However,
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because of pressures from the four federal programs, it was agreed that an
interprogram comparative analysis would not be conducted. Instead, four
within~-program analyses (each with about 15 sites) were carried out as
parallel replications. Similarly, although the EBCE team visited 45 sites
during the first phase of its three-phase data collection process, more
time was spent at some thaﬁ.at others and many sites were not visited more
than once. From one to 12 days were spent at different sites, with only a
quarter of them visited for as many as seven days (Document C)., As a
result, the team reports that thei:r theory generating work relied most
heavily on about 15 of the 45 sites. In sum, technical factors associated
with either general research purpose or the number of sites seem to have
little predictable influence on the formalization of research. A major

reason is that (at least for these five studies) technical factors, both

abstract and seemingly concrete, are subject to frequent redefinition.

The Contractual Relationship

The purchaser of research might be expected to have a major influence
on its design. Such a view from the federal side is made explicit by Baker
(1975, p. 209-210) who explains that:

Quite often the {federal] agency... knows how it wants the
study conducted in evaluation research. . . . Many [federal]
applied research administrators push for such a detailed speci-
fication of the problem and research design that the only im-
portant question left’ for the contractor is how much will it
cost to carry out the agency’'s plan. The agency, knowing what
it wants done and how it wants it done, is looking for a
skilled staff to carry out its needs, not somebody else's de-
sires.

After looking closely at federal request for proposal (RFP) preparationm,

contractor proposal writing and negctiation and the post-award administra-
)
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tion for each project, we concluded that the federal sponsors rarely
specif&ed the degree of formalization of a study.
Selecting a Research Contractor. If Baker's view is correct, the

i
federal agency's RFP is a critical document. It sets out the research spe-

cifications, leaving the pPropasers to compete to see who can best carry out
those specifications. Yet, the RFPs for all five of these projects were
mach less clear than Baker's Statement implies. In many ways they were
little more than a Rorschach test, an ambiguous stimulus that could gen-
erate a broad range of design responses. Consider the views of one of the

P1 proposal writers who describes the methodology of the RFP as "funny."

[The PI staff member] says that people were to go cut to sites,
but the number of sites was unclear. They_were to coilaet some
quantitative data, but they were also to do some intarviews
with key individuals in the district and with parents. There
was supposed to be a division between quantitative data and
interview data, but it was left to the .proposers to work out
the balance on depth vs. breadth. Moreover, the proposers were
¢+ asked to discuss the tradeoffs. _
. (from field notes of PI site visit)
The PI team's response was based partly on an estimate of what the agency
wanted, but it also considered what it was competent to do and what it was
interested in doing. A similar situation appeared within the RES study.
The RFP clearly asked for descriptive "documentation" of each local project
and required that one full=-time person be assigned to live at each site.
However, the nature of the documentation required was unclear; proposers
were encouraged to consider approaches from a variety of academic disci-
plines including anthropology, but also history and gociology. Moreover,
the project director perceived g conflict between these ambitious require-
ments for sound scholarship and the need (also specified in the RFP) to

provide technical assistance to local districts——a need that would take the

onsite researchers out of a nonparticipant researcher role.
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In some cases, proposal writers tried to make an intelligent interpre-
tation of RFP requirements. In other cases, such requirements were simply
ignored. Thus, the DESSI RFP called for a "cross-sectional survey-
interview" study; there was no hint of that being supplemented with an in-
tensive qualitative case-study component. Such an activity was ipitiated
solely by The Network in its successful proposal. In the EBCE case, the
proposal writing team concluded that cne of the key requirements in the RFP
(a focus on the fidelity of program implementation at the local level) was
i1l advised in view of the then emerging findings of the Rand '"'Change Agent
Study" on the importance of mutual adaptation (see Greenwood, Mann &
McLaughlin, 1975\>‘ Sensing the conflict over the issue of fidelity--and
believing that it did n;t make sense to pursue fidelity questions--they
describe their proposal as "an intricate dance around” that issue. Al-
though, after contract award, represedtatives\gf the federal sponsor con-

' none was ever carried out.

tinued to want a "discrepancy study,’

There was only one case among the five we studied of an RFP clearly
requiring something thah the proposing team did not want to do where the
funding agency successfully insisted that it be done. The CIP RFP required
that one part of the study be "an ethnography," and the winning team did
not know what ethnography was. How that issue was resolved to include an
ethnographic component is described in the next section.

Generally, the ambiguity of the RFP stems from the numerous opportuni-
ties during the RFP development process for a variety of individuals to add
pleces. An interest in building broad support for the procurement within
the agency leaves unresolved contradictions in the RFP document. For

instance, the federal official responsible for the preparation of the PI

RFP had "been hearing about ethnography and other impressionistic

4
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approaches.” He saw the PI study as "a chance to break out and do a less
quantitative, more qualitative study." However, according to him, the per-
son with whom he was collaborating in preparing ‘the RFP "was more oriented
towards a survey--one with questionnaires or checklists—-and tried from
time to time to nudge the RFP back towards a more quantitative approach."
Thus, it is not surprising g;;t the methodological requirements in the PI
RFP seemed "funny" to the proposal writers; they were developed by two
people of competing methodological preferences.

Moreover, within the studies we examined, specific methodological ex-
pertise was never the most important factor in the agency's decision
regarding which proposal to fund., 0ften the federal sponsors were pri-
marily concerned with the known competence of the proposed staff. The
initial RES project monitor explained that:

It b;iled down to a judgment on the nature of the staff and

their orientation to the study. . . . Substantively, the pro-

posal was on target. It was interesting and we were favorably * .

inclined, but we were skeptical about what a proposal is worth.

To the PI project monitor management skills were more important than
methodological orientations. He was looking for a "contractor who had the

' resources to have a lot of people out in the field at one time," one who

could "get things done on time and within budget." Since the tasks in the

contract's scope of work statement were acknowledged to be "less well
defined" than was typically the case for that agency, it was anciciﬁated
that "the contract could easily get out of hand unless you had a strong
contractor."

‘Our data clearly suggest that the procurement process is seldom a cal-
culated search for the contractor with the best design to achieve prespeci-

fied federal objectives. It has been suggested that "it's more like a
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pickup at a singles bar, with both parties wondering what will happen if

they leave together."

Monitoring the Contractor. If federal influence is so limited during

the selection process, will the agency perhaps have a greater impact after
the contract is signed? On the basis of our data this seems unlikely.

Listen to one experienced federal project monitor:

Once you sign the contract you have very little power to do
good and substantial power to do evil. You can hassle people,
but you have a small margin in which to be constructive. A
good headstrong contractor can easily tell you where to get
off.

We found many instances where the project monitor seemed to avoid clear

opportunities to influence the conduct of the research. The ethnographic
component within the DESST study underwant a major redesign after the con-
tract was signed. The activity was totally restaffed from what was origin-
ally proposed, and the decision was made to have a core scaff of four field
workers instead of a larger group of people, one of whom would be located
at each site.' However, these changes were not in response to a federa;)
initiative. The major redesign decision on the PI study--to create four
separate within-program analyses--was influenced by the federal sponsor,
but on n;nmethodological grounds. However, this decision had methodolog-
ical implications because it reduced the likelihood of extreme formaiiza-
tion and precluded the type of quantitative analysis suggested by the PI
team in its proposal. This decision was not initiated by the federal

project monitor. Rather it was an accommodation that the monitor and re-

search team members made to the fears of a "horse race" voiced by officials

of the four programs being studied. Generally, project monitors took what

both they and the research team members described as a "collegial" approach
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to contract monitoring. In general this meant that the researchers called
the meghodological shots.,

In contrast to these examples of redesign by contractor initiative are
two where the federal agency tried unsuccessfully to increase the level of
formalization. The RES study director faced numerous pressures to increase
the comparability of the ten .case studies (Document C). All were success-
fully &eflected, firsg by forcing the preparation of a memo of understand-
ing which specified that tﬁe case studies were to be comparable only in the
most general of terms (each was to congider the local Experimental Schools
project in Ehe context of its school district and the surrounding com-
munity) and then by insisting that case-study drafts be reviewed by
experienced ethnographers in the light of ;hat understanding.

The federal officials wonitoring the EBCE contract alsc sought to turn
it in a more quantitative direction.’ One federal official reports that

"they really needed to use a larger number of ([data] sources and methods, "

but such changes were never made.

We found only one case of a successful federal effort to affect the
level of formalization of a project (the CIP study), and here the direction
of influence was towards less formalization. At the time tﬁe contract was
awarded, the project monitor negotiated an sgreement that the project
director believed required him to hire an ethnographer to work on the
relevant task, subject to the approval of the federal goverament. The
project monitor put the project director in touch with George and Louise
Spindler, two well-known educational anthropologists. The Spindlers pro-
vided the contractor with an crientation to traditional ethnography and

recomuended two graduate students who were subsequently hired, but not
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until they had been interviewed by the project monitor and his independent

consultants on ethnography.

\
Interpretation. In spite of this rather dramatic counterexample,

there seem to be severe limits to the client's influence on decisions
affecting the formalization of research after the contract is signed.

There are at least three reasons for these 1imits; changing sponsor priori-
ties, staff turnover in Washington and contractor expertise. First, in all
five studies, the commissioning agency lost its initial interest well be~
fore research was completed. Decisions about the fate of the EBCE and
Experimental Schools program were made before either of these multi-vear
evaluations could generate research results that could affect program
policy. In the EBCE case, changing priorities within the funding agency
clearly gave the project team the opportunity to move in a direction ques~
tioned by several of its monitors. It was simply not worth the trouble to
try to discontinue the contract or to take other radical steps needed to
redirect the work. According to one of its federal monitors:

[Even] by the time the study began people were beginning to

lose interest in EBCE. After a year or two [the federal

agency] was out of the EBCE business. . . and . . . by the end

of the study programmatic interest was gone. They really

didn't want to know what had happened. . . . Time had outpaced

the study. . . . Had [the sponsoring agency] continued to have

a big stake in EBCE, I could have seen [the team's] feet be

really put to the fire.

Similarly, the arrival of the Reagan administration seemed to limit consid-
erably federal interest in the results of the DESSI, PI and CIP studies.

A second factor is the turnover in federal project monitors. Only the
DESSI study had the same monitor from start to finish; the RES study had 7
project monitors over eight years. Generally, the initial project monitors
had a more active interest in the studv than those who came later.
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Declining interest and project officer turnover might result from the
length of the research projects. The two studies where declining interest
were most apparent--RES and EBCE~~were also the longest--eight and four
years respectively. The other three pProjects lasted 3.5 years (DESSI), 2.8
years (PI), and 2.5 years (CIP). Certainly, the length of these first two
pProjects made continuity of'federal oversight more difficult. However, it
should be noted that the big loss of interest im both projects occurred in
the first two years of each. Moreover, the project with the least turnover
among project monitors was also rather long (3.5 years). Thus, elapsed
time alonme is insufficient to explain the changed persomnel and interesﬁ on
the federal side.

The third factor, although not as clear, *s that the research teams
seemed to have an advantage of influence through expertise that. the federal
project monitors often lacked. Thus, in $oth RES and EBCE, when agency
staff had reservations about the work being produced, .they commissioned
speclal experts or panels to review the results ;;; make recommendations.
However, these groups never made explicit recommendations for clear action,
such as Ehanging the design of a major study component, that might have
glven the agency justification for exercising its formal authority. All
five research teams also sought to increase their own claims to\expertise
by turning to eminent scholars and practitioners at crucial points in the
life of their studies, sometimes at the suggestions of their federal

sponsors, but more often to challenge them.

Professional Factors

At best the client-contractor relationship seems to only generally

circumscribe the amount of formalization in the design of a multisite
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qualitative research project. The detailed specification of research

|
procedures seems to result more from the predilections of the research
team, the team's reference groups, and the networks that it uses in seeking

advice.

Predilections of the Research Team. The predilictions of the core

staff of each team are not'always predictable from their methodological
training. Two of the three people who wrote the RES proposal and provided
continuity and direction over the life of the project were trained as
quantitative social scientists. However, the project director--Herriott--
had just come to Abt Associates from a university professorship. Rather
than being committed to a particular methodology'he was inclined to borrow
heavily from the most relevant established Academic traditions. The es-
tablished traditions of ethnography and sociological case studies recom-
mended those approaches strongly to him. Moreover, both he and his deputy
direczor for research~-Steven Fitzsimmons—were strongly inclined to es-
tablish the credibility of the proiect through an emphasis on publication
in accepted academic jourmals.

The people who made up the original team for the PI study, including
Ward Keesling, Ralph Melaragno, Al Robbins, and Hilda Borko, were also
trained in quantitative research methods although Allen Smith, an anthro-
pologist, was added later. However, their experience at SDC also gave them
reason to welcome alternative methodologies. On the one hand, the prior
experience of some of the PI team members with the SDC ESAA case study

project (see Wellisch, MacQueen, Carriere & Duck, 1978) provided a step in

the direction of more qualitative research. It gave them experience look-
ing at large amounts of data from a small number of sites, even though the

data were largely quantitative. On the other hand, other studies in
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the organization--most notably the Title I Sustaining Effects Study--were
seen by some team members as spending a great deal of time and money to
learn very little new. At least one member of the PI team noted that
discontent with classical quantitative studies was "in the air" in the mid-
1970s. Hence, there was a readiness to move -omewhat away from purely
quantitative studies, provided that the team could be shown that there was
a rigorous way to do so.
The two senior researchers of the DESSI team came together after the
,contract was awarded to The Network., Matthew Miles, a social psychologist
and educational change expert, was experienced in using both qualitative
and quantitative methods. He had recently completed a mﬁlcisice qualica-'
tive research project that was not formalized, was dissatisfied with its
process, and was looking for alternatives (Miles, 1979). One of his first
tasks as a consultant to-The Network was to critique its plan for
"ethnographic" research in the DESSI study. BEis memo drew on his own past
experience and his knowledge of several other multisite studies that were
lov in formalization. It set the tone for what became the formalization of
the DESSI éualicative study. His collaborator, Michael Huberman, was a
cognitive psychologist familiar with Piagetian research techniques which he
describes as "quantifiable even though numbers are rarely used." Their
shared discontent with- less formal approaches and their eclectic methodo-
logical background seem to have provided the basis for their inventing a
more tormalized approadh.
The EBCE team had the strongest background in traditional qualitative

field work. The senior member of the initial team, David Cohen, was an
intellectual historian more interested in policy issues and theoretical

development than methodological detail. Although he became iess active
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after the contract was awarded, the three team members, Eleanor Farrar,
Peter Cowden, and John DeSanctis, had been his students. They obtained
their field work experience while students lafgely by on-the~job training
on projects he had attracted to the Huron Institute.

Unlike the four other teams, the initial CIP team had no substantial
interest in qualitative met;;ds prior to being awarded the CIP contract.
The project director, Kasten Tallmadge,‘was trained as an experimental
psychologist; his major assistant, Peter Treadway, was more interested in
policy issues than any particular methodology. However, one o} the
ethnographers recruited through the initiative of the fuﬁding agency, David
Fetterman, gained the trust of his two colleagues over time. He became an

accepted member of the core team before the project ended.

Reference Groups and Advice Networks. Reference groups served to

reinforce tendencies already alive within the research teams because in-
dividval members brought their reference groups with them. Thus, when one
of the long-time SDC employees on PI explained that_he had to justify what
he saw as the relatively unstructured methodology being used to his more
quantitative peers, the anthropologist countered that he had.to explain the
high amount of structure in the same project to his qualitative colieagues.
Generally, however, PI team members felt the greatest need to justify them-
selves to their colleagues at SDC, who were primarily quantitative re-
searchers. Their colleagues looked for evidence of procedural rigor and
reliability in what they saw as a deviation from the norms of established
sclentific research. Thus, at SDC the internal reference group was a con-
servétive force that pushed in the direction of increased formalization.

The DESSI team was also sensitive to a set of reference groups. While
the study operated through a series of subcontracts and consulting
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agreements that precluded identifying an "office context," the writings of
senior staff make clear their interest in justifying their work to a larger
audience concerned with matters of reliability and internal validity as
defined by quantitative researchers (Document N). The EBCE team, however,
presents a different picture. Its members belonged to an "invisible col-
lege" (Crame, 1972) organiz;h around David Cohen and the Harvard Graduate
School of Education. It included Jerome Murphy, Milbrey McLaughlin and
Richard Elmore all of whom were strong advocates for the use of less struce
tured research approaches in learning about policy-felevant phenomena.
Canons of methodological rigor developed by.quantitative.researchers were
much less of a concern to this group.

Advice networks play an especially important role when the project
team is making a major departure from its usual mode of operating. Such
departures were made by the PI and RES teams. The key external advice for
PI came early on from Ray Rist who was known to the PI temﬁ through his in-
volvement with an earlier study at SDC. His major contribution to the PI
team was to provide it with a way to use local field workers to collect
data in a form that would promote cross-site comparability. 'He showed how
the combination of extensive initial training on research issues and field
work methodology, frequent telephone consultation, and the use of open—
ended instruments could provide adequate structure while allowing for the
devalopment of a rich description of each gite. The legitimacy of this
approach was later reinforced by another consultant to the PI study,
Marilyn Gittell, a prominent researcher on community involvement in educa-
tion. Still, concerns about cross-site comparability led the PI team to

develop some instruments that were more clogsed-ended than Rist recommended

in order to provide protection if his approach did not work. Later, when
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the team needed continual advice on how to analyze qualitative data, they
recruited Smith who was trained as a traditrional ethnographer but was
sympathetic to the formalization of qualitative research. He subsequently
played a major role in implementing a highly formal approach.

The RES situation was gomewhat different because the task of creating
useful case studies rested with a cadre of onsite researchers who were not
recruited uatil the p;oject was underway. The project team had to find
individuals who could operate productively under conditions of great
autonomy, provide them with adequate organizational and intellectual sup-
port, and create enough confidence in the approach within Abt Associates
and the funding agency to enable the researchers to function w}th minimal
interference for three years, until drafts of their complete case studies
were available for public review. The %atter task was especially difficult
because of fears that premature disclosure of case study data would
compromise the ability of the onsite researchers to continue their field
work (Document C). Although the on-site researchers at all ten sites were

continually aware that they could become caught between the competing

i

agendas of "locals and feds," in only one instance did this lead to serious
conflict (see Messerschmidt, 1981).

Herriott's rural upbringing convinced him that research approaches
developed in urban settings (such as the sociological community study)
would be inappropriate for this project. He put together an advisory com-
mittee chaired by Harry Wolcott--an educational ethnographer--that also
included three other anthropologists and a sociologist committed to highly

individualistic field work (Howard Becker). Herriott's professiomal

contacts were used to assemble this committee. It played an active role in

selecting the on-site researchers, in reviewing organizational arrangements
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designed to support them and in reviewing interim case study documents. It
also provided some legitimation for the overall case study approach and
reinforcement for the core team vis—a~vis the concerns of Abt Associates'
management.

Research Team Recruitment. Taken together, these examples suggest

that research teams develop a‘level of formalization that reflects their
own predilections and reference groups more than it does the technical or'
contractual factors presented.earlier. 1f this 1s true, then a key ques~
tion is how are the research teams put together? Basically, they come from
three sources. The mosSt prominent is a reliance on people already in the

“contract shop." Most of theggtaff of every project came from inside the

contractor organization. (Herriott had an agreement to come to Abt that

predated the RES proposal effort.) The one exception is DESSI which did
not have an existing staff because this was to be The MNetwork's first major
research contract; prior, to then it was primarily a technical assistance
organization. However, inhouse availability merely sgets the lower limits
on ¢he pool of availabie team members. Especially in larger organizations,
such as Abt Associates and SDC, actual staffing decisions reflect the aeed
of corporate managers to make the best allocation of internal staff as much
as the requirements of specific proposals. Thus, the first PI project
director at SDC was a pc;son who had spent a number of years as number-two
Dan on many projects. He was "due" for a shot at a directorship. Other
staff were chésen because their existing projects were coming to an end.
Most of the staff that Abt Associates proposed for the RES contract never
played their stated roles because the Company won another major contract at

the same time. To accommodate the requirements of both projects, the staff
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was split, with a aumber of quantitative psychologists who were less

interested in an ethnographic approach moving to the other study.

The second mechanism of recruitment was the use of informal networks.
These were often formalized through the use of project advisory committees.
Neither Miles nor Buberman was initially proposed to do the DESSI ethno~-
graphic study; both were to serve in an advisory capacity. When it became
apparent that the person proposed to do the qualitative study lacked the
necessary experience with education and contract research and that Miles
and Huberman had it, David Crandall-~President of The Network zad Director
of the overall DESSI study—-asked\}hem to take a new role, Smith came to
the PI study in a similar manner. Ward Keesling, a senior staff member on
the PI project, served on an advisory committee for a project on which
Smith then worked at another organization. Keesling was impressed with
Smith's work and, when it became apparent that the PI project "needed an

anthropologist,"” recommended that he be hired. Where formal advisory
committees did not provide adequate linkages, invisitle colleges often did.
Thus, Crandall knew Miles and had used him as a consultant before DESSI
began, and another DESSI advisory committee member known to Crandall--
Ronald Havelock--had worked with Huberman. Similarly, all che field
workers of the EBCE study—Eleanor Farrar, John DeSanctis, Richard Elmore,

and Peter Cowden—-had been students of David Cohen at various times and

knew each other well.

Interestingly, these five project teams were rarely staffed through
the recruitment of unaftiliated strangers. Although RES, PI, and DESSI all

made extensive use of systematic recruitment to hire field researchers,

informal ties played a role. One of the two junior field workers on DESSI

had worked for Miles before. Four of the ten RES field workers were
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recommegded by members of its advisory committee or by professional
colleagues of Herriott. However, rcone of these individuals became part of
the central management or cross-site analysis teams on either project.
There 1S one other potential influence over recruitment, the federal
sponsor.. All five sf these Projects had within their contracts a standard
"key personnel clause"_which gives the sponsoring agency the right to
approve all professional staff assignments. In general this approval was
routinely granted, both for people proposed initially and those recruited
later by the contractor. One notable exception, however occurred in the
case of David Fetterman, the anthropologist who carried out the bulk of the
ethnographic field work for the CIP team. Since the CIP study was to be a
replication across four sites of ;n earlier single~site study which had a
major ethnographic compoment, the federal sponsor insisted that the con-
tractor recruit an experienced ethnographer. When RMC seemed unable to do
this on its own, the federal project monitor intervened to the extent of
first putting the project director in touch with the Spindlers at Stanford

and later interviewing the two candidates whom the Spindlers .recommended.

Maintaining Autonomy. Once it is assigned or recruited, what does the

research team do to maintain its autonomy to determine the formalization
level df a project? There are several resources and tactics that seem to
be important. The first resource is the general reputation of key members
of the research team. Miles, fgr instance, is well known as an expert in
the planned change field and at. the time of the DESSI study was experienced
at working on federal contracts and as a consultant to the government. He
Seems to have brought a substantial store of credibility to that project.
On earlier occasions, the DESSI project monitor had "viewed him in many

group situations" and always found him "to be a very sensitive and sensitle
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person.”

Similarly, as noted above SDC had a very strong track record with
the agency awarding the PI contract which gave them a basis of good will at
the start of the contract. 1In addition, according to the project monitor,
"SDC had in the past been good in knowing when they needed help and in
bringing in people from thg.outside." The fact that their proposal men-
tioned Ray Rist as one of the people they would turn to in getting method-
ological counsel was seen as a real plus, for he was viewed by the initial
project monitor as "someone who was being talked about at that time as
knowing how to do case.study research."

Second, while taking the course they thought technically best, the
research teams tried to anticipate the concerns of the federal officials
and thus avoid head-to-head confrontations. One project director explains
that

By the time the project officers were brought in, we had beaten

the issue to death. We had considered all options and knew

what we were doing so we could make a strong case for what we

wanted.

This effort at anticipation characterizes most of the proj?ct directors.

Third, because these qualitative projects were usually embedded in
larger endeavors, it was often possible to use other parts of the projects
as distractions or buffers. Thus, when one monitor of RES wanted more for-
malization of its case study component, the project director could address
his concern through its Organizational Change Study--a primarily quanti-
tative survey of project implementation in all ten sites that combined
questionnaire data with centrally structured information provided by onsite
researchers (see Rosenblum & Louis, 1981). Similarly, the DESSI qualita~

tive study seems to have been protected bv other parts of the project. The

centefpiece of this contract was a large survey of 146 school districts.
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As this gurvey encountered a numbér of technical problems, it took up the
mwajor part of the project monitor's time. Since she had great confidence
in the professional capability of Miles and Huberman, she devoted less
attention to their more smégthly functioning part of the contract.

Fourth, distance and Structural arrangements also buffered some
studies. The 10 RES onsite.;esearchers were dispersed from New Hampshire
to Alaska so it was difficult to keep direct tabs on their work. Further,
the director of RES intentionally minimized contact between the onsite
researchers and federal officials as a way of maintaining the autonomy of
the former. Similarly, the subcontracting arrangements on DESSI kept the
case study team out of direct coﬁtact with the project monitor who worked
primarily through the project's director. Of course buffering could also
work the other way. A major problem on the CIP Project was to convince the
original team of fhé legitimacy of ethnography. Fedéral support for
Fetterman gave him time to show what he could contribute.

Finally, project directors can horsetrade and strike deals to maintain
a des;red level of formalization. For example, the RES project director
arranged to dev :e some of the resources allocated to the book-=length case
studies to a product that would have short-range utility for the agency and
also demonstrate the competence of the onsite researchers. This product
contained five chapter-length case studie¢ written by onsite researchers to
a common format. They were accompanied by cross—~case syntheses by five
well respected researchers and practitioners from different perspectives

(Document B). After its publication as a book, thig document provided

visibility for Experimental Schools and its parenc agency.
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DISCUSSION

The introduction of multisite qualitative research to the policy world
was part of the methodological eclecticism that characterized that field as
it expanded rapidly in the 1970s. Although this design had its precursors
in academic social science, it was largely an invention of federally-funded
contract research (Herriott and Firestone, 1983). By the end of the 1970s,
multisite qualitative studies were a fragile part of the policy research
scene. There was clearly "something in the air" which made this type of
study useful to federal research sponsérs, but there was great ambiguity on
the part of boca sponsors and researchers on matters of study design and
implementation. From a historical perspective, the formalization that took
place in the 1970s was an adaptation to the demands of the policy context.
Just as quantitative researchers were seeking to enrich their understanding
by incorporating qualitative elements into their work (see, e.g., Cook and
Reichardt, 1979) sc qualitative researchers borrowed some techniques and
invenéed others in order to address canons of good work widely accepted in
the quantitative world (Smith and Louis, 1982).

Yet, the mix of short-term forces that influenced the amount of for=-
malization in these five projects is somewhat surprising. The picture that
comes through is not of a systematic effort to change the character of
qualitative reseaxch to fit its new setting. Indeed, there seems to have
been disagreements among both researchers and research sponsors on the im-
portance of the then widely accepted quantitative standards of excellence
(Rist, 1977). Instead, each project was designed through a process that

most resembles a "garbage can model" of decision making (see Cohen, March,

and Olsen, 1972). From this perspective research design decisions are not

the productmbf rational deductions from explicit policy quastions or
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me thodological carons (Martin, 1982). Rather they are the result of
processes whereby decision makers come together under pres;ures of time and
competing commitments and where their decisions depend primarily on the
preconceived solutions and problems they bring to the decision setting.

Such appears to be the situation with regpect to the five projects we
studied. In general the requests for proposals (RFPs) we reviewed reveal a

. need to accommodate a wide range of political preferences and design pos-
sibilities within the funding agency without acknowledging either inherent
incompatibilities or the fact that not everything called for could be
accomplished at the suggested budget level. The proposéls prepared in re-
sponse to these RFés reveal a reluctance of competitors to commit them-
selves to an explicit course of action, partially because of the ambiguity
of the RFP but also for fear of alienatiag those who would be judging their
capabilities to carry out t’e research. (Thus the need for the "intricate
dance” referred to above.)

What the federal sponsor generally buys is not an explicit research
design, but a general statement of organizational capability (current
staff, preferred consultants, past work, etc). Only after a contract has
been awarded, when the fyll range of considerations can be evaluated with
relatively greater impunity, can concrete design decisions begin to be
made. At this point the contractor's team gains the upper hand, first be=-
cause it typically outweighs the federal sponsor's representatives in
number, effort level, and technical expertise, and later because it hag
greater access to knowledge about the phenomenon under study and can argue

that the sponsor's original assumptions about the phenomenon are no longer

valid.




Still, the contractor's team often faces many difficult questions
about how best to proceed. The definition and resolution of these issues
is also subject to garbage-can forces that affect project staffing as well
as internal activities. All the teams we studied were assembled through
chaotic processes thar resulted from the need to propose a credible staff
on short notice while taking into account the existing commitments of cur-
rent staff members. The network of weak ties between current;staff and the
larger world of policy researchers also affected the way recruitment deci-
sions were made. In no case was the full team that eventually designed and
implemented these five studies identified before the contract was awarded.
Further, regardless of how or when a team was recruited, its members
brought with them a variety of generic preferences about how to conduct
research. When the pr;posal was being written these personal preferences
began to affect the study's design, but they were largely subordinated to
the shared goal of winning the contract. However, once that hurdle was
overcome, both the general and specific elements of study design were sub-
ject to redefinition through negotiations within the research team.

. In two respects, this garbage-can process is '"'messier” than one might
like to ¥elieve the research design process should be. First, technical
design considerations such as research purposes and the number of research
sités have less impact on how the study is carriéd out than they would if
there were widely accepted guidelines for how to carry out multisite
qualitative studies. Second, the balance of influence between the federal
sponsor and the contracting team is tilted more towards the latter group
than ought to be the case according to the normative depictions of Baker

(1975) and Coleman (1972).
k-4
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Such messiness may be more healthy than pathological, however. It
stems from three characteristics of qualitative contract research. First,
qualitative research is inherently a "nonroutine technology” (see Perrow,
1967). Such a technology is particularly useful in situations where the
rules for proceeding are uns}ear and there are many.unanticipated and dif-
ficult to analyze events. Hence, the importance of "the researcher as
instrument" (Sanday, 1979) and the difficulty of deriving a course of
action primarily from technical considerations.

Second, multisite qualitative research is a relatively new enterprise
that still requires a great deal of trial-and-error learning to be done
well. One of our informants, a person formerly responsible for top~level
research planning within the National Institute of Education, was highly
understanding of the type of design inconsistencies that we found and
skeptical of any attempt to develop a "textbook approach" to qualitative
policy research. "How can one hope to produce a Camﬁbell and Stanley
(1966) [for multisite qualitative research]," he agked, "when the field has
yet to discover its Fisher?" (Smith, personal communication, 1981). Al-
though we observed much commitment on the part of the teams we studied to
codifying, justifying, and communicating their eraft (see especially
Appendix D, Documents C, I, L & N), they have to date touched upon only a
few of the many issues that need to be addressed in a comprehensive over-
view of the full range of design and implementation choices in multisite
qualitative studies.

Finally, the organizational arrangements for conducting policy ;re-
search are inherently unstable. At their core is an interorganizational
arrangement, quite similar to the intergovernmental arrangements that were

used for many of the social action programs of the 1960s and 1970s. There
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is no reason teo believe that such arrangements should provide substantially
more federal control over the research implementation process than they did
over the policy implementation process (Bardach, 1977). Moreover, each
research project is a temporary system with different rhythms of events
within {its different components. As the federal project monitor respon-
sible for this study put it, "contractor time is different from academic
time, and both of those are different from the time of federal officials."
As a result interest waxes and wanes at different times for federal offi-
cials and the research team, and the cast of characters——especially on the
federal side-~changes frequently and often dramatically. The greater sta-
bilitf and continuing interest of the contracting team tends to give it
more influence over design decisions.

How do these observations to help assess the utility of highly for-
malized multisite qualitative studies? 1In some ways such an assessment is
premature ‘because this approach is still so new. We have seen useful

\ research conducted at all three levels of formalization that we observed.
Nevertheless, formalizatiom, at least to a point, seems to have distinct
advantages. The development of an initial conceptual framework and its
operationalization through a series of open-ended instruments is extremely
useful for ensuring cowparability in data collection across sites and re-
sponsiveness to the original research issues identified by the client.

The more formal data reduction and analysis techniques also facilitate
drawing conclusions. They provide a much more precise language through
which members of a research team and reviewers from the sites studied can

describe and debate conclusions about specific settings and then about

cross-site patterns. This language forces the team to confront differences

of perception so that conclusions can be "audited" (Lincoln and Guba,




1982), and the agreement of a group of well-informed experts becomes a
major claim for the credibility of findings.

Whether these techniques constitute a major advance in the reliability
and validity of qualitative research is more open to question. By them-
selves, they cannot constitute stronger "proof" for the uninformed reader.
A great deal of researcher Judgment goes into the development of the type
of ratings utilized by both the PI and the DESSI teams--much more than goes
into the numbers analyzed in survey or experimental studies. The reader
must take it on faith that these judgeﬁents are correct. Typically, such
judgements are less well justified in the final report of a highly formal-
ized st;dy than in that of researcﬁ using a more traditional ethnographic
approach where substantial excerpts from original field notes are shared
with the reader. The authors of some formalized studies point out that
case stud; materials are available for external audit, but these are gen-
erally difficult to use by individuals who did not do the original field
work. In sum, techniques of formalization in multisite qualitative studies
have advantages and disadvantages as means to bolster the credibility and
utility of a research report. Their wider use will depend in part on time
and cost implications. Because they are fairly expensive to employ, we
venture the prediction that they will become an important part of the "tool

kit" of multisite qualitative researchers without becoming the gine qua non

of good practice.

The issue for those who commission and conduct qualitative policy re.-
search seems to be one of deciding how much formalization is appropriate
under particular conditions. What is needed is not a textbook of the
"best" way to do multisite qualitative research but a contingency approach

to study design and implementation. As the field matures, such an approach

eI
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ought to give progressively more weight to the political and scientific
}mperatives generated by the policy issue itself (Cronbach, 1982) and less
to the personal and professional priorities of the research team. However,
this objective may be somewhat idealistic for both qualitative and quanti-
tative research. If our obﬁervations about the world of policy research
apply beyond the five projects we studied, further formalization of quali-

tative policy research will not be achieved quickly or without controversy.

Hopefully, the experiences of the past decade have helped us to better

understand its major elements.

’N‘)




NOTES

l. This paper has been prep;red with support from the National Institute
of Education under contract No. 400-80-0019. It does not, however,
necessarily reflect the view of that agency. We are particularly
indebted to Fritz Mulh;;ser of the Institute's staff for his unfailing
facilitation of our research.

2. We are indebted to Miles (1979) for pointiné us in this direction.
Although he speaks of the "bureaucratization" of field work and
Talmadge & Rasher (1981) refer to the "quantification" of qualitative

data, we have chosen the term "formalization" to reflect a phenomenon

broader than either data collection arrangements or data reduction

techniques.

3. No effort was made to achieve a random sample of projects within each
of the five relevant cells of Table 1. Instead we endeavored to
select a sample representative of the field qualitative poli?y re~
search in the 1970s by emphasizing variation on the following seven
factors: the funding agency, the comtractor organizatién, the date of
contract award, the size of the contract, the length of the funding
period, the previous experience of key federal monitors and the dis~
ciplinary background of key project staff. We also gave priority to
projects that our informants in the snowball sampling process sug~
gested were methodologically sophisticated. For comparable data on
all 25 projects, see Appendix A.

4, The on-site researchers included Allan F. Burns, Charles A, Clinton,
A. Michael Colfer, Carol J. Pierce Colfer, Wiliiam L. Donnelly, Ronald

P. Estes, Jr., William A. Firestone, Lawrence Hennigh, Stephen J.

Q- 5,




Langdeu, Donald A. Messerschmidt, Marilyn C. Richen, Charles I.
Stannard and C. Thompson Wacaster. In addition to thelr case study
reports these anthropologists and sociologists produced a lively 1lit-
erature on the stresses and strains of qualitative field work in the
policy research serting-——see Appendix D, Document A, for illustrative
citations.

In those instances where the authority for our characterization is a
public document, that document has been cited here and annotated in
Appendix D. In all other instances we have relied on our interview

notes.
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PART IV -- APPENDICES




APPENDIX A, FROFILES OF 25 MULTISITE QUALITATIVE STUDIES

"Information about the organization, design and
implementation of 25 multisite qualitative policy research
studies can be found in this appendix. Table A-l presents a
brief overview of the project within which each study was
located. It is followed by a detailed "profile" for each
project. Section I of each profile describes the total project.
For those projects without distinct substudies (see item 12)
Section II also presants details about the total project.
However, for projects with distinct substudies, Section ITI
describes only a single substudy. 1In general this substudy is
the "most qualitative” one in its apﬁroach to data
collection/reduction/analysis/reporting.

Explanatory notes for each generic item in the profile can

he found in Appendix B.
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Table A-1l.

01

02

03

04

0S5

06

07

08

09

10

11

12

13

14°

Proiect Title

The Evolution of Performance
Contracting in Five School
Districts -

Pilot State Dissemination
Program Study

The Rural Experimental
Schools Study

Federal Programs Suporting
Educational Change .

National Evaluation of
Project Develogmental
Continuity

Title I Allocation
Demonstration Study

Documentation and Technical
Assistance in Urban Schools

Compensatory Education Study:
Administration of Title I

Case Studies in Science
Education

Evaluation of Project Inform-
ation Package Dissemination
and Implementation

A Study of Experienced-based
Career Education

Program Consolidation and the
State Role in ESEA Title IV

Vocational Education Equity
Study

A Study of the R&D Utiliz-
ation Program

Roster of 25 Federally-funded Policy Research Projects
Having at Least One Primarily Qualitative Compunent.

Funding Contractor

Agency

HEW/ASPE Rand

OE/NCEC Columbia/
BASR

OE/ES Abt Assoc

NIE/ES

OE/OFPBE Rand

HEW/ACYF High
Scope

NIE Abt Assoc

NIE/SCPS Ctr for
New Schls

NIE Booz-
Allen

NSF/DSE Univ of
Illinois

OE/OPBE AIR/RMC

NIE/E&W Huron

OE/OPBE Rand

OE/OPBE AIR

NIE/DIP Abt Assoc

(Pl
- {
88

Personnel

Key

Hall
Carpenter

Sieber
Louis

Herriott
Fitzsimmons
Kane /

Berman
McLaughlin

Love
Powell
Bond

vVanecko
Ames

Wilson
Runkel

Beaven
Goettel

Stake
Easley

Campeau
Binkley

Farrar
DeSancti -

McLaughlin
McDonnell

Harrison

Louis



Table A-1l., (Continued)
ID Project Title Funding Contractor Key
Adency Personnel
15 Longitudinal Implementation OE/BEH SRI Stearns
Study of PL 94-142
16 The Career Intern Program NIE/T&L RMC Tallmadge
Study Fetterman
17 The Teacher Corps OE/OED SRI Marciano
Evaluation Study - Deslonde
18 The Youthwork National DOL/0YP Cornell Rist
Policy Study Univ
12 A Study of Dissemination OE/OED The Crandall
Efforts Supporting Network Huberman
School Improvement Miles
20 A Study of Parental OE/QED SDC Melaragno
Involvement in Federal Keesling
Programs Smith
21 District Use of Information NIE/T&L Huron Kennedy
OE/QED
22 Case Studies of Interorganiz~ NIE/DIP Abt Assoc Yin
ational Arrangements for Qwaltney
Knowledge Utilization: I
23 Case Studies of Interorganiz- NIE/DIP American Havelock
ational Arrangements for Univ Huberman
Knowledge Utilization: II
24 Case Studies of Interorganiz- NIE/DIP TDR Chin
ational Arrangements for Herzog
Knowledge Utilization: III
25 & Descriptive Study of NIE Far wWest Tikunoff
Significant Rilingual Lzbo
Instructional Features
Note: The 25 projects are in ID Sequence from the earliest funded

to the latest. See the following page for a glossary of
funding agency abbreviations.

<y
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Table A-~1l.

DOL/0YP

HEW/ACYF

HEW/ASPE

NI

t

NIE/DIP
NIE/ES
NIE/E&W
NIE/SCPS

NIE/T&L

NSF/DSE

OE/BEH
OE/ES
OE/NCEC
OE/OED

OE/OPBE

{Continued)
GLOSSARY OF FUNDING AGENCY ABBREVIATIONS

Department of Labor/Office of Youth Policy

Department of Health, Education & Welfare/
Agency for Children, Youth and Families

Department of Health, Education & Welfare/
Assistant Secretary for Planning & Evaluation

Naticnal Institute of Education

National Institute of Education/
Dissemination and Improvement of Practice

Natiunal Institute of Education/
Experimental Schools Program

National Institute of Education/
Education and Work

National Institute of Education/
School Capacity for Problem Solving

National Institute of Education/
Teaching and Learning

National Science Foundation/
Division of Science Education

Office of Education/
Bureau of Education for the Handicapped

Office of Education/
Experimental Schools Program

Office of Education/
National Center for Educational Communication

Office of Education/
Office of Evaluation and Dissemination

Office of Education/
Office of Planning, Budgeting and Evaluation

C

)

P
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE

PROJECT PROFILE

Section I
—_— The Evolutiom of Bducaticnal Performance Contract
D A 2. Projec. "ame in Flve School Districts 128

——————y

—
.

3. Funding Agency HEW/ASY# (Cantract Yo. EEH<0S=70~156)
4. Project Monitor a. Edward Glsssmen | Telephone (2m2) 2Lis-0361
b. Telephone
5. Research The Rand Corparaticn 6.Start 4 /69 7.End 12/ 71
Organization 1700 yain Street 8. Duration 2.7 years
Santa Momica, CA  90L0S 9. Total Budget § 350 X
10. Project Director a. George Hall Telephone

b. ¥argarst Carpenter-Huffmen Telephone (213) LSh-li279

1. Overall Research Design a. X qualitative study(ies) only
b. __separate qualitative and quantitative substudies
c. . Integrated qualitative and quantitative substudy(ies)

12.  Name of Ofstinct Substudies 13. Substudy 14. Principal Investigator 15. Appx.

Type Budget
a.Review of Perf. Contracting Stucksy, §_ 50K
b.Cass Studiss a ot $250 K
¢. Monograph —Carpenter at gl, § 0K
d. $
e S

section 11 (Case Studies of Perfoymances Contracting) ,

16. Unit of Qualitative Study School District 17. Mo. of Units (C)__g

18. Modes of Field Research (C) 19. Structure of Field Research (C)
a. _E__?_. visits for Ldays per visit a. _2_one persrn throughout
b, _=_ visits for ___ days per visit b. _=_series of ___ sole personc
¢. =~ Tntermittant fo — days over __ mos. €. 3_teamof 2 persons
d. _=_ continuous for _ " months d. _»_ team of ___ persons

20. Techniques of Qualitative Dita Collection (R) 21. Number of Field Workers (C) 5 _
a. _L_ documant acquisition 22, Major Disciplimary ldentifica-
b. _=_ questionnaire administration tion of Field Workers (C)

C. _=_highly-structured interviewing

d. I_ semi-structured interviewing a. _=_ anthropology

e. _=_largely-unstructured { nterviewing b. 1_ education

f. = highly-structured observation C. _=_ political science
g. = semi-structured obsarvation d. _~_ psychology

h. 3 Targely-unstructured observation e. - _sociology

1.

2 data acouisition fyonm schadl £ilas f. 3_other

23. Types of Public Unit-specific Narratives (C) a. -~ none
b. _= brief vignettes
c. chapter-iength case studies
d. _= book-length case studies

2%. Facts of Publication of Most Informative Study Document(s):

ae Carpenter, Polly and Georgs R, Hall., . Case Studiss in Zducational Performance
Somtracting: Vol L., Conelusions snd Faplicsiions (Gt Poast Rooiias HE) .

Santa Homca, Ghs mmz;%a.—,n PD.

b, Carpenter-fuffran, Margaret, Georgs R, Hall and Gerald C, Summar., Changs in
Bducation: Insi hts from Performance Contracting. Cambridgs, Mis
er, 197U




PROJECT PROFILE

ID 02 2. Project Name Pilot State Dissemination Program Study
Funding Agency OEANCEC (Contract No. CEC~0-70-4930)
Project Monitor a. John Coulson Telephone (202) 25L-5L70

b. Telaphone
Research Bursau of Applded Social Pesearch 6. Start 9 /70 7. End _6/ T2
Organization (Columbia University 8. Duration _2e8 years
New Tork, N 1025 9. Total Budget § LSO K
Project Director a. Sam De Sisber Telephone
b._Karen Seashors Louis Telephone (&17) 5L42-7037

Overall Research Design a. __qualitative study(ies) only
b. ___separate qualitative and quantitative substudies
¢. X_integrated qualitative and quantitative substudy(ies)

Name of Distinct Substudies 13. Substudy 14. Principal Investigator 15. Appx.

Type Budget
a. Stats Study Q1/On 7.1 $1I50 K
b. Linksr Study BI/'Qn VA $I50 %
c. User Study Qn NA $150 &
d. S
e. S

Section 1I: Linker Study

16.
18.

20.

23.

24,

Unit of Qualitative Study Schocl District 17. No. of Units (C) 12

Modes of Field Rasearch (C) 19. Structure of Field Research (C)
a. _= __ visits for ___ days per visit a. _2 one person throughout
b, _=_ ___ visits for days per visit b. _= series of sole persons

c. I2_intermittent for 35 days over 18 mos.  c. _L team of _J persons
d. _= continuous for ____ months d. _= team of ___ persons

Techniques of Qualitative Data Collection (R) 21. Number of Field Workers (C) 5 _

document acquisition 22. Major Disciplinary Identifica-
questionnaire administration tion of Field Workers (C)
. _=_highly-structured interviewing

a
b
c
d
e. _2 largaly-unstructured interviewing
f
g
h

. L. semi-structured interviewing 3. _~_anthropoiogy
b. _~_education
. _=_highly-structured obsarvation c. _=_pelitical science
. .3 semi=structured observation d. _1_psychology
« _a largely-unstructured ohsarvation e. _1 sociology
. f. _3_ othex

Types of Public Unit-specific Marratives (C) none

- brief vignettes
12 chapter-Tength case studies

d. __= book-Tength case studies
Facts of Publication of Most informative Study Document(s):

a.
b.
c.

Louls, Karen Seashore and Sam D, Sisber. Bursaucracy and the Dispersed Organizaticn.
Norwood, NJ: Ablex, 1979,

e
P—I-
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PROJECT PROFILE
Section [

ip 03 2. Project Name The Aural Experimsntal Schoals Study

—
.

3. Funding Agency QE/ES then NIZ/ES (Coutyact Nos. QEC-Q-72.52L5: L00-78-003L)
4. Project konitor a. David Budding (Ist) Telephone (617) 1927100
b. John Egermeier (7th) Telephone (202) 2516050
5. Research Abt Associates Inc. 6. Start _6/ 72 7. ¢end _6/ 80
0rganization oo \meelar Street 8. Duration 8.0 years.
Camprridze, ML 02138 9. Total Budget $ 5.1 M
10. Project Director a. Robert E. Harriott Telephone (617) 3699779
b. Telephone

1. Qverall Research Design a. —_qualitative study(ies) only
b. =X ¢ separate qualitative and quantitative substudies
C. __lntegrated qualitative and quantitative substudy(ies)

12.  Name of Distinct Substudias 13. Substudy 14. Principal Investigator 15, Appx.

Type Budget
3. Sita %sa Stf%ag 1 Staphan J, Fitzsimmons S 2,0
b. Pu 8 Stu Q WM Fetar Abt S$1.2 M
C. Organizational Change Study _ On/0 Sheila Rosenblum $ 0,8 1
d. Commmity Change Study On/Q Staphen J, Fitzsimmons $ 0,6 4
e. Special Studics O Robert B, Harpiowt 51’.5_71
Section II; Sita Case Studies
16. Unit of Qualitative Study Schoal District 17. No. of Units (¢) 10
18. Modes of Field Resaarch (g) 19. Structure of Field Research (c)
a. = . visits for __ days per visit a. 8 _one person throughout
b - visits for days per visit b. series of 2 sole persons

c. L Tntermittent for 500 days aver 30 mos. . I_ team of 2 persons

d. _3 continuous for _30 months (£ull~time) d. - team of ___ persons

20. Techniques of Qualitative Data Callection (R) 21. Humber of Field Workers (C) A

a. __3 document acquisition 22. Major Disciplinary Identifica-

b. _= questionnaire administration tion of Field Workers (C)

C. _= highly=-structured intarviewing

d. semi-structured intsrviewing a. 8_ anthropology

e. _2 largely-unstructursd interviewing b. 1_ education

f. = highlyestructured observation C. =_ political scienca

9. _= semi-structured obsarvation d. = psychology

h. _1_ largely-unstructured observation e. 3 sociology

. f.
23. Types of Public Unit-specific Narratives (C) a. __ none

b. 10 brief vignettas
c. chapter-Tength case studies
d. book~Tength case studies

24. Facts of Publication of Most Informative Study Document(s):

a. Harriott, Robert X, Pederal Imitiatives and rzl Sehool ovement: Findings
£rom the %mm Program, CamtrIdge, ¥A: ABt gsaocﬂtas Ine,, 1980,
J5 Ppe (See Appendixes A, 5, or bihlicgraphy of other revorts.)

be Herriott, Robert E, "Tensioms in Ressarch Design and Inplementation: Ths Rural
Experimental Schocls Study,” American Behavicral Sclentist, 1982, 26 (1), 23k,

e Herrictt, Robert B, and Neal Jross (Eds.). The 8 of Planned Educational
Changes Cusa Studiss and Analyses. Barkaley, CA: an, 19719, UIL pp.




PROJECT PROFILE

Section [

10.

.

12.

16.
18.

20.

23.

24,

ID _oi 2. Project Name Federal Programs Supportirng Zducatioral Change

Funding Agency OE/OPEE (Ccntxact iloe )
Project Monitor a. . Talephone

b.Amnse Bezdak (Weinheimar) (2nd) Telephone (202) 2L5-8877
Research The Rand Carporsticg . 6.Start 6/73 7.End L/
Organization 700 yain Strest .7 8. Duratfon _3.9 years

Santa Momica, @ 90L06 " 9. Total Budget § l.2

Project Director a._John Pincus (lst) Telephone (213) 393-0L1L

b. Panl Berman ] (2nd)  Telephone

Overall Research Design a. ___qualitative sgudy(ies) only
b. x separate qualitative and quantitative substudies (Phase I)
¢. X _fintegrated qualitative and quantitative sucstudy(ies)(PhaseTl

Name of Distinct Substudies 13. Substudy 14. Principal Investigator 15. Appx.

Type , Budget
a. Phase T National Survey Qn NA S
5._Phase T Field Basearch gL )
C._Phage 7T Nati-nal Surwey On N S
d. Phase II ricld Research ol NA S
e. 5
Section II: Phase II Fiald Research (ESEA Title IIT & VII Projects)

Unit of Qualitative Study School District 17. No. of Units (C) 30
Modes of Field Research (C) 19. Structure of Field Research (C)
a. 30 _1 visits for L days per visit a. _= one person throughout
b. = ___ visits for ___ days per visit b. _=_ series of ___ sole persons
C. _~_ fintermittent for ___ days over ___ mos. c. JO_team of 2 persons
d. _~ continuous for ___ months d. _=_team of ___ persons
Techniques of Qualitative Data Collection (R) 21. Number of Field Workers (C) 15
a. _3 document acquisition 22. Major Disciplinary Identiﬁca-
b. _~ questionnaire administration tion of Fiald Workers (C)
€. _=_ highly-structured interviewing
d. _31_ semi-structured interviewing a. _=_ anthropology
e. _«_ largely-unstructured interviewing b. _=_ education
f. _o_ highly-structured abservation "C. _7 _political science
g. _2_ semi-structured cbservation d. _3_ psychology
h. __ largely-unstructured ohservation e. _=_socfology
i f.
Types of Public Unit-specific Narratives (C) a. _x_none

b. __ brief vignettes

C. __ chapter-length case studies

d. ___ book-1ength case studies
Facts of Publication of Most Infnrmative Study Oocument(s):
Berman, Paul and Milbrey MclLaughlin, Faderal Programs Supvortine Educaticnal Changze,

Vol. VII: Factors Affecting Implementation and Ccntinuatiom. Santa iomica, CA:
The Rand Carporztion, 1977. (:.and eport No, 1589-7)

* lajor emphasis upon the usa of well-trained and experienced social scientists as
fiald worksrs.




PROJECT PROFILE
+ Section [

1. ID 0O 2. Project Name Natiomal Evaluation of Projsct Developmantal Continuity
3. Funding Agency HEW/ACYF (Contract Nos. HEW 100-75-0833; HEW 105-78-1307)
4. Project Monitor a. Esther Xresh Telephone (202) 472359

b. Telephone

5. Research _Bigh/Scope Ed, Res. Foundation 6. Stapt 11 [Th_ 7. End 5/ 82
Organization “go N, River Street

Ypsilontd, MI L8197
10. Project Director a. John Love (1st)

8. Duratfon 7e5 years
9. Total Budget § 2.0 M

Telephone_(203) 227-7201
b. James T, Bond (3rd)  Telephone (313) L85-2000
11. Overall Research Oesign a. __ qualitative study(tes) only

b. x separate qualitative and quantitative substudies
- integrated qualitative and quantitative substudy(ies)

12, Name of Distinct Substudies 13. Substudy 14. Principal Investigator 15. Appx.

Type Budget
3. Feamw, & Jrnle Stugy Love, Sdth — 5_9,6_}1
b. _Impact Study i Sragville, Bond, g_l.b_n
c. Qement, Rosardo, S
d. Mackep §__.
e.
Section Ils Impact Stady

16. Unit of Qualitative Study PDC Site
18. Modes of Fiald Research (¢)

&, 11 8 visits for _5 days per visit

17. No. of Units (C) 11
19, Structure of Field Research (C)

2. _6 one person throughout:
bo = __visits for __ days per visit b. 5 series of _2 sole persons
C. _=_ Intermittent for ~ days over __ mos, C. = team of __ persons
d. _=_continuous for - months d. _=_ team oF ___ persons
20. Techniques of Qualitative Data Collection (R) 21. Number of Field Workers (c) 16
3. _3 document acquisition 22. Major Oisciplinary Identifica-
b.- _=_ questionnafre administration

tion of Field Workers (()
C. _=_highly-structured intarv{ewi ng

d. I  semi-structured interviewing a. _li anthropology

e. _=_largely-unstructured interviewing b. _2_ education
f. _=_ highly-structured abservation C. _= political science

g. _Z_ semi-structured obsarvation

d. _B_ psychology
h. _=_ Targely-unstructured ohservation
i

e. _2 socialogy

23.. Types of Public Unit-spacific Narratives (C) a. none

b. brief vignettas
c. chapter-length case studies
X 4. __ book-length case studies
24, Facts of Publication of Most Informative Study Document(s):

Bondgc J.To’ w‘d{&" SQ, mmm’ J., mpm’ Re & Rom’ Je Project Develoumn'hal
Contimuity Evaluation: Final Report, Volumes I and IT, Ypeiﬁ?gi, Mz
W&Tg Eaucational Research Foundation, L9H2,

X




24.

V2.

Section II:
16.
18.

PROJECT PROFILE

Section 1

D06 2. Project Name Title I Allocation Demomstration Study
funding Agency MIE/Title I Study Group (Conmtract MNos LOO=75- )
Project Monitor a. Anns Milne Telephone

b. Telephone

Research Abt Associates Ince
Organizat‘ion 55 Yihesler Strest

Cambridse, MA 02138
Project Diractor a. James Vanecko
b, Nancy Anss

(1st)
(2nd)

Overall Research Dasign a.

6. Start 1 /75 7. End 12/ 78
8. Duration LeQ years
9. Total Budget § 3.8 M

Telephone (617) 661-6508
Telephone (617) L92-7100

_qualitative study(ies) only

b. separate qualitative and quantitative substudies
. x 1ntegrated qualitative and quantitative substudy(ies)

Kama of Distinct Substudies 13. Substudy 14. Principal Investigator 15. Appx.
Type Budget
3. Student-level Allocation On NA $ 1800
5. Parent Surveys Cn NA S__SO0K
c. Implementation Stydy 0l/Cn Catherine Baltzell S__70C%
4. Cost Study On_ M f 500X
e. $
Inplemantation Study
Unit of Qualitative Study School Disirict 17. No. of Units (C)_13
Modes of Field Researzh (C) 19. Structure of Field Research (C)

a. _}___ll_visats for § days per visit
—_ visits for days per visit
¢. _= intermittent for ___ days over

d. _= continuous for ___ months

Techniques of Qual‘itat'lve bata Collaction (R) 21.

U document acquisition 22
questionnaire adrinistration

T highly-structured {interviewing

. L_ semi-structured interviewing

'« __largely~unstructured interviewing

= highly-structured observation

. ’ senf-structured observation

‘large‘ly-uns.ructured ohservation

U
.

- Mos.

.

‘-:"Q e X4 Qﬂ U'ﬂl
. . .

Types of Public Unit-specific Narratives (C) a.

a. _=_one person throughcut

b. = series of sole persons
c. 13 team of 2 persons

d. __ team of ____ persons

Number of F% eId Workers (C} 10

. Major Disciplinary Identif{ca-~

tion of Field Workers (C)

1. =

anthropology

b. - education

€. =_ political sciance
d. 2 nsychology

e. 3 sociology

f. 5 other

none

b 13 brief vignettes

13 chapter-length case studies
d. —= book-length case studies

facts of Publicasion of Most Informative Study Document(s):
Vanacko, James and Nancy Ames (with Francis Archambauit)., “ho Benefits from

Federal Zducation Dollars? Title I Allocation Policy, Camtridge, rA:
5% Bouks, 1979, 250 pp.

0
vd




B L)
e e e

10.

11.

12.

Section II:

16.
18,

20.

23.

24,

PROJECT PROFILE

Section I

Io 07 2. Project Nama Documentation and Technical Assistance 4n Urban Schonls

Funding Agency NIE/SCPS (Comtract No. NIE-75-

)
Project Monitor a. Fraderick Mnlhgusar Telephone (2¢02) 25,-793Q
b. Telephona

Resaarch

Centar for New Schools
Organization

431 South Dearborn St.
Chicago, II, 60605
Project Director a, Thomas A, Wilson
b’

6. Start _1 /73 7. End &/ 8a
8. Duration 5.5 years

9. Total Budget $§ 3.5 M

Telephone_(312) 939.7025
Telephone

Overall Research Design a. _:_:_:qualitativc study(ies) only
b. _separate qualitative and quantitative substudies
c. ___lintegrated qualitative and quantitative substudy(ies)

Name of Oistinct Substudies 13. Substudy 14. Principal Investigator 15. Appx.
Type Budget

a.Cge Stadies of Proiacts Ql Steve W 5. "

b.Case Studies of TA Tears oL Don Yoors S S_la2 M

c.Jeveloment or Demo. Model QL Tom Wilson S_0.5 M

d, = & S

e.  aa—

Case Studiss of Projects
Unit of Qualitative  Study School Change Project

Modes of Field Research (C) 19,

q. = ____Vvisits for __ days per visit

be _= ___ visits for __ days per visit

C. _= intermittent for __ _days over __ mos.
d. _3_continuous for 2J months (A1l -tima)

Techniques of Qualitative Data Collection (R) 21.

a. _3 document acquisition 22,
b. _T_ questionnaire administration

€. _=_highly-structured interviewing

d. _&_ semf-structured interviewing

e. 2 largaly-unstructured interviewing

f. _=_ highly-structured observation

g. _Ii_ semi-structured observatica

h. __}’__ largely-unstructured observation

L
Types of Public Unit-specific Narratives (C) a.

b. —————

c.

d. F

17. No. of Urits (C)__9
Structure of Field Research (()

a. _Q _ one person throughout

b. _3_series of _2 sole persons
C. _u team of ___ persons

d. _~_ team of ___ perscns

Number of Fleld Workers (C) 11

Major Disciplinary ldentifica-
tion of Field Workers (C)

a. _3 anthropology

b. _=_ education

C. _=_ political science
q. psychology

e, sociology

none
brief vignettes

= chapter-length case studias
book-length case studies

Facts of Publication of Most Informative Study Occument{s):

2. Sudth, Louis M, and David C, Dwyer. Federal Pali
) Cracuate

an Urban acte Ste Louls, M):
University, October 1379, 509 po.

The

in Action: A Case Study of
stitute or Education, Jashington

b, Milss, Matthew B, Linkage in a Few Key: ITA ance, New Yorile:
Cantex far Policy Esear'c"ﬁs-dtme 1380, 39 op. %%E?mﬁmncas to mny

other DTA Study documents,

-

965




PROJECT PROFILE
Saction I

1., 10 98 2. Project Name_Compensatory Zducation Study: Administration of Title T
3. Funding Agency NIE/Title I Study Group (Comtract MNo. NIE760057)
4

Project Monitor a. Domald W, Burmes Telephone _(202) 25L-£070)
b. Telephone
5. Research Booz-dllen & Hamilton, Inc. _6.start _2/76 7.6End S / 77
Organization 1opc Conmecticu Ave., N, 8. Duration 0.8 years
Washington, D.Ci~ 20036 9. Total Budget §_850 X
10. Project Dirsctor a. Douglas Reawsn ) Telephone (617) L23-4370
b. Telephone

11, Overall Rasearch Design a. —qualitative study(ies) only . .
b. _X separata qualitative and quantitative substudies
¢. __integrated qualitative and quantitative substudy(ies)

‘ 12, HName of Distinct Substudies 13. Substudy 14. Principal Investigator 15, Appx.

Type Budget
a.Stata Survey (N =50) Qn Douglas Beaven $ 35 K
b.State Case Studias (N =8) Q Robert Goattal $ 500 K
c. S
d. 1l S
e, > 5

Section Il State Case Studiss (conductad as a subcentract to Syracuse Unive Res. Corp.)
16, Unit of Qualitative Study _ Stats Sducation Agency 17. No. of Units (c) &%

18. Modes of Field Research (C) 19. Structure of Field Research (C)
a. _8 _1 visits for 1 _days per visit a. _=_ ore person throughout
b. _8 L visits for 10 days per visit b. _=-series of __ sole persons
C. _= Intermittent for __ days over ___ mos. . _8 team of _2_ persons
d. _=_ continuous for __ months d. _= team of ____ persons

20. Techniques of Qualitative Data Collection (R) 21. Number of Field Workers () 1o
2. _2 document acquisition 22. Major Disciplinary Identifica-
b. _= questionnaire administration tion of Fleld Workers (C)

C. _= highly-structured intarviewing
d. _1_semi-structured fnterviewing
e. _= largely-unstructured interviewing
f. _= highly=structured observation
g. _= semi-structured ohservation
h.

—=. largely-unstructured observation

_=_anthropology
6 education
= political science
= Psychology
. 3 sociology
+ 2. pablic administration
23. Types of Public Unit-specific Narratives (C) a. ___ none
b. _= brief vignettas
c. chapter-length case studies
d. _8 book-length case studies

24. Facts of Publication of Most Informative Study Document(s):

Goettal, Robert, Bermard A, Kaplan and Mavtin E. Orland (with the assistance of
Pascal Forgione, Jr., and Sheila D. Buff). A Comparison of BSZA Title I in.

S an o
o o o o

Eight States. Syracuse, NY: ' Syracuse University Researca Corp., 1977, 258 PDe
# For 'sach of the eight states qualitative field work was also conducted (and case
\
\

study narratives written) within each of four illustrative scho-l districts,

(- !
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PROJECT PROFILE

Section I
1. Ip ©9 2. Project Name Case Studiss in Science Edncation
3. Funding Agency _ NSF/DSE/OPI (Contract No. 76-2113L)
4. Project Monitor a. Arlen Guilicksem (2nd)- Telephone
b._Linda Ingison (3rd)  Telephone
5. Rasearch University of I1linois 6. Start _7/76 7.6nd 8/ 78
Organtzation :iﬁmor 2T, s 8. Duration 2.1 years
Urbena, IL 61801 9. Total Budget § 294 K
10. Project Jirectorsa. Robert Z, Staks Telephone_(217) 333-3770
b. Jack A. Easley, Jr. Telephone (a7) 333382
11. Qverall Research Design a. —Jualitative study(ies) only
b. x separata qualitative and quantitative substudies
c. __lIntegrated qualitative and quantitative substudy(ies)
12, Name of Distinct Substudies 13. Substudy 14. Principal Investigator 15. Appx.
Type : . Budget
3._Case Studies (¥ =11) Q _Robert 2, 8 $ 280 K
b._Vajidation Survey Qn Eliz, Dawscn-Saundsrs $ K
c. S
d. $
e. s*
Section II: Case Studies
16. Unit of Qualitative Study High School. 17. No. of Units (¢) 11
18. Modes of Field Research (¢) 19. Structure of Field Research (()
3. = ___visits for __ days per visit a. 10* one person throughout
b. = ___visits for __ days per visit b. _= series of __ sole persons
¢. _T_intermittent for 32 days o;er b _mos. . -, team of 2 persons
d. I continuous for 3" months (% time] d. _= team of __ persons
20. Techniques of Qualitative Data Collection (R) 21. Number of Field Workers (C) At
a. _3_ document acquisition 22. Major Disciplinary Identitica-
b. _=, questionnaire administration tion of Field Workers (C)
C. _>_ highly-structured intarviewing
d. _=_semi-structured interviewing a. _3 anthropology
e. _I largely-unstructured interviewing b. _T education
f. _= highly-structured observation c. _= political science
g. _=_semi-structured observation d. _T_ psychology
h. Z2_ largely-unstructured observation e. _2 sociology
1. _L_ stil1 photography ' f. _T octhar
23. Types of Public Unit-specific Narratives (€C) a. - hone
b, _%__ brief vignettes (10-20 pp,)
c. chapter-length case studies
d. 2 book-Tength case studies
24. Facts of Publication of Host Informative Study Document(s):

&e Stake, Robert A., Jack Easley and Azsociates, Case Studles in Science Educaticn
Vols, 1 & 2. Washington, D.C. USCPO, July 1978, (Individual case studles —
available as booklets from National Technical Information Service, U.S.

Department of Commerce, Springfisld, VA 22151 «NTTS Accession No. B 2628L0.)
¥ One TeTaw orker covered two sitas,

93
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PROJECT PROFILZ

Section o
1. I1p 10 2. Pm‘:}ec: Name Ezl%:r:li:gexﬁagooge“ Inf@tion Fackage Disseninatica
3. Funding Agency _OE/OFSE (Contract No. 300e76-0330) C
4. Project Monitor a. Judith Burnes Telephone (202) 245-3195
b. Telaphone
5. Ressarch American Institutes for Research 6. Start 7/76 7. Ead _1/79
Orgamization 3767 grastradaro fcad 8. Duration _2.S years
Palo Alto, CA 9432 . 9. Total Budget $_800 X

10. Project Director a, Pegpis Campeau (ATR)
. b. Joarme Binkley (R4C)

Talephone_(115) 193-3550
Telephone (L15) 9111-955L

11. Overall Research Design a. __qualitative study(ies) only .
b. __separate qualitative and quantitative substudies _
c. x Integrated qualitative and quantitative substudy(ies)

12. Name of Distinct Substudies 13. Substudy 14. Principal Investigator 15. Appx.
Type Sudget
a._Inclsmemtation Case Studies _QlL/on MA $_500 X
b. Dissemination Case Studies Q1L/en . NA g 300 K
c.
d. : S
e. S

—ar e —

Section II: Inplamembation Case Studias

16. Unit of Quaiitative Study Sch. Dist. (% relavant schs.)17. No. of Units (c)_a8

13. Modes of Field Research (C) 19. Structure of Field Research (C)
a, 6 L visits for 2 days per visit 3.’ _=_one person throughout
b. £ 27 visits for 2_ days per visit B, _=_'series of __ sole persons -
¢. = intermittent for ___ days over ___ mos. c. 15_ team of ~2_ persons
d. =_ continuous for ___ months d. _~_team of ___ persons

20. Techniques of Qualitative Data Collectian (R) 21. Number of Field Workers (C) 6
a. L_ document acquisition 22, Major Uiscipiinary Identifica-

b. _=_questionnaire administration

tion of Field Workers (C)
c. Z_ hignly-structured interviewing

d. 2 semi-structured interviewing ©a. _=_anthropology

e. =_ iargely-unstructured interviewing b. _=_ education

f. =_ highly=structured observation c. _= political science
g. 2_ semi-structured observation d. psychology

h. = largely-unstructured ohservation e. 2 sociology .

23. Types of Public Unit-spacific Narratives (C) a.
b.

none
brief vignettes
chipter-length case studies
d. __ book-length case studies

Z4. Facts of Publication of Most Informative Study Document(s):
Carpeau, Pegsie, Jeanne 3inkley, Petar Treadway, Judith Appleby and Barbara Bessey,

Final Rsmort: Zwvaluation of Project Information Package Dissemination and
Tmlerentastion. to, CA: American Institutes for Research, 1979, 120 pn.

=

Nots: This project was the third in a series of three OFBE-fundad studies of PIPs,
The first study was conducted by the, RMC Corp., the second bty SRI Intnl.,
and RC and this one by AIR with an importamt subeontract to RIC.




PROJECT PROFILE

Section [
T. ID_ 11 2. Project Name_ A Study of %M&Mmtﬁ

PO

10.

]1.

12,

16.
18.

20.

Funding Agency NIE/B&¥ (Contract No, LOO=76=1£3)
Project Monitor a. David Goodwin

Tel epfzone (202) 254~6070)

b. . . - Telephone
Research  _The Huron Igstitute 6. Start 10 /76 7. End _9_/80
Organization 153 wount Auburn Street 8. Duration LB years
Cambrdidge, MA 02138 9. Total Budget $_600.K
Project Director a. Eleanor Farrar Talephone (617) L9L-5L50
b. Telephone

Overall Research Design a. __ qualitative study(ies) only
b. X _separate qualitative and quantitative substudies
c. __Integrated qualitative and quantitative substudy(ies)

Name of Ofstinct Substudies 13. Substudy 14. Principal Invastigator  15. Appx.

. Type Budget
a._EBCE Program Survey Qn NA S_LOK
b._SEA Policy Study — Q. "NA S2L0 K
C._School Implementation Stady __ Q@ NA $320 K
d‘ - - i
e. )

Section II: School Implementatdon Study -
Unit of Qualitative Study Schoal 17. No. of Units (C)L5
Modes of Field Research (C) 19, Structure of Field Research (C)
a. 23 1 visit for L5 days per visit 2. _= one persof throughout
b. 22_2=3 visits for 5 days per visit b. _=_ series of ___sole persons
c. _= Tntermittent for ___days over ___mos. c. L5 team of 2_ persons
d. __= continuous for ___ months d. _=_ team of ___ persons
Techniques of Qualitative Data Collection (R) 21. Number of Field Workers (C) 3
a. _b_ document acquisition 22. Major Disciplinary [dentifica-
b. _=_ questionnaire administration tion of Field Workers (C)
¢. = highly-structured interviewing
d. _3_ semi-structured interviewing a. _=_anthropology
e. _1_largely-unstructured interviewing b. _=_ education
f. _=_ highly~-structured observation c. _3_ political science
g. _2_ semi-structured observation d. _=_ psychology
h, _=_largely-unstructured chservation e, _=_ sociology
i. f.

23.

24,

none

brief vignettes
chapter-length case studies
d. __ book-length case studies

Facts of Publication of Most Informative Study Document(s):

Types of Public Unit-specific Narratives (C) a.

=

Farrar, Eleanor, Jomm E. DeSanctis and David K. Cohene. "Views from Below:
Implementation Research in Education,” Teachsrs Callege Sacord (Fall 1980),
FPe 77'!1&0

100 o9




PROJECT PROFILE

Section I

ID _12 2. Project Name_Program Consolidation and the State Role in ESEA Title IV

3. Funding Agency _QE/OPEE ' (Comtract No. 300~77-0515)
4. Project Monitor a. Penrose Jackson Telephone  (Decsased)
b._Ame Bezdak Weinheimer Telephone _(202) 245-8877
§. Research The Rand Corporation 6. Start, 9 /77 7. End _1/79
Organization 1700 Main Strest 8. Duration o3 years
Samta Momdica, G 90L0S 9. Total Budget § 700 K
10. Project Director a. Miltmey Melanghlin Telephone (21.3) 393-0l11
b. Telephone
11. Qverall Research Design a. —qualitative study(ies) only
b. __separate qualitative and quantitative substudias
C. X _intagrated qualitative and quantitative substudy(ies)
12. Name of Distinct Substudies 13. Substudy 14. Principal Investigator 15. Appx.
Type . Budget
a._SEA Survey (N =50) Qn NA 3
b._Lid Survey (N s800) On 0 $
¢. risld Resaarc QL NA szjg K
d. ) S
e, S

Section II: Pisld Research

16.
18.

20.

23.

24.

Unit of Qualftative Study State Educatdon Agency . 17, No. of Units (C) 8
Modes of Field Research (C) _ 19, Structure of Field Research (C)
a. 8 1 visits for _5 days per visit! 3. _=_one person throughout

b: = ____visits for __ days per visit b. _=_series of ___ scle persons
C. _=_ intermittent for days over __ mos. c. _B_ team of 2 persons

-d.- _=_ continuous- for ___months d. _=_ team-of __ persons

Techniques of Qualitative Oata Collection (R) 21. Number of Fiald dorkers (C) 11

a. _3_ document acquisition 22. Major Disciplinary Identifica-
b. _=_ questionnaire administrazion tion of Fleld Workers (C)**

C. _= highly-structured {ntarviewing

d. semi~structured interviewing a. _=_anthropology

e. i largel y-unstructured interviewing b. education

f. _=_highly-structursd observation c. political science
g. _2_ semi-structured observation d. _2_ psychology

h. I largely-unstructured ohsarvation e. _=_saciology

i. ’ f.

Types of Public Unit-specific Narratives (€) a. x none

cnm—

b. ___ brief vignettas

C. ___ chapter-length case studies
d. ___ book-length case studies

Facts of Publication of Most Informative Study Document(s):

MeDomnell, Lorraine Y, and Hllbrey W, Mclaughlin (with the assistance of Millicent Cox,
Rchard F. Elmors, Christophsr Mysrs and Gail Zallman), Proegram Consclidation
and thy Stats Role in SSEA Title IV. Santa Momdca, CA: The Yond Corporaticn,
ApriTTT980, 117 po. -
* Fieldwork was concucted both in the state capitol and in three school districtas,:
* Hajor emphasis upon the use of well<trained and experienced social sclemtists
as fieldworkers,
101

-,
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Section I
1. Ip 13 2. Project Name Vocational Edycation Eonitr Stide
3. Funding Agency OZ/QPEE (Camtract-No. 300~77-0318) )
4, Project Monitor a. Dorothy Shuler Telephone (202) 258877 °

b. . Talephone
5. Research  American Institutes' for Research 6. Start T 7. 6nd _6/79

Organization 1067 yrastradsro Rosd 8. Duration 1.8 years
Palo Alto, CA 94302 9. Total Budget § 90k X

16. Project Director a._Laurie Harrisem Telephone_(115) 193-3550

b. Telephone

11.

12’

Section II: Zxemplary Case Studiss

15.
18.

20.

a3.

a4,

PROJECT PROFILE

Overall Research Design a. ~Jualitative study(ies) only
b. x separate qualitative and quantitative substudies
c. __Integrated qualitative and quantitative substudy(ies)

Name of Oistinct Substudies 13. Substudy 14. Principal Investigator 15, Appx.

Type Budget
a. Cass Studiss Q NA $ 200K
b. on ~ NA $ 600 X
c. ure aw LY . LY g 100 K
d.
e, . S

|

Unit of Qualitative Study_Local Voc. 2d. Program 17. No. of Units (C) 12

¥odes of Field Research (C) 19. Structure of Field Research (C)
3. 12 1 visits for _3 days per visit 2. 12 one person throughout

b _= visits for _ . days per visit © b. _s_series of ___ soie persons
¢. _= Tntermittent fo — ddys over ___ mos. c. .~ team of - PErsons
d. _= continuous for __ months d. _=_ team of __ persons
Techniques of Qualitative Data Collection (R) 21. Number of Field Workers (¢) 6
a. _3_ document acquisition 22. Major Disciplinary Identifica-
b. _=_ questionnaire administration tion of Field Workers (C)
€. _=_ highly-structured interviewing
d. I semi-structured intarviewing 3. _=_ anthropology

e. = largely-unstructured interviewing b. _=_ education

f. _=_ highly-structured observation C. _=_ political science

g. _Z_ semi-structured observation d. 5 psychology
h. _=_ largely-unstructured observation e. - sociology

- f. 1 sconomics

Types of Public Unit-specific Narratives (C) a. none

b. IZ brief vignettes (apm. 20 pp.)
C. _= chapter-length - 1se studies
d. _= book-length ca . studies

Facts of Publication of Most Informative Study Oocument(s):

"heslar, Jenstte B, and Associates, Vocatiomal Education Euﬁzt‘az-nStu y Yol. 3¢
8

Case 'Studies and Promising Apuroaches, Falo Altor (AT An titutes for
esearch, Harch 1 s 3C0 ?

PP.




PROJECT PROFILE
Section [ )

1. 10 1k 2. Project Name A Study of the R&D Utilizaticn Program
3. Funding Agency NIE/DIP (Comtract Mece L00-78-C002)

Project Monitor a.Mary inn Milsap (1st) Telaphone (£17) L$7-05L1
b, Jom Egermeisr (3rd) Talephone (202) 25L-€050

5. Research Abt Associatss Tne.

§. Start 1L./77 7.End _6/81
Organization c¢ yieelar Street _ 8. Duration _3.5 years
Cambridge, MA (2138 9. Total Budget § 18 M
10. Project Director a._Karen Seashors Louis  Teiephone_(617) 956-1150
b. Telephone

i1. Overall Research Design a. __ qualitative study(ies) only
b. __separate qualitative and quantitative substudies i
c. X _integrated qualitative and quantitative substudy(ies)

12. Name of Distinct Substudies 13. Substudy 14. Principal Investigator 15. Appx.

Type Budget
a. School Study 0l=Cn NA $l.2 M
b. Frojsct Study GL/On NA § U3 M
€. Liniane Agent Study on/GL NA $ Oeot M
d. $
e. s—_~
Section II; School Study (Sita Visit Sarple Only)*
16. Unit of Qualitative Study _ School 17. No. of Units (C)__51
18. Modes of Field Researzh (C) 19. Structure of Field Resesarch (C)
a. 30 2 visits for 12 days per visit a. _=_one person throughout
b. 21 1 visits for 2 days per visit b. _=_series of ___ sole persons
¢. _=_intermittent for __ days over __ mos. c. o1 team of _2_ persons
d. _=_continuous for ___ months d. _=_ team of __ persons
20. Techniques of Qualitative Data Collaction (R) 21. Number of Field Workers (C} _8
2. 2 _document acquisition 22. Major Disciplinary Identifica-
b. _=_ questionnaire administration tion of Field Workers (C)
c. ‘%_ highly-structured intarviexing
d. L semi-structured {nterviewing a. _=_anthropology
e. _=_largely-unstructured interviewing b. _L_ education
f. = highly-structured observation c. _~ political sciance
g. _=_ semi-structured observation d. _L_ psychology
h. = largely-unstructured ohservation e. _I_ sociolegy

. f. _2_ other
23. Types of Public Unit-speci¥ic Narratives (C) a. ___ none
b. _J0 brief vignettes
€. _.2 chapter-length case studies
d. __~ book-length case studies
24, Facts of Publication of Most Informative Study Document(s):
a. Louis, Xaren S., Sheila Rosenblum and James Malitore Linking R&D with Local
" Schoolss Strategies for School Improvement. Cambtridge, MA: Abt Associatas Inc.,
80 Phe
be Louls, Karen S, "Sociclogist as Sleuth: Integrating Methods fn the ROU Study,"
American Behavioral Sciemtist, 1982, 26(1), 10120,

# The School Study used tlmes dats collection approaches, LB schools were studied
only through site visits, 39 were studied only through interndttent fisld work
totaling 8 days during a 12-menth petiod, 3 scheals were studied both vays.

RS _ : 102 03




PROJECT PROFILE

Section [

—

.

10 35__ 2. Project Name Longdtudinal Implamentation Study of FL 9h-1L2

3. Funding Agency _OE/EFH then DE/OSE (Contract Nos" 300=78=0030)
4. Project Monitor a._Louis Dapielsep (2nd) Telaphone
b._Martin Xanfran (3rd) Telephane _(202) L72-u652
5. Research SRT Ipternational 6. Start 1 / 78 7. End 10/ 82
Organization 333 Ravenswood Ave. . 8. Ouration _Le7 years
Menlo Park, CA LS 9. Total Budget § 1.5 ¥
10. Project Director a._ Marian Stesrns Telephone (L15) 859-3997
b. Telephone
11. Qverall Research Design a. X _qualitative study(ies) only
b. _separate qualitative and quantitative substudies
c. __intagrated qualitative and quantitative substudy(ies)
12.  Name of Distinct Substudies 13. Substudy 14. Principal Investigator 15, Aopx.
) Type Budget
a. (Nons) $
b. I
c. S
d. S
a. S
section II ‘
16. Unit of Qualitative Study _School District : 17. No. of Units (C)_22
18. Modes of Field Research (C) - 19. Structure of Field Research (()
a. 16 6 visits for L days per visit a. _=_one person throughout
b. —& i visits for L days per visit . b. =" series of ___ sole persons
c. _= intermittent for ___ days ovar —ms.  c. 22 team of 2 persons
d. __= continuous for _ nonths d. _=_ team of __ persons
20. Techniques of Qualitative Data Collection (R) 21. Number of Field Workers (C) 8
a. 2_document acquisition - 22. Major Disciplinary Identifica-
b. =_ questionmaire administration tion of Field Workers (C)
. . highlyestructured intarviewing
d. I semi-structured intarviewing a. _=_anthropology
¢. = largely-unsiructured interviewing b. 5 education
f. =_ highly-structured observation ' c. _=_ political science
g. _=_ semi-structured observation d. _Z_ psychology
h. 3_ largely-unstructured obsarvation e. _= sociology
i. f. L other
Z3. Types of Public Unitespacific Narratives (C) a. nane
b. _5_ brief vignettes
C. _=_chapter-length case studies
_ d. _=_book-langth case studies
24. Facts of Publication of Most Informative Study Document(s):

Stearns, lardan, David Greens and Jane L. David. Local mentation of PL 9h-ll2:
Report of the First Year of Longitudingl Study. renlo s GA? International,
AprIT 1380, T00 ppe

124

103




PROJECT PROFILE

Section [

3.
L.

10.

.

Ip ¥ - 3. Project Name The Carser Intern Program Study
Funding Agancy NIEAL for DOL (Contract No. 400-78-0021)

Project Monitor &, Howard M, Lesnic (1st) * Telaphone
b, Damdel P, Antonopolos (2nd)  Telepnonme (202) 25L.6271
Research RMC Research Corporation 6.Start 2/78 7, gnd 8/ 8L
Organization 2570 K1 Camino Real 8. Ouration _245 years
Mountain Visw, C{~ 94029 9. Total Budget § 1.0 M
Praject Ofrector a.G. Kasten Tallmadge Telephone_(L15) 9k1.9550
b. Telephone

Overall Rasearch Oesign a. __qualitative study(ies) only
b. _X separate qualitative and quantitative substudias
¢. __lIntegratad qualitative and quantitative subssudy(ies)

Name of Oistinct Substudies 13. Substudy 14. Principal Investigator 13, Appx.

Type fudget
a._Implementation Q./Qn Patey Tresduay S 300K
3. _Psychological Qutcomes Qn G. Kasten Tallmadge § 300 X
¢c. FE. 3Le=Qutcomas nalaticns (38 David retterman $300 R
d, Other grans U/ Ue Aasten TallEadgo $IO0 R
e, S

Section II (Implementation-Outccmes Relaticnships)

18,
18.

20.

23.

2,

Unit of Qualitative Study_Career Intsrn Program Sita  17. No. of Units (¢)_L

Modes of Fiald Research (C) Lover 2 yrs, 19. Structure of Field Research (C)
a. _b _7 visits for 10 days per VisiiA " a, _= one person throughout

S, _= __ visits for __ days per visit b. _= series of ___ sole persons
C. _= intermittent for __ days over __mos. c. _L_ team of _2_ persons

d. __= continuous far ___ months d. _= team of ___ persons
Techniques of Qualitative Data Collection (R) 21. Number of Field Workars (C) S
a. _5_ document acquisition 22. Major Oisciplinary Identifica-
b. _&_ questionnaire administration tion of Fleld Workers (C)

¢. _~_highly-structured intarviewing

d. _Z_ semi-structured intarviewing a. 1 anthropology

e. L largely-unstructured interviewing b. 2_ education

f. _= highlyestructured ghservation €. = political sciencs

g. _Z_ semi-structured observation . d. Z_ psychalagy

*h. _2_ largaly-unstructured observation : =~ sociology

| : .

Types of Public Unit-specific Narratives (C) a. = none

b. L brief vignettas(on many topics)
c. T chapter-length case studies (1 topic)
d. =_ book-length casa studies

Facts of Publication of Most Informative Study Document(s):

2. Fettarman, D.M, Study of the Career Intern Pro o Pinal report—Task C: Progran
css Structurs, function and Interrelationshins. Mountain View, CA: RNMG
search Corporation, 198l
b, Fetterman, D.4, Bthn hic techniques in educationsl evaluation: An i1lustrations
In A, VanFleet (Ed.) Antlwopology of educatim: Methods and apolicatdons,

Journal of Thought (special topic editlon) 1980, 15(3), 31<h8.
co Fetterman, DM, Hlaming the victim:-The probtlem of evaluation design and federal
involvemsnt and reinforcing world visws in aducatione Hurman O +,1981,L40(2),67-77.

“ . =g
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10.

1.

12.

16.
]8.

20.

PROJECT PROFILE

Section I

ID 17 2. Project Name_ Toacher Carps Evaluation Study
Funding Agency COE/OED (Camtract No. 300-78-0289)
Project Monitor a. Eugens Tucker Telephone (202) 21i5-8380

b. Telephone
Research SRI International ° S. Start _8/78 7.6End _7/ 83
Organization 333 Ravenmwood Ave, 8. Ouration 5.0 years
Henlo Park, CA ¥L025 9. Total Budget § S.0M
Project Oirector . Richard A. Marciano Telephone (115) 8593613

b. Telephone.

Overall Research Design a. __qualitative study(ies) only
b. x separate qualitative and quantitative substudies
C. __integrated qualitative and quantitative substudy(ies)

Name of Distinct Substudies 13. Substudy 14. Principal Investigator 15. Appx.
Type Budget

a. aentation Stu a Janes L, Deslonds s ax

b,%ﬁ-m. o3} Bavid Beers $

¢.Staf? Tevelonment %E Nick clc $

e. S8R - -] S
n

|

|

|

|

Lo r : erYy ston 3
ection I, Irplementation Study T . -

Unit of Qualitative Study Teacher Corps Project 17. No. of Units (C) L

Modes of Field Research (C) 19. Structure of Field Research (C)

8 = ___visits for __ days par visit a. one person throughout

b = visits for days per visit b. _1_series of -2 sole persons

. ¢. L Tntermittant for 80 days over A2 mos.  c. "o~ team of _ persons

d. _=_ continvous for __ months d. _=_ team of ___ persons

Techniques of Qualitative Data .Collection (R) 21. Number of Fleld Workers (C) L _

3. 3 _document acquisition 22. Major Disciplinary ldentifica-

b. _=_ questionnaire administration tion of Field Workers (C)

C. = highly-structured interviewing

d. _=_ semi-structurad interviewing a. _1_anthropology

e. L5 largely-unstructured interviewing b. _Z ‘education

f. _=_ highly-structured observation C. _=_political scienca

g. _»_semi-structured observation d. _=_ psychalogy

h. L5 Targely-unstructured observation e. L sociology

3.

A,

Types of Public Unitw-specific Narratives (C) a. none
b. Z1i_ brief vignettes (in Vai, I)
¢. _L_ chapter-Tength case studias(yal, IT)
d. _= buok-length case studies

Facts of Publication of Most Informative Study Document(s):
3. JDeslonds, James L. (with Chrvistine R Pinnan), Teacher Coxps: An Irmlementation
Study of Collaboration and Miltdcultural Edscatien (VOLt, &% and (rosse

ect Analysis), Fenlo s CAS nernational, 1980, 5% pp,
b Deslonde, James L., Christine R, Fiman and Dandel g, Brousssrd, Teachsr Corps:

An Dnolemertation Study of Collaboration and il tlon (Volo 1T:
i3 Tuls o dy ticultursl Education (Vol. 1T

t ition
otlo Park, CA: SRT Tntarmtdonal, 1980, 170 pp,

1056




PROJECT PROFILE
Section

—
.

Ip 18 2. Project Name Youthwork National Policy Study

3. Funding Agency _Touthwork Inc. (as a contractor to DOL/OYP) _
4. Project Monitor a._Lois-Ellin Data (1st) Telephone (202) 2546000

b. Michael Langsfore (7th) Telephone (800) L2L-9529
5. Research Corpall University 6. Start 8 /78 7.6End _9/80

Organization y .y s, College of Human Ecology 8. Quration _2el years
_Ithaca, N.¥. 1L853 9. Total Budget § 1.0 Y

10. Project Director a.Ray C. Rist Talaphone (202) 275-0200

D.._ Telephone

11, Overall Research Design a. X qualitative study(ies) only
YNota: YNTS was imbeddsd b. separata qualitat*lv: and quantitative substudies
ina ™ c. integratad qualitative and quantitat ubstudy( i
BRI ,, & —ntented « uantitative substudy(tes)

Ce
12. Name of Distinct Substudies 13. Substudy 14. Principal Investigator 15. Appx.
Type Budget
a. (None) S
b. $
ce_ S
d. 2, .S
e. )
Section II
16. Unit of Qualitative Study In-achkool Touth Projact 17. No. of Units (C) 60
18. Modes of Field Research (C) 19. Structure of Field Research (C)
a. = ___visits for ___ days per visit a. §0_one person throughout
b. = ___visits for __ days per visit b. _=_ series of __ sole persons
c. _=_intermittent for days over ___ mos. C. _=_ team of __ persons
~d. &0_ continuous for 22 months(part-time) d. _=_ team of ___ persans
20. Techniques of Qualitative 0ata Collection (R) 21. Number of Field Workers (C) 60
a. _6  document acquisition 22. Majpr Disciplinary ldentifica-
b. _5_ questionnaire administration tion of Field Workers (C)

c. _=_ highly-structured intarviewing
d. _1_ semi-structured interviewing 3
e. 3 largely-unstructured interviewing b. 30_ education
f. _=_highly-structured observation €. _~ _political science
g. semi-structured observation d. psychology
h. largely-unstructured ohservation e. 10 sociology

. . f

. _5 anthropology

.
g

23. Types of Public Unit-specific Narratives (C) a. _3 none
b. ____ brief vignettes
C. ___ chapter-length case studies

d. ___ book-length case studies
24, Facts of Publication of Most Informative Study Document(s):
2. See entirs issue of Children and Youth Services Raview (Vol 2, No. 1, 1980)
b Bridgirg the Gap: Policy Strategies fof Earming and Learning, Sage, 1981
Ce Confronting Youth Ucemployment in the 1980s, Pergamon Press, 1980.

de National Agendas and Local Initiatives: Persvectives on Youth Unermloyrsnt
rograns, X Press, 1982,

17
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PROJEST PROFILE
Section L
A Study of Dissamination Efforts

1. I0 19 2. Project Name Supvorting School Immrovement __
3. Funding Agency OE/OED thon DE/OFE (Comtract No. 300-78-0527) .
&. Project Monitor a.Amm Begdek Weinhsimar Telephone (202) 2L5-8877
b. Telephone
5. Research The Networic Inc. S. Start 10/78 7. &nd 10/61
Organization 390 South Main Stress 8. Duration 3s0 years
Andover, 4. (LELO 9. Total Budget $ 3.0
10. Project Director a.David Crandall (P.I,) Telephone (AL7) L70-1080
b.Cherles Thompson (P.D,) Telephone_(617) L70-1080

11. Overall Research Design a. __qualitative study(ies) only
b. ___separate qualisative and quantitative substudies
c. X integrated qualitative and quantitative substudy{{es)

12, HName of Distinct Substudies 13. Sudstudy 14, Principal Investigator 15, Appx.

Type Budget
3. _Jchodl Supvey ~Snfol Devid Qrapdall = S18Q0K.
b._Program Studies —~3k__.  Charlas Thompson S_LOgX.
S s e  —g—  fMdBmba— Tum
- £ 4
e. 1 Glam Shive S_200K
section II: School Cise Studies ,
16. Unit of Qualitative Study Schocl 17. No. of Units (C) 12
'8. Modes of Field Research (C) 19. Structure of Field Research (C)
B S Visits for __ days pervisit 3. 11 one person throu]ghout
B, = __ visits for days per visit b. = series of __ sole persons
c. IZ_ Tntarmittent for B _days over Soms. e 7T taam of -2 persons
d. _=_ continuous for — ONTHS d. __ team of ___ persons
20. Techniques of Qualitative Data Collsction (R) 21. Number of Field Workers (C) _L_
3. _L_ document a_guisition 2. Mjor Dtsciplinary Idsntifica-
b. questionnaire administration tion of Fleld Workers (C)
€. 2.5 highly-structured intarviewing
d. L semi-structured intarviewing 2. . anthropology
8. = idrgeiy-unstructured intarviewing b. _=_education
f. _=_ highly-structured observation C. _=_ political science
. Ze2 Semi-structured obsarvation d. _L_ psycholagy
h. = largely-unstructured ohservation e. _1_ sociology
i -t 2 gother

23. Types of Public Unit-specific Narratives (C) a. - None

b. _=_brief vignestes
c. _U_ chapter-Tength case studies
-d. L bookelength case studies

24. Facts of Publication of Most Informative Study Document(s):

2, Duberman, Ae M, and M, B, Miles. How School Imrrovemant Works:s A Field Study
of 12 Sites. Andovar, MA: The Nebiorke T SoTpent =
be Enberran, A M. and M, B, Mles, "Drawing Yalid Meaning from Qualitative Datas
Some Techniques of Data Reducsion and Display," Quality and Quantity, 1982, 16(6).

10y .
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3.

&
o~

[31)

18.
18.

20,

23.

25,

Section [

et ———

1:

.
-

.- Research

PROJECT PROFI

L

A Study of Parantal Inovlvement in

ip 20 2. Project Name Fadearal Education Programs

Funding Agency OE/OED then DE/OFE (Contract No. 300;-78:0&37)

Project Monitor a. Daniel G. Ozame -

Telephane (213) 689235

b, Gerald Birns

Telephone (202) 2/,5-9LCL

Organization 2500 Colorado Awvenus .

Systam Devalormant Corvoration

Start 10/ 78 7. End _7/.81

Santa Monica, 6L 90LOS

8.
8. Duration 2.8 vears
9. Total Budget $2.,0 M

Telephone (213) 820-h111
Telephone (213) 820-i111

Project Cirector a. Rawvmend B. Stawa;-t
: e_Zard hSeslling .
b. Ralph J, Melarasng

Overali

Research Design a. ___qualitative study(ies) only

b. X_separate qualitative and quantitative substudies °*
c. ___integrated qualitative and quantitative substudy(ies)

Name of Ofstinct Substudies 13. Subsi. “v 14. Principal investigator 15. Appx.
Type Budgat

a._ Sits Study Ql/Gn NA $1.5 M

b. rederal Programs Survey Qn A $ 05 o

c. b

d. S

e. A

Section I1: sSite Study

Unit of Qualitative Study Local Prcjeg‘t*

17. No. of Units (C) 57

Modas of Field Rasearch (C)

a. _= ___visits for __ “days per visit
Jo = ___visits for __ days per visit
C. _._ intermitient for __ days over

d. §7 continuous for J,~ months (% tima)
|

a. Y  document acqiisition

b. =_ questionnaire administration

€. = highlyestructured: interviewing

d. 1.5 semi-structured interviewing

¢, 1,5 largely-unstructured interviewing
f. =_ highly-structured observation

g. §__ semi-structured gbservation

h. 3 __ largely-unstructured observation

i.

iypes of Public Unit-specific Narratives (C)_

mas .

19. Structure of Field Research (C)

2. 97 one person throughout

b. _= series of ___ sole persons
C. _= team of __ persons

d. _= team of __ persons

echniques of Qualitative Data Collection (R) 21. Numbor of~Rieid Workers (¢) 57

22, Major Disciplinary Identifica-
tion of F 1d Workers (C)

2. _L anthropology

b. _L edt}:catior;

c. = political science
d. “20 psychology

e. _ T sociology

other

|

a. none

b. _= brief vignettss

C. __ chaptar-length case studies
d. _ - book-length casa studiss

Facts of Publication of Most Informative Study Document(s):

Lee, Dean R,, J. Ward Keasling & Ralph J, Me

laragno (Eds.). Parents and Fedsral

Educational Programs, Volume 7: Methodolopies Emloyed in the Stuﬁr of Parental

Involvenent, Santa Honica, Gi: “System De

# A Mocal project’ consisted of a cemtral project office and two of the variocus schools

velopment Corporation, 1981, L15 ppe

participating in that projects The 57 projects wers -associated with one of four

federal programs: Follow Through, ESSA, T

itle I, Title VII. Cross-sita amalyses

wers conducted both within each of ths four mograns and across then,
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PROJECT PROFILE

Section I

——
.

I a 2. Project Name District Use of Information

3. Funding Agancy NIE/MTL & OB/OPEE (Cautract No. Li00=79-0061)
4. Project Monitor o HAXY Am Milisep THEE) Telephone
b._Norman Gald (NIE) Telephone _(202) 25L-6271
5. Research  _ fupon Tnstitute 6. Start _9/ 79 7. end _8/ 82
Orgamization 123 wb. Auturn Street 8. Duratfon 3,0 years
Cambridge, MA.. 02138 9. Total Budget $_590 K
10. Project Director a. Miry Kermedy Telephone (6L7) LSL-545)
b. Telephone
11. Overall Ressarch Design a. _x qualitative study(ies) only
b. __separate qualitative and quantitative substudies
¢. __integrated quaiitative and quantitative substudy({es)
12, Name of Distinct Substudfes 13. Substudy 14. Principal Investigator 15. Appx.
Type Budget
2. Stags I (Districts) Q NA § 313K
b. Stage LI (Dist, Clusters) _ o1 NA S.ATK
; sl o i i
.. - : $
Section II (Stage Is Districts)
16.  Unit of Qualitative Study School Distried 17. No. of Unfts (¢)_18
18. HModes of Field Research (C) 19. Structure of Field Research (C)
a. 12 2 visits for days per visit 3. = one person throughout
b. _6 1 visits for days per visit b. = _saries of __ sole persons
C. _= intermittent for ___ days over = M0S.  C. 10 team of __ " persons
d. _= continuous for — Months d. _= team of ___ persons
20. Techniques of Qualitative Data Collaction (R) 21. Number of Field Workers (¢) 13
a. 3 document acquisitian . 22. Major Disciplinary Identifica-
b. _=_ questionnaire administrition tion-of Field Workers (C)
C. = highly-structured interviewing
d. 1.5 semi-structured intarviewing 2. « anthropology
e. largel y-unstructured interviewing b. I3 education
f. = highly-structured observation C. _= political science
g. semi-structured observation d. _= psychclogy
h. largely-unstructured observation : - Soctology
10 . . et
23. Types of Public Unit-specific Narratives (C) a. none

24,

b. brief vignettes
C. chapter-length case studies
d. ___ book-length case studies

Facts of Publication of Most Informative Study Document(s):

Xemnady, Mary, Richard Apling and Willism Neumann, The Role of Evaluation and Test
Information in Public Schools. Cambridge, Miy Hareq Instituts, Auguat 1980,

=

110
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PROJECT PROFILE

- % Section I

1.

Case Studiss of Imterorganizatiocnal Arrangements
1D 22 2. Projact Name for Knowledge Gtilization .

3. Funding Agency NIE/DIP (Comtract No. LOO=79-0062)
4. Project Monitor a. Ward S, Mason Telephone (202) 254~6050
b. Telephone
5. Research . Abt _issociatas Inc, 6. start 10/79 7. ind _3/8
Organization 1521 New Hampshire Ave. 8. Duration le5 years
_Hashingten, D,Cs 20036 _ 9. Total Budget § 130K
10. Project Director a.__ Robert Yin Telephone_(202) Lé6-li3L3
b. Telephone
11. Overall Research Design a. X qualitative study(ies) only
b. ___separate qualitative and quantitative substudies
c. __Jintegrated qualitative and quantitative substudy(ies)
12. Name of Oistinct Substudies 13. Substudy 14. Principal Investigator 15. Appx.
Type Budget
a. (None) . S
b. I
c. S
d. $
e. S
Section II
18. Unit of Qualitative Study Inter-org, Arrangement 17. No. of Units (C)_3
18. Modes of Field Research (C) 19. Structure of Field Research (C)
a. _3%_1 visits for 5 _ days per visit a. _=_one person throughout
b. 3% _L visits for 3_ days per visit b. _=_ series of ___ sole persons

_ Types of Public Unit-specific Narratives (C) a. none

C. _= intermittent for ___days over ___mos. c. _3 team of 2 persons

d. _= continuous for ___ months d. _= team of ___ persons

Techniques of Qualitative Data Collection (R) 21. Number of Field Workers (C) 3
a. le5 document acquisition 22. Major Disciplinary Identifica-

b. _=_questionnaire administration tion of Fleld Workers (C) ***
c. _=_highly-structured interviewing ‘

d. 130 semi-structured intarviewing a. _= anthropology

e. = largely-unstructured intérviewing b. _=_ education

f. _=_ highly-structured observation C. _=_ political science
g. _=_semi-structured observation d. _1_ psychology

h. _=_largely-unstructured ohservation e. _1_sociology

1. __ f. L economics

. _9_ brief vignettes
¢. _3_ chapter-length case studies
d. _«_ book-length case studies

Facts of Publication of Most Informative Study Oocument(s):

Tin, Robert and largaret Gwaltney, Orzanizaticns Collaborating to Improve
Educational Fractice. Vastington, D.Cef ADU ASsociates Ince, L9581, L35 ppe

¥ The initdal visit of 5 days was the primary, source of data. Ths seccnd visit of

3 days was for ths purpose of verifying the conclusions of tha casa study narratives,
*% llajor emphasis on ths use of welletrained and experienced social scientists as
fiald workars, :

110 1'11




PROJECT PROFILE
Section [

Rooald (with Pattde L,

School-liniversity Collaberation
on is of Three
%tgtuto, Anmerican %mity, 1)

112

111

S School. In
%" hit "':E,E ?E':' ~Enowled,

- @, 322 pp.

' Case Sﬁxdids of Intarorganizationg] Arrangemsnts for
1. Ip 23 2. Project Name Knowledps I t :v
3. Funding Agency NIZ/DIP (Contract No. NIEw79-0063 )
4. Project Monitor a. Ward S, Mason Telephone _(202) 2546050
b. Telephone '
5. Research American University 6. Start 10/79 7. End 5./ 8
Organization b 0 edge Transfer Tnstitate 8. Duration 1,7 years
Washington, D.C. 20015 9. Total Budget $ 107 K
10. Project Director a. Ro d Ha Teiephone (202) 6863811
b._Michasl Huberman Telephone
11, Overall Research Design a. x qualitative study(ies) only
b. __separate qualitative and quantitative substudies
c. _integrated qualitative and quantitative substudy(ies)
12, Name of Ofistinct Substudies 13.;Substudy 14. Principal Investigator 15, Appx.
Type ' Budget
a. (Nons) S
b. 3 )
c. S
d. S
.. $
Section II i
16, Unft of Qualitative Study Interorg. Arrangement 17. No. of Units (C) 3
18, Modes of Field Research (€) 19. Structure of Field Research (c)
a. 2=9visits for 1.3 days per visit 3. one person throughout
b. é visits for _"_'3'_ days per visit b. t serfes of __ sole persons
c. _= Tntermittent for —~— d2ys over _ mos. C. = taam of ___ persons
d. _= continuous for — MOnths d. =_ team of ___ persons
20, Techniques of Qualitative Data Callection (R) 21. Number of Field Workers (C), 3
a. _2 document acquisition " 22. Mejor Disciplinary Identifica-
b. _= questionnaire administration tion of Fleld Workers (C)
c. _I_ highly-structured interviewing
d. _= semi-structured interviewiny 3. _= anthropology
e. _= largely-unstructured interviewing b. _=_ education
f. _= highly-structured observation C. _= political science
3. 31 semi-structured observation d. psychalagy
h. _=. largely-unstructured osservation e. _I sociology
1. L logs of activities and comtacts .
-—-—ﬁ_- oo
23. Types of Public Unit-specific Narratives (C) a. none
b. brief vignettes (the "serials?)
c. chaptar-length case studiss
d. _=_ book-length case studies
24. Facts of Publication of Most Informative Study Document(s) :

Cox, Ae Micheel Habarman & Armette Levinson)

vement, Vol. ks
sdge Trpnsfar




PROJECT PROFILE

section L Case Studies of Interorganizational. Arrangements for
1. ID 24 2. Project Name Knowlsdge Utilization: Undversity/School/Cormunity Collabs.
3. Funding Agency NIE/DIP (Contract No. NIZ~ 79-006L)
4. Project Mopitor a, Vard S. iason | Telepnone (202) 25L-6050

b. Telephone
5. Research  TIR Associates Inc. 6. Start 10/79 7. End _L/81

- Organtzation 385 myos - 8. Duration 1.6 years
Newton, MA - _ 9. Total Budget § 100 X

10. Project Director a._Robart Chin Telephone (€17) 969-0651

b. Telephone

11. QOverall Research Design a. _X qualitative study(ies) only
b. ___separate qualitative and quantitative substudies
c. __integrated qualftative and quantitative substudy(ies)

12. Name of Distinct Substudies 13. Substudy 14. Principal Investigator 15. Appx.

Type dudget
b. s
c. $
d. s
e. $
Section IT
16. Unit of Qualitative Study__ Event/Project* 17. No. of Units (C)_12
18. Modes of Field Research (C) 19. Structure of Field Research (C)
a. =____ visits for ___ days per visit a. 12 one person throughout
be = ___ visits for ___ days per visit " b. _=_serfes of ___ sole persons
c. IZ2_ Tntarmittent for _6_days over _7 mos. c. .= taam of __ persons ~
d. __ continuous for ___ months d. _=_ tesam of ___ persons
20. Techniques of Qualitative Data Collection (R) 21. Number of Field Workers (C) _L
a. 3 document acquisition 2. Major Disciplinary Identifica-
5. _=_ questionnaire administration tion of Field Workers (C)
C. =_ highly-structured interviewing
d. 3 _ semi-structured interviewing a. _=_anthropology
e. _=_ largely-unstructured interviewing b. _L_ edycation
f. =_ highly-strustured observation c. _=_political science
g. 2 semi-structured cbservation d. _L_ psychelogy
h. _=_ largely-unstructured ohservation e. _2_ sociology

23. Types of Public Unit-specific Narratives (C) a. ___ none .
d. 12_ brief vignettes
¢. _3_ chapter-length case studies
d. _=_ book-length case studies

24, Facts of Publication of Most Informative Study Document(s):

TIR Associates Inc. Case Studies of Three Urban University-School Callaborations
Mandated for the Imorovement of Eduicational Practice, Volss I & Ile
Fewton, MA: The author, 1981, 217 pp. & 27L Fo. -

* The "event/project" was the most basic unit of qualitative study. For purposes of
analysis separate cross-unit synthases were conducted within each of 3 college/school
collatoratives and within the single schacll district associated with tham,
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PROJECT PROFILE

Section I

-—
.

A Deacriptive Study of Significant
Ip 25 2. Project Name_ Bilingual Instruotional Features

3. Funding Agency NZ= (Pu't C Res. Agenda for Billingual Bd.) Contract No, NIE-R-BO-OO%)
4. Project Monitor a. Edward Puectes Telephone (202) 2545107
b. Telephone
5. Research Par West Laborstory S.Start _3/80 7.6nd _9/83
Organtzation 1955 po1 gom Street 8. Duration _3,0 years
. San Francisco, 'Gi 9!5103 9. Total Budget $ 2,7 M
10.  Project Director a. William Tilomaff Telephone_(Ll5) 565.3000
b. Telephone
11, Overall Research Design a. ~Jualitative study(ies) only
b. ___Separate qualitative and quantitative substudies
C. X_fintagrated qualitative and quantitativg IxBstudy fexx
12, Hame of Ofstinct Substudias 13. Substudy 14, Principal Investigator 15. Appx.
Type Budget
a. Yearl Q/qn NA $lel M
b. Year 2 @@ NA S1.L N
g-.:m;i SlQqg NA_ - g.;u.
e. ' H
Section 11 (Yeg 1) »
16, Unit of Qualitative Study Btno-linguistic Group 17. No. of Units (C)_6
18. Modes of Field Research (C) ¢ 19. Strycture of Field Research (c)
3. = ___visits for ___ days per visit , 2. _=_one person throughout
b, = visits for _  days per visit b, _=_saries of sole persons
. _=_Tntarmittent for —_ days over — ™S, . & team of 38 persons
d. _g_ continuous for _§ monthg ¢ d. _=_taam of __ persons
20. Techniques of Qualitative Pata Collection (R} 21. Number of Field Workers (¢) 2l
a.~_5_ document acquisftion 2. Major Disciplinary Identifica-
b. _=_ questionnaire adainistration tion of Fleld Norkars (C)
C. _=_highly-structured interviewing
d. Sexi-structured interviewing 3. =~ anthrepology
" 6. _&_ largely-unstructured interviewing b. _=_ education
f. I_ highly=structured observation c. = political science
g. oo semi-structured observation , ' d. _=_ psychology
k. largely-unstructured observation e. _=_ socfology
1. \ : t.2om
23. Types of Public Unit-specitic Narratives (C) a. — None
. b. = brief vignettes
C. _=_chapter-length case studies
o d. & book-length case studfes **
24. Facts of Publication of Most Informative Study Document(s):

Tlomatt, William J, An Des @ of Successful Bil Instruction:
in Updte g the SoIF Deeciinbine S Sin Francisco, 0: Tar Vst Labos 1952,

* Tin Year 2 study included two additdonal sites.

**In addition to these bock-lenght cases studiss of each site there vere nine book-lenght
case studies of ingtruction the

*#2The Year 2 studg contimed gl'u‘?:.dd uodz.-'k.?&mm“ ﬁ% 8‘:&&?’"
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APPENDIX B. EXPLANATORY NOTES FOR THE PROJECT PROFILES

Presented below are a series of notes helpful in
understanding the multisite qualitative project profiles
presented in Appendix A. These notes elaborate the short titles
for each item found on the profile sheets and offer definitions
for all key terms used 6A those sheets. In addition they
clarify those instances in which the numerical "score® for a
particular item represents a count (indicated by a "C" after the
item title--cf., item 18) and those in which it represents a
rank (indicated by an "R" after the item title~-cf., item 20).

Section I of each profile presents information about a
project irrespective of its substudy organization or the various
units of qualitative study it may contain. In Section IT
descriptive data are presented for either the. entire project (if
it consists of a single qualitative study) or for only a major
qualitative substudy (if the project consists of two or more
substudies).

SECTION I. PROJECT SPECIFIC DATA
1. Ip

A nominal code number for each project, running in sequence
from the earliest funded (0l) to the latest funded (25) project.

2. Project Name
&

The name the project is most widely known by. . In general‘
this is not the formal project title associated with the
contract documgnt.

3. Funding Agency

The agency most directly responsible for the funding and
monitoring of the research. (See Appendix A, Table A-l1 for a
glossary of funding agency abbreviations.)

4. Project Monitor

The federal official most directly responsible for
overseeing the technical aspects of the research. If there was
more than one monitor, unless otherwise noted the first one is
reported on line "a" and the last on line "b."

5. Research Organization

'

The organization awarded the contract (or occasionally
subcontract) to carry out the research.

et
b b
(oL
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6. Start Date

The month and year in which the project began.
7. End Date

The month and year in which the project (including all
follow-ons and refundings) officially terminated or (in the case
of ongoing projects) is due to terminate.

8. Duration

The durztion (or expected duration) of the project in years.

9. Total Budget

The project's total budget, including all follow-ons and
refundings. The abbreviation "K" signifies thousands ﬂnd e
millions. :

10. Project Director

»

The person within the research organization (item 5) most
responsible for the technicai direction of the project. If
there was more than one such person during the life of the
project, unless otherwise noted the first incumbent is reported
on line "a" and the last on line "b."

11, Overall Research Desian

This item reports the relationship (if any) of the multisite
qualitative activities within the project to other project
activities. Qualitative studies are those involving gn-site
field work consisting of document acquisition, interview or
observation. They may or may not involve the preparation of
site-specific narratives {(e.g., case studies) for each site.
"Separate qualitative and quantitative studies" generally have
distinct data bases and reports. "Integrated" qualitative and
quantitative studies do not.

12. Name of Distinct Substudies

A brief descriptive name for each distinct substudy.

13. Substudy Type

Substudies are either primarily qualitative (Ql), primarily
quantitative (Qn), a blend of qualitative and quantitative with
the emphasis on the former (Q1/Qn), a blend of qualitative and
quantitative with the emphasis on the latter (Qn/Ql), or an
approximately equal blend of both (Ql=Qn).

A ]
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14, Principal Investigator

The name of the one person on the project (other than the
project director) who was most responsible for the technical
direction of 'the substudy.

15. Approximate Budget

The approximate budget (including follow-ons and refundings)
for the substudy. The abbreviation "X signifies thousands and
"M" millions. -

-

SE%TION II. DATA SPECIFIC TO A SINGLE UNIT OF QUALITATIVE STUDY

If the project contains no distinct substudies (see item
12) section II presents information about the entire project.
If, however, the project contains distinct substudies section II
reports on only the designated qualitative (or primarily
qualitative) substudy.

16. Unit of Qualitative Study

The unit under study by qualitative means. Units are-
typically school districts, projects within school districts,
schools, or projects within schools. Often the term research
"site" is used as a synonym for "unit." .

17. Number of Units

The total number of units (i.e., research sites) under
investigation by the study/substudy.

18. Mode(s) of Field Research (counts of units)

This item distributes the units reported in item 17
according to three modes of field research varying in the
temporal extensiveness of on-site presence. A "vigit" involves
no more than 14 consecutive days on site; it is usually made by
persons living away from the site. "Intermittent™ field research
involves more frequent contact, generally by someone living
within a day's commuting distance from the site and who is
involved in research at that site on an on-going basis,
"Continuous™ field research involves doing at least one-half
time research at each site, generally by persons residing at the
site. . The numbers Presented are counts of units, and (unless
otherwise noted) sum to the total number of units reported in
item-17. :
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19. Structure of Field Research (counts of units)

This item distributes the units reported in item 17
according to different staffing arrangements. The numbers
presented are counts of units and (unless otherwise noted) sum
to the total number of units.

20. Techniques of Qualitative Data Collection (ranks)

This items presents a rank ordering of the degree of
"importance® within the .study/substudy of various techniques for
the collection of qualitative data. The emphasis here is on
data collection technlques which were built into the multisite
study design and thus were intended to be utilized rather
uniformly across all sites, as distinct from techniques which
may have been employed at the discretion of field workers
responsible for only some of the sites. Importance is
considered in terms of the centrality of a given technique to
the public products of the study, not in terms of how the budget
was allocated. "Highly structured" techniques impose on the
field workers a detailed set of stimuli to persue (e.g., issues
to be addressed, phenomena to be observed, questions to be
asked) as well as predeflnea sets of response alternatives
(e.g., behavioral options, precoded answers). "Semi-structured”
techniques impose predefined stimuli, but not predefined
response options. '"Largely unstructured" techniques impose
neither detailed stimuli nor response optilons, although they
generally imply some broad priorities regarding the classes of
stimuli and of responses to be explored.

In general both highly structured and semi-structured
techniques imply the existence of checklists or schedules of
things for the field workers to ask about or observe, while
unstructured techniques do not. Highly structured techniques
imply the coding of data according to predefined categories
while the data are being collected, whereas semi-structured and
unstructued technlques do not. The numbers presented in item 20
are ranks for the various techniques in terms of their
importance, with *1* signifying the greatest importance.
Techniques that were seldom emploved within a particular
study/substudy have been left blank (i.e., unranked).

21. Number of Field Workers

This is the total number of persons within the
study/substudy who had maJor responsibility for on-site data
collection.




22. Major Disciplinary Identification of Field Workers
(counts of field workers)

This item distributes the total number of field workers
reported in item 21 according to their ma jor disciplinary
identification. In most cases such identification is the field
in which a person holds his or her highest degree, but it &ould
be a different field if a shift in disciplinary interest has
occurred subsequent to the awarding of the highest degree. The
numbers presented. sum to the total number of field workers as
reported in item 21.

23. Type of Public Unit-specific Narratives (counts of sites)

This item presents the emphasis within the study/substudy
upon the presentation of public narratives (i.e., narratives
intended to be read by persons beyond those working on the
study) for specific sites. "Brief vignettes" are descriptive
statements, abstracts or profiles of no more than approximately
20 double spaced pages. "Chapter-length case studies" are
approximately 20-100 pages in length and provide a sense of what
the site is like as a social or cultural system. "Book-length
case studies" are over 100 pages in lenght and provide a deeper
sense of social or cultural system. The numbers presented
represent the number of sites for which each type of public
narrative was prepared. They do not necessaryily sum to the
total number of sites, since more than one type of public
narrative could be prepared for some (or even all) sites. In
addition there can be a "nesting" of narratives, with
chapter-lenght case studies (e.g., of schools) being located
within a series of book~length case studies (e.g., of school
districts).

24. Facts of Publication of Most Informative Study Document(s)

The document(s) produced by the study/substudy which is
(are) most informative about its multisite qualitative findings
and how those findings were produced. 1In many instances these
documents contain references to other (more specialized)
study/substudy documents.

11y
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APPENDIX C. SUPPLEMENTARYTABLES FOR PART II

Presented below are ten tables prepared in exploring
the inter-issue patterns discussed in Part II. Table C-1
presents the marginal frequencies for each of the four
design-issue variables: 1) the predominant data collection
approach, 2) the number of sites, 3) the degree of on-site
presence, and 4) the analytic emphasis of report narrative.
Tables C-~2 thru C-7 display the six resulting two~variable
associations. In only one instance (the number of sites by
the analytic emphasis of report narrative) was a
statistically significant association observed (see Table
C-6).

In order to explore for possible higher-orq?r patterns

3

of associations, Table C-6 was used to define five

-

distinguishable zero-order patterns, labeled A, B, ¢, U and

E (see Table C-10). However, when these five patterns were

related to the degrce of on-site presence (Table C-8) and
the predominant data collection approach (Table C-9), no

statistically significant higher-order associations were

observed.

121

o . 121




Table C-1. Distribution of a Major Qualitative Study within 25
Federally Funded Policy Research Projects on each of Four
Design Variables.

Design Variable Number of
Studies
&
A. The predominant data collection approach:
Primarily semi-structured 14
Semi-structured with some unstructured 6
Primarily unstructured 5

B. The number of sites being studied:

Three thru six 7
Eight thru twenty-two 13
Thirty thru sixty 5

C. The degree of on-site presence:

One or two short visits 10
Several intermittent visits 7
Many repeated visits or continuous presence 8
D. Analytic emphasis of report narrative: d
L . o |
Primarily site-~specific 12 |
Primarily cross-site with some site-specific 3 l
Exclusively cross-site 10 |
Y 1
121
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Table C-2. Joint Distribution of the Degree orf On-site Presence and
the Number of Sites

Degree of Number of Sites
On-site Presence
3-6 8-22 30-60

One or two .

short visits 2 5 3
Several inter-

mittent visits 1 6 0
Repeated visits or

continuous presence 4 2 2

Chi-square = 6.7 (df = 4)

Table C-3. Joint Distribution of the Degree of On-site Presence and
the Predominant Data Collection Approach

Predominant Data Collection Approach

Degree of Largely
On-site Presence Primarily Semi-structured Primarilx
Semi-structured with some Unstructured
Unstructured

One or two
short visits 7 2 _ 1

Several inter-
mittent visits 5 1 1

Many Repeated visits or
continuous presence 2 3 3

Chi-square = 4.8 (df = 4)
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Table C-4. Joint Distribution of the Degree of On-site Presence and
the Emphasis of Report Narrative

Analytic Emphasis of Report Narrative

Degree of
On-site Presence
I Primarily Largely C-s Primarily
Site-specific with some S-s Cross-site
One or two ) ]
short wvisits 3 2 5
Several inter-
mittent visits 4 0 3
Repeated visits or
continuous presence S5 <1 2

Chi-square = 3.2 (df = 4)

v

Table C-5. Joint Distribution of the Number of Sites and the
Predominant Data Collection Approach T

.
f

Predominant Data Collection Approach

Number of Largely
Sites Primarily Semi-structured " Primarily
Semi-structured wlith some ) Unstructured
Unstructured \
3- 6 S 1 1
8-22 7 3 3
30-60 2 2 R

Chi-square = 1.5 (df = 4)
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Table C-6. Joint Distribution of the Number of Sites and the Emphasis
of Report Narrative

Analytic Emphasis of Report Narrative

Number of .
Sites Primarilz Largely C-s Primarily
Site~specific with some S-s Cross-site
3- 6 6 1 0
8~22 6 1 6
30-~60 0 1 4

Chi-square = 9.9 (df = 4)

Table C-7. Joint Distribution of the Predominant Data Collection
Approach and the Emphasis of Report Narrative

Analytic Emphasis of Report Narrative

Predominant
Data Collection
Approach -Primarilz Largely C-s Primaril
. Site-sgecific with some S-s Cross-site
!
Primarily
semi-structured 8 2 . 4
Largely semi-struct. )
some unstructured 0 1 5]
Primarily
unstructured 4 0 1

hY

Chi-square = 8.7 (df = 4)




Table C-8. Joint Distribution of the Degree of On-site Presence and
NS/RN Design Pattern

Degree of NS/RN Design Pattern* ,
On-site Presence
A B c D E

One or two

short visits 2 0 1 %a 3
Several inter-

mittent visits 1 0 3 3 0
Repeated visits or

continuous presence 3 1 2 0 2

Chi-square = 10.2 (df

n

8)

* See Table C-10 for the operational definition of the five design
patterns.

Table C-9, Joint Distribution of the Predominant Data Collection
Approach and NS/RN Design Pattern

Predominant NS/RN Design Pattern*
Data Collection
Approach

>
o
(@]
lw)
{o]

Primarily
semi-structured ) 0 3 4 2

Largely semi-struct.

some unstructured 0 1 0 3 2
Primarily
unstructured 1 0 3 0 1
[ 4
“ - Chi-square = 12.8 (df = 8)

* See Table C-10 for the operationa} definition of the five design
patterns. ) ¢
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Table C-10. Definition of the Number of Sites/Analytic Emphasis of
Report Narrative (NS/RN) Design Patterns A, B, C, D &E.

Analytic Emphasis of Report Narrative

Number of "
Sites Primarilz Largely C-s Primarilx
Site-specific with some S-s Cross-~site
3- 6 A B -
8-22 I o e D D
30-~60 - E E

12¢
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APPENDIX D. ANNOTATED BIELIOGRAPHY FOR PART IIIX

The Rural Experimental Schools (RES) Study

A. Herriott, R.E. Federal initiatives and rural school improvement:
Findings from the Experimental Schools Program. Cambridge, MA:

Abt Associlates Inc., 1980, 36p. (ERIC Document Reproduction
Service No. ED 192 961)

An overview of the design and substances of the RES Study.
Presents an annotated bibliography of the eight nonstandard
book-lenght case studies and an informal cross-case synthesis of
their major findings. '

-

B. Herriott, R.E. & Gross, N. (Eds.). The dynamics of planned

educational change: Case studies and analyses. Berkeley, CA:
McCutchan, 1979, 4llp.

A presentation of five semi-standard chapter-lenght case
studies along with the nonstandard cross-case analyses of five
external experts.

} The Rural Experimental Schools Study. American Behavioral

-

C. Herriott, R.E.\%;:slons in reseakch design and implementation:

Scientist, 1982,

3

An account by the RES Study director of tensioris in the
process of its design and implemention. Focuses heavily on
isssues involving the RES case studies and the interaction of
qualitative and quantitative methodologies.

The Experienced Based-Career Education (EBCE) Study

L}

D. Farrar, E., DeSanctis, J.E. & Cowden, P. The walls within: Work,

experience and school reform. Cambridge, MA: The Huron
InstItute,)lgeor 201p. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
.ED 203 193

~ The first of a two-volume final report from the EBCE Study.
Lucid qualitative description and analysis of schools as gocial

systems, of the process of EBCE “implementation, and of its early
outcomes.




E. DeSanctis, J.E. & Stix, S.A. Federal policy and local effects:
The implementation and institutionalization of Experienced-Based
Career Education. Cambridge, MA: The Huron Institute, 1981,
125p. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 203 192)

The second final report volume. A mixture of qualitive and
quantitative analysis, focusing primarily on the impact of
external forces on local EBCE implementation &and
institutionalization. .

. ®

F. Farrar, E., DeSanctis, J.E. & Cohen, D.K. Views from below:

Implementation research in education. Jeachers College Record,
1980, 81, 77-100.

An interpretation of the qualitative data in the light of
three perspectives on implementation as a social phenomenon:
implementation as a center-to-periphery process, implementation
as a bilateral process; and implementation as evolution.

~

The Career Intern Program (CIP) Study

] ' G. Tallmadge, G.K., Treadway, P.G. & Fetterman, D.M. Study of

4 . . career intern prodgram: Summary report. Mountain View, CA: RMC
Research Corp., 198l1. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED
206 840) .
. !

Summarizes results of all aspects of the CIP evaluation.

Includes quantitative assessment of program outcomes, case
histories of the four sites and analysis of program elements
conducive to positive results based on 'qualitative data.

H. Fetterman, D.M. Study of the Career Intern Program: Final Report
Task C. Program dynamics: Structure, function and
interrelationships. Mountain View, CA: RMC Corp., 1981, 314 p.
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 206  843)

Provides qualitative description of the Career Intern Program
as it was implemented in four sites. Identifies program
characteristics that facilitate and impede positive outcomes.
Extensive use of field notes for both descriptive and analytic
purposes. Presents chapter length case studies on selected
topics. . -

I. .Fetterman,.D.M. Ethnography in educational research: The
dynamics of diffusion, Educational Researcher, 1982, 11(3),
17-22, 29. )

An examination of tensions within the CIP Study from a _ )
: perspective emphasizing the interaction of two sociocultural o
; systems, those associated with "ethnographic" .and "quantitative"
- - research methodolqogies. Contains citations to other CIP-related H
p Y methodological ‘discussions. 0 ] oo
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)
The Parental Involvement (PI) Study

J.

The four substantive final report <olumes are:

_ Robbins, A.E. & Dingler, D. Parents and federal education
programs, Vol. 3: ESSA. Santa Monica, CA: System Development
Corp., 1981. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 218 785)

Cadena-Munoz, R. & Keesling, J.W. Parents and federal
education programs, Vol. 4: Title VII. Santa Monica, CA: System
Development Corp.., 1981.--{ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 218 786)

Smith, A.G. & Nernberg, S. Parentg and federal education
programs, Vol. 3: Follow Through. Santa Monlca, CA: System
Development Corp., 1981. ZER;C Document Reproduction Serwvice No.
ED 218 787)

Melaragno, R., Lyons, P. & Sparks, M. Parents and federal
education programs, Vol. 6: Title I. Santa Monica, CA: System
Development Corp., 1981. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 218 783)

Each volume uses qualitative data to describe five dimensions
of parent involvement in federal programs and to identify causes
and consequences of such involvement. Heavy emphasis on the use
oX charts comparing sites within a program on a series of
dimensions derived from the field notes. Some narrative
description through the selective use of vignettes. Each volume
deals with from 12 to 16 districts participating in one of the
four federal programs. )

Lee, D.R., Keesling, J.W. & Melaragno, R.J. (Eds.). Parents and
federal education programs, Vol. 7: Methodologies emploved in
the study of parental involvement. Santa Monica, CA: System -
Development Corp., 1981, 57 p. plus appendixes. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 218 789)

Describes the methodologies employed for both the survey and
qualitative portions of the study. A special chapter deals with
the strenghts and shortcomings of the qualitative methodologies
employed in the study. '

*

Smith, A.G. & Robbins, A.E. Structureq ethnograph&: The Study of
Parental Involvement. American Behavioral Scieritist, 1982,
_2_§’( Ii) 4 45"‘610

's

Describes in detail the procedures used to collect, reduce,
analyze and report the PI Study data. Examines some of the
tensions faced in the study's design and implementation.
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he Dissemination Efforts in Supporting School Improvement (DESSI)

Seman—

tud

M.

o.

)4

Huberman, A.M. & Miles, M.B. How school improvement works: A
field study of 12 sites. Andover, MA: The Network, Inc., 1982,
525p.

Presents in great detail the methodology and findings of the
DESSI qualitative study of school improvement efforts at the
local level. -

Huberman, A.M. & Crandall, D.P. Fitting words to numbers:
Multisite/multimethod research in educational dissemination.
American Behavioral Scientist, 1982, 26(1), 62-83,

Examines the DESSI qualitative study of school improvement
efforts in the light of the larger project of which it was a
part. Focuses on issues.of validity, reliability, and
completeness. Presents an overview of the DESSI Study's
innovative approaches to the reduction and analysis of
qualitative data.

Huberman, A.M. & Miles, M.B. Drawing valid meaning«from
gualitative data: Some techniques of data reduction and display.
Quality and Quantity, 1983, 17, forthcoming.

Considers the utility of qualitative methods in efforts to
produce useful generalizations. Presents illustrative examples
of the DESSI Study's approach to the reduction, display and
cross—~site analysis of qualitative data.




