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PREFACE

Question: How does a sociologist whose graduate training was entirely in
the hypothesis-testing approach to research based on quantitative
measurement and statistical analysis come to write a book on
qualitative evaluation methods’

Answer (select one):
a) rebellion against authority

b) flawed socialization

) must be genetic

) mixture of b and ¢

) 1dle hands are the devil s playthings

) amicrolevel tunction of being caught in the historical intersec-
tion of the ownership of the means of production and the
changing torces of production (in other words. lost a bad bet)

) all of the above

(h) none of the above.

(
(
(
(€
(

"'"'“('D Q_CJ

Forreaders who, like myself, may experience some initial separation
anxiety in moving away from standardized psychological tests and
multiple-choice questionnaires to the open-ended, nonstandardized
world of qualitative methods, I thought it might ease the transition to
begin with a familiar format. You should know, however, that from
this point forward the closed categories and standardized response
sets are out.

T'he question, however, is a reasonable one. One of the cardinal
principles of qualitative methods is the importance of background
and context to the processes of understanding and interpreting data. It
therefore seems appropriate in, this preface to establish the back-
ground of and a context for understanding and interpreting this book.
My graduate training did not offer courses in either qualitative
methods or evaluation research. In pursuing an interest in applying
social science at the program level I quickly discovered that my
graduate school repertoire of research methods was too limited to
serve me well in the variety of situations I was encountering. 1 was

9



10 QUALITATIVE EVALUATION METHODS

forced to learn about alternative methods strategies in order to be of
service to the staff members of innovative education programs who
refused to subject their students, themselves, or their programs to
“1mpersonal numbers’’ and ‘“‘neat social science categories.”’ During
two years of fieldwork at the Center for Teaching and Learning,
University of North Dakota, working with Vito Perrone, Chuck
Nielson, Nancy Miller, Lowell Thompson, and Tom Pace, I had the
opportunity to explore ways of using numbers to understand pro-
grams while also learning about other ways of studying the world.
Discussions with Patricia Carini, Ted Chittenden, Ann Cook,
Brenda Engel, Sharon Feiman, George Hein, Herb Mack, Debbie
Meier, Vito Perrone, Susan Stoldosky, and Lillian Weber through
the North Dakota Study Group on Evaluation were critical in my
coming to understand and use qualitative evaluation methods. It was
the work with and support from this study group that led to my first
writings on qualitative methods. _
Participation as a postdoctoral fellow in the NIMH-supported
Evaluation Methodology Training Program at the University of
Minnesota gave me both time and the opportunity to think about and
explore alternative evaluation research methods. I am indebted to
Harold Finestone, University of Minnesota, who introduced me to
the sociological literature on qualitative methods during this period.
The faculty advisers in the program, John Brandl of the Hubert H.
Humphrey Institute for Public Affairs and Ray Collier of the
Department of Statistics, were particularly tolerant and supportive
of trainees’ explorations into a variety of methodological approaches.
I'he Minnesota training program supported our research on the
utilization of evaluation research that led to the writing of Utiliza-
tion-rocused Evaluation (Patton, 1978). In part of that book
(Chapter 10) I advocated a flexible approach to selection of
evaluation methods and argued that qualitative methods should be
considered an appropriate, useful, and legitimate evaluative paradigm
for certain evaluation situations. What I did not do in that book was
explain precisely what those situations were or how to actually use
qualitative methods. The purpose of this book is to make up for those
~omissions and respond to questions about qualitative evaluation
methods that have been raised by colleagues and students since the
publication of Utilization-Focused Evaluation.

Thatthis book was written at this point in time is due entirely to the
persuasive powers of Sara Miller McCune, President and Publisher
of Sage Publications. Over a period of several months she provided
me with reasons why the book should be written now, finally
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convincing me to make a commitment during a trip to Minnesota in the
fall of 1978. It has been an enormous pleasure to work with a
publisher who is so thoroughly knowledgeable about evaluation
research and the issues of concern to evaluators. That explains at
least part of the reason why Sage Publications has become the
leading publisher of evaluation research literature.

Several people were invaluable to me in the actual writing of the
book. Greg Stark, a staff member of the Minnesota Center for Social
Research, played the critical role of posing the questions to which 1
respond throughout the book; he was a constant source of inspiration
and direction. Greg’s own personal inquiry into qualitative evalua-
tion methods kept me focused on the reason the book was being
written and helped me know what I needed to cover. His careful
reading of early drafts of the manuscript led to major revisions,
deletions, and additions. Greg’s own fieldwork furnished examples
of qualitative analysis that are featured in the book.

Malcolm Gray and Hal Lenke, though they were not aware of it at
the time, played critical roles in the writing of the book. They
directed the Southwest Field Training Project, the evaluation of
which gave me the opportunity to develop and test, test and develop
my understandings about qualitative evaluation methods. Their
commitment to that evaluation process, their trust in me, and their
ongoing struggle to make sense of the program and to use the
evaluation observations to that end convinced me that a book like
this needed to be written, that it could be written, and that I ought to
be the one to do it because of what I had to share from my experience
with them. Because they do not believe in making a distinction
between ‘‘personal’’ and ‘‘professional,”’ they will, I hope, forgive
me if I use this space to publicly acknowledge my thanks to them for
the opportunities they provided me for personal and professional
learning. None of that, however, explains the dedication ot the book
to them. The dedication is to our friendship.

I also wish to thank Ron Geizer and Chris Haupert who kept the
Minnesota Center for Social Research running smoothly while 1 was
preoccupied with this book. Joyce Keller and Beth Alberty con-
tributed original pieces of writing that illuminate important aspects

of qualitative methods that have not been part of my own experience.
Janet Donicht and Leslie Bernstein worked diligently and caringly in

typing (and editing) the manuscript. (Leslie is in no way responsible
if the word “‘impact’ appears inthese pages as a verb; she did her best
to delete it every time it appeared in my raw verbiage.)
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As other authors know, there is no way to really recognize the
contribution of one’s family to a book like this, the writing of which
was a struggle and matter of endurance for both family and author.
While Sara McCune was persuading me that the book should be
written, Jeanne was persuading me that we could nurture together
both a new book and a newborn child. (Having been left out of that
decision, the newborn child subsequently made it clear he didn’t
always agree.) The contribution of Jeanne to the book exemplifies
the kind of situation where the personal and professional cannot be
and ought not be separated. Jeanne’s reflections on her own
evaluation fieldwork and interviewing experiences helped me clarify
and break through some particularly difficult sections of the book.
Her editorial advice was invaluable (it’s embarrassing to think about
some of the things that would have been left in without the cutting
edge of her editorial axe). Those are her tangible contributions: the
Intangibles she contributed are the things that made the book happen.

Some prefatory comments on style and substance seem to be in
order. This 1s not a recipe book. The nature of both evaluation
research and qualitative methods makes it inappropriate to follow
recipes or formulae. It is therefore not a ‘““how to’’ book. At one time I
had begun to tell people I planned to write a ““how to”’ book. At the
North Dakota Study Group on Evaluation Meetings in February
1979, Lillian Weber heard me say that and commented gently,
“Michael, why don’t you just write some suggestions about how
people might proceed sometimes. We don’t need a ‘how to’ book.
T'hose are the kinds of books that got evaluation into the trouble it’s
already in.”’

I'he book is also not simply about methods. Qualitative modes of
understanding the world are rooted in philosophical and epistemo-
logical traditions that require explication in order to establish a
context for making decisions about the usefulness, credibility,
validity, and appropriateness of various qualitative evaluation
strategies. Thus, “‘suggestions’” about methods are integrated with
“suggestions’ about some ways to think about methods and evalua-
tion.

T'his last point means that this is not a neutral textbook which
caretully balances alternatives and gives equal weight to all points of
view. A definite point of view about evaluation is offered. The
perspective presented here is grounded in the observation that much
of what passes for evaluation research is not very useful; that
evaluation research ought to be useful; that one factor affecting
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usefulness i1s the appropriateness of the methods used; and that,
therefore, some different things must be done if appropriate methods
are to be employed to produce useful information for decision-

making. This book tries to suggest some of the different things that
can be done.

Saint Paul, Minnesota — Michael Quinn Patton



Conceptual Issues in the Use of
Qualitative Methods for Evaluation Research

Conceptualizing an evaluation depends on understanding self-interest:
yours and theirs. Useful evaluations put theirs first. Then there are the
others. . ..

Hennes Lament: Evaluators do IT under difficult circumstances.

The scientific status of a methodological approach has nothing to do
with 1ts appropriateness. And vice versa.

Evaluation 1s too serious a matter to be done by someone who has
never been a client in a program.

Gigo’s Law of Deduction: Garbage in, garbage out.
Halcolm’s Law of Induction: No new experience, no new insight.

An evaluation not worth doing is not worth doing well.

From Halcolm’s Evaluation Laws



CHAPTER

1

A PARADIGM OF CHOICES

And 1t 1s recorded that the students came unto Halcolm, the Wise.
“Teach us, Master, the right methods to use when we evaluate.”” And
he said:

“Issues of evaluation methodology are issues of strategy, not of

morals. Purity of method is no virtue. That strategy is best which
matches research methods to the evaluation questions being asked.

The challenge is to decide which methods are most appropriate in a
given situation. The science of making methods decisions is no less
highly developed than the technology for making other simple
decisions, for example, how to choose a spouse, career, city of
residence, or which toothpaste to use.

“Blessed are the poor in choices, for they will have no trouble
making up their minds.”

From Halcolm’s Evaluation Beatitudes

UTILIZATION-FOCUSED EVALUATION:
A LARGE REPERTOIRE OF METHODS

Evaluation research is coming of age. It has its own scholarly
professional societies, a large and growing literature, and a multitude
of practitioners. It also has growing pains, many of them occasioned
by the increasing consciousness that the world is complex and not
always manipulable according to one’s wishes. Like a child losing its
Innocence, evaluation research has grown beyond the simple days
when the answer to every evaluation problem was the administration
of a standardized test to experimental and control groups.

T'oday’s evaluator must be sophisticated about matching research
methods to the nuances of particular evaluation questions and the
idiosyncractes of specific decision maker needs. In Utilization-

17



18 QUALITATIVE EVALUATION METHODS

Focused Evaluation (Patton, 1978) I described the evaluator’s role
as “‘active-reactive-adaptive’ in working with decision makers and
Information users to focus evaluation questions and make methods
decisions (Patton, 1978). In order to be active-reactive-adaptive the
evaluator must have a large repertoire of research methods and
techniques available to use on a variety of problems. Thus, today’s
evaluator may be called on to use any and all social science research
methods, including analyses of quantitative data, questionnaire
results, secondary data analysis, cost benefit and cost effectiveness
analyses, standardized tests, experimental designs, unobtrusive
measures, participant observation, and in-depth interviewing.

The active-reactive-adaptive evaluator works with decision makers
to design an evaluation that includes any and all data that will help
shed light on evaluation questions, given constraints of resources and
time. Such an evaluator is committed to research designs that are
relevant, rigorous, understandable, and able to produce useful
results that are valid, reliable, and believable. On many occasions—
indeed, for most evaluation problems—a variety of data collection
techniques and design approaches will be used. Multiple methods
and triangulation of observations contributes to methodological
rigor. This style of evaluation is in the tradition of social science
research aimed at “sophisticated rigor.”” Norman K. Denzin intro-
duced this phrase to describe a commitment ‘‘to making data and
explanatory schemes as public and replicable as possible.’” It is a
phrase intended to describe “‘any and all [evaluators] who employ
multiple methods, seek out diverse data sources, and attempt to
develop behaviorally grounded theories (Denzin, 1978:167).

Of course, the ideal of the active-reactive-adaptive evaluator
being methodologically flexible, sophisticated, and able to use a
variety of methods to study any particular evaluation question runs
headlong into the realities of the evaluation world. Those realities
include limited resources, political considerations, and the narrow-
ness of disciplinary training available to most evaluators. These
constraints mean that the imagery of being active-reactive-adaptive
includes the evaluator as a negotiator who strives to obtain the best
possible design and the most useful answers within the real world of
politics, people, and methodological prejudice.

Concern about methodological prejudice led me to compare two
alternative paradigms of evaluation measurement and design in
Utilization-Focused Evaluation. That comparison included a
lament about the dominance of one paradigm over the other.
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Evaluationresearchis dominated by the largely unquestioned, natural
science paradigm of hypothetico-deductive methodology. This domi-
nant paradigm assumes quantitative measurement, experimental
design, and multivariate, parametric statistical analysis to be the
epitome of “‘good’ science. This basic model for conducting evalua-
tion research comes from the tradition of experimentation in agricul-
ture, which gave us many of the basic statistical and experimental
techniques most widely used in evaluation research. . ..

By way of contrast, the alternative to the dominant hypothetico-
deductive paradigm is derived from the tradition of anthropological
field studies. Using the techniques of in-depth, openended interviewing
and personal observation, the alternative paradigm relies on qualita-
tive data, holistic analysis, and detailed description derived from close
contact with the targets of study. The hypothetico-deductive, natural
science paradigm aims at prediction of social phenomena; the holistic-
inductive, anthropological paradigm aims at understanding of social
phenomena. From a utilization-focused perspective on evaluation
research, neither of these paradigms is intrinsically better than the other.
They represent alternatives from which the active-reactive-adaptive
evaluator can choose; both contain options for identified decision-
makers and information-users. ... The problem from a utilization-
Jocused approach to evaluation is that the very dominance of the
hypothetico-deductive paradigm with its quantitative, experimental
emphasis appears to have cut off the great majority of its practi-
tioners from serious consideration of any alternative evaluation
research paradigm or methods. The label ‘“‘research’ has come to
mean the equivalent of employing the *‘scientific method,” of working
within the dominant paradigm. There is, however, an alternative

[Patton, 1978:203-204, 207].

The dominant paradigm no longer seems so ominous. The 1978
meeting of the Evaluation Research Society devoted substantial
program time to consideration of qualitative methods. Donald
Campbell and Lee Cronbach, considered major spokesmen for the
dominant paradigm in the past, have recently advocated the appro-
priateness and usefulness of qualitative methods (Cronbach, 1975:
Campbell, 1974). Ernest R. House, in describing the role of ‘‘quali-
tative argument’ in evaluation research, notes that ‘“when two of
the leading scholars of measurement and experimental design,
Cronbach and Campbell, strongly support qualitative studies, that is
strong endorsement indeed’ (1977:18).

T'he 1ssues of selecting methods is no longer one of the dominant
paradigm versus the alternative paradigm, of experimental designs
with quantitative measurement versus holistic-inductive designs
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based on qualitative measurement. The debate and competition
between paradigms is being replaced by a new paradigm—a paradigm
of choices. The paradigm of choices recognizes that different
methods are appropriate for different situations.

This book i1s aimed at increasing and expanding the evaluation
repertoire of applied social scientists. No attempt will be made here
to argue that qualitative methods are ‘‘better’” than quantitative
methods. The purpose of this book is to assist those evaluators who
want to employ qualitative methods so that they will know when 1t 1s
appropriate to do so, and so that they can use qualitative methods 1n
ways that will produce useful and valid data. The emphasis through-
out 1s on strategies for using qualitative evaluation methods.



CHAPTER

2

THE NATURE OF QUALITATIVE DATA

THE FRUIT OF QUALITATIVE METHODS

There was once a man who lived 1n a country which had no fruit

trees. This man was a scholar and spent a great deal of time reading.
In his readings he often came across references to fruit. The
descriptions of fruit were so enticing that he decided to undertake a
journey so that he could experience fruit for himself.

He went to the market and asked everyone he met if they knew
where he could find fruit. After much searching he located a man who
knew the directions to the country and place where he could find
fruit. The man drew out elaborate directions for the scholar to follow.
With his map in hand, the scholar carefully followed all of the
directions. He was very careful to make all of the right turns and to
check out all of the landmarks that he was supposed to observe.
Finally, he came to the end of the directions and found himself at the
entrance to a large apple orchard. It was springtime and the apple
trees were 1n blossom.

T'he scholar entered the orchard and proceeded immediately to
take one of the blossoms and taste it. He liked neither the texture of
the flower nor the taste. He went to another tree and sampled another
blossom, and then another blossom, and another.

Each blossom, though quite beautiful, was distasteful to him. He
left the orchard and returned to his home country, reporting to his
fellow villagers that fruit was a much over-rated food. Being unable

to recognize the difference between the spring blossom and the
summer fruit, the scholar never realized that he had not experienced
what he was looking for.

From Halcolm’s Evaluation Parables

21
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RECOGNIZING QUALITATIVE DATA

The later chapters in this book discuss how to collect qualitative
data and how to apply qualitative methods. First, it may be helpful to
discuss the fruit of qualitative methods; it is important to know what
qualitative data look like so that you will know what you are looking
tor. In so doing it will also be possible to develop some criteria
concerning the quality of qualitative data.

Qualitative measurement has to do with the kinds of data or
information that are collected. Qualitative data consist of detailed
descriptions of situations, events, people, interactions, and observed
behaviors; direct quotations from people about their experiences,
attitudes, beliefs, and thoughts; and excerpts or entire passages from
documents, correspondence, records, and case histories. The detailed
descriptions, direct quotations, and case documentation of qualita-
tive measurement are raw data from the empirical world. The data
are collected as open-ended narrative without attempting to fit
program activities or peoples’ experiences into predetermined,
standardized categories such as the response choices that comprise
typical questionnaires or tests.

Quantitative measurement relies upon the use of instruments that
provide a standardized framework in order to limit data collection to
certain predetermined response or analysis categories. The experi-
ences of people Iin programs and the important variables that
describe program settings are fit into these standardized categories
to which numerical values are then attached. By contrast, the
evaluator using a qualitative approach to measurement seeks to
capture what people have to say in their own words. Qualitative
measures describe the experiences of people 1n depth. The data are
open-ended in order to find out what people’s lives, experiences, and
interactions mean to them in their own terms and in their natural
settings. Qualitative measures permit the evaluation researcher to
record and understand people 1n their own terms.

Qualitative data provide depth and detail. Depth and detail
emerge through direct quotation and careful description. The extent
of depth and detail will vary depending upon the nature and purpose
of a particular study. At the simplest level, depth and detail may
emerge from responses to open-ended questions on a questionnaire.

A good example of the difference in depth and detail obtained from
open-ended questions versus standardized questionnaire items can

be observed by comparing the two kinds of data from a single study.
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Comparing Two Kinds of Data: A Case Example

In the early 1970s the school system of Kalamazoo, Michigan,
implemented a new accountability system. It was a complex system
that included using standardized achievement tests administered in
both fall and spring; criterion reference tests developed by teachers;
performance objectives; teacher peer ratings; student ratings of
teachers; parent ratings of teachers; principal ratings of teachers; and
teacher self-ratings.

The Kalamazoo accountability system began to attract national
attention. For example, the American School Board Journal reported
in April 1974 that‘‘Kalamazoo schools probably will have one of the
most comprehensive computerized systems of personnel evaluation
and accountability yet devised” (p. 40). In the first of a three-part
series on Kalamazoo the American School Board Journal had

asserted:

Take it from Kalamazoo: a comprehensive, performance-based
system of evaluation and accountability can work [ASBJ, 1974:32;

italics in the original].

Not everyone agreed with that positive assessment, however. The
Kalamazoo Education Association charged that teachers were being
demoralized by the accountability system. Some school officials, on
the other hand, argued that teachers did not want to be accountable.
In the spring of 1976 the Kalamazoo Education Association, with
assistance from the Michigan Education Association and the National
Education Association, sponsored a survey of teachers to find out
the teachers’ perspective on the accountability program (Perrone et
al., 1976).

The education association officials were interested primarily in a
questionnaire consisting of standardized items. One part of the
questionnaire provided teachers with a set of statements with which
they could agree or disagree. A representative sampling of results
from those items are listed in Table 2.1.

It is clear from the most cursory look at the questionnaire results
that teachers felt the accountability system was largely ineffective

and inadequate. Ninety percent of the teachers disagreed with the
school administration’s published statement, ““The Kalamazoo

accountability system is designed to personalize and individualize
education.’’! Eighty-eight percent reported that the system does not
assist teachers to become more effective. Ninety percent responded
that the accountability system has not improved educational planning
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in Kalamazoo. Ninety-three percent believed, **Accountability as
practiced in Kalamazoo creates an undesirable atmosphere of
anxiety among teachers.”” Ninety percent asserted, ““The account-
ability system is mostly a public relations effort.” Nor did teachers
feel that the accountability system fairly reflected what they did as
teachers. Ninety-seven percent of the teachers agreed on the
following:

Accountability as practiced in Kalamazoo places too much emphasis
on things that can be quantified so that it misses the results of teaching
that are not easily measured.

Teachers felt that the school administration had failed to develop a
useful, positive approach to educational accountability. Ninety
percent reported that administrators do not use accountability data
In a positive, constructive manner.

It 1s relatively clear from these statements that most teachers who
responded to the questionnaire were negative about the accountability
system. When school officials and school board members reviewed
the questionnaire results, however, many of them immediately
dismissed those results by arguing that they had never expected
teachers to like the system, teachers didn’t really want to be
accountable, and the teacher unions had told their teachers to
respond negatively anyway. In short, many school officials and
school board members dismissed the questionnaire results as biased,
inaccurate, and the results of a teacher union campaign wherein
teachers were told how to respond to the questionnaire in order to
discredit the school authorities.

The same questionnaire included two open-ended questions. The
first was placed midway through the questionnaire, and the second
came at the end of the questionnaire.

1. Please use this space to make any further comments or recom-
mendations concerning any component of the accountability
system.

2. Finally, we’d like you to use this space to add any additional

comments you'd like to make about any part of the Kalamazoo
accountability system.

T'hree hundred seventy-three teachers (70 percent of those who
responded to the questionnaire) took the time to respond to one of
these questions. All of the comments made by teachers were typed
verbatim and included in the report. These open-ended data filled
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101 pages of single-spaced comments. When the school officials and
school board members rejected the questionnaire data, rather than
argue with them about the meaningfulness of teacher responses to the
standardized items, we asked them to turn to the pages of open-ended
teacher comments and to simply read at random what teachers said.
T'he kind of comments they read, and could read on virtually any
page in the report, are reproduced below. These are six representa-
tive responses from the middle pages of the report.

leacher Response #284.:

I don’t feel that fear is necessary in an accountability situation. The
person at the head of a school system has to be human, not a machine.
You just don’t treat people like they are machines!

The superintendent used fear in this system to get what he wanted.
That’s very hard to explain in a short space. It’s something you have to
live through to appreciate. He lied on many occasions and was very
deceitful. Teachers need a situation where they feel comfortable. I’'m
not saying that accountability is not good. I am saying the one we have

1s lousy. It’s hurting the students—the very ones we’re supposed to be
working for.

leacher Response #257:

This system is creating an atmosphere of fear and intimidation. I can
only speak for the school I am in, but people are tense, hostile and
losing their humanity. Gone is the good will and team spirit of
administration and staff and I believe this all begins at the top. One can
work 1n these conditions but why, if it is to ‘““shape up’ a few poor

teachers. Instead, it’s having disastrous results on the whole faculty
community.

leacher Response #244:

In order to fully understand the oppressive, stifling atmosphere in
Kalamazoo you have to ‘“‘be in the trenches’’—the classrooms.

In 10 years of teaching I have never ended a school year as depressed
about “‘education’ as I have this year. If things do not improve in the
next 2 years I will leave education. The Kalamazoo accountability
system must be viewed in its totality and not just the individual
component parts of it. In toto it is oppressive and stifling.

In teaching government and history, students often asked what it was

like to live in a dictatorship—I now know firsthand. The superintendent
with his accountability model and his abrasive condescending manner

has managed in three short years to destroy teacher morale and
etffective creative classroom teaching.
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Last evening my wife and I went to an end of the school year party. The
atmosphere there was strange—Ilittle exuberance, laughter or release.
People who in previous years laughed, sang and danced were
unnaturally quiet and somber. Most people went home early. The key
topic was the superintendent, the school board election, and a millage
campaign. People are still tense and uncertain.

While the school board does not ““pay us to be happy’’ it certainly must
recognize that emotional stability is necessary for effective teachingto
take place. The involuntary transfers, intimidation, coercion and top
to bottom ‘‘channelized’’ communication in Kalamazoo must qualify
this school system for the list of “‘least desirable’ school systems in the
nation.

Teacher Response #233.

I have taught in Kalamazoo for 15 years and under 5 Superintendents..
Until the present superintendent I found working conditions to be
enjoyable and teachers and administration and the Board of Education
all had a good working relationship. In the past 4 years—under the
present superintendent—I find the atmosphere deteriorating to the
point where teachers distrust each other and teachers do not trust
administrators at all! We understand the position the administrators
have been forced into and feel compassion for them—however—we
still have no trust! Going to school each morning is no longer an

enjoyable experience.

Teacher Response #261.

A teacher needs some checks and balances to function effectively; it
would be ridiculous to think otherwise—if you are a concerned
teacher. But in teaching you are not turning out neatly packaged little
mechanical products all alike and endowed with the same qualities.
This nonsensical accountability program we have here makes the
superintendent look good to the community. But someone who 1s in the
classroom dealing with all types of kids, some who cannot read, some
who hardly even come to school, some who are in and out of jail, this
teacher can see that and the rigid accountability model that neglects
the above mentioned problems is pure “BULLSHIT.”

Teacher Response #251:
“Fear” is the word for ‘“accountability’’ as applied in our system.

My teaching before ‘“Accountability’’ is the same as now. ‘“ Account-
ability’’ 1s a political ploy to maintain power. Whatever good there
may have been in it in the beginning has been destroyed by the
awareness that each new educational ‘‘system’ has at its base a
political motive. Students get screwed. . . .

27
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I'he bitterness and hatred in our system is incredible. What began as
‘noble” has been destroyed. You wouldn’t believe the new layers of
administration that have been created just to keep this monster going.

Our finest compliment around our state is that the other school
Systems know what is going on and are having none of it. Lucky people.

Come down and visit in hell—sometime.

THE PURPOSE OF OPEN-ENDED
RESPONSES

TI'he questionnaire results sampled above illustrate the difference
between qualitative measurement based on responses to open-ended
questions and quantitative measurement based on scales composed
of standardized questionnaire items. Quantitative measures are
succinct, parsimonious, and easily aggregated for analysis; quantita-
tive data are systematic, standardized, and easily presented in a
short space. By contrast, the qualitative measures are longer, more
detailed, and variable in content; analysis is difficult because
responses are neither systematic nor standardized. Yet the open-
ended responses permit one to understand the world as seen by the
respondents. The purpose of gathering responses to open-ended
questions is to enable the researcher to understand and capture the
points of view of other people without predetermining those points of

view through prior selection of questionnaire categories. As Lofland
explains:

In order to capture participants “‘in their own terms’’ one must learn
their categories for rendering explicable and coherent the flux of raw

reality. That, indeed, is the first pr1nc1ple of qualitative analysis
|Lofland, 1971:7; italics added].

Direct quotations are a basic source of raw data in qualitative
measurement, revealing respondents’ level of emotion, the way in
which they have organized their world, their thoughts about what is
happening, their experiences, and their basic perceptions. The task for
the qualitative methodologist is to provide a framework within which
people can respond in a way that represents accurately and thoroughly
their points of view about the world, or that part of the world about

which they are talking—for example, their experience with a
particular program being evaluated. As Denzin (1978:10) has noted,
too often social scientists *‘enter the field with preconceptions that
prevent them from allowing those studied to ‘tell it as they see it.””’
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I purposefully selected questionnaire data to illustrate the differ-
ences between quantitative and qualitative measurement because
open-ended responses on questionnaires represent the most elemen-
tary form of qualitative data. There are severe limitations to open-
ended data collected in writing on questionnaires; limitations related
to the writing skills of respondents, the impossibility of probing or
extending responses, and the effort required of the person completing
the questionnaire. Yet, even at this elementary level of measurement,
the depth and detail of feelings revealed in the open-ended comments
of the Kalamazoo teachers illustrate the fruit of qualitative methods.

While the comparison above 1s based on qualitative data collected
from open-ended questionnaire items, the major way in which the
qualitative methodologist seeks to understand the perceptions,
feelings, and knowledge of people i1s through in-depth, intensive
interviewing. The chapter on interviewing will discuss ways of
gathering high quality information from people—data which reveal
experiences with program activities and perspectives on program
impacts from the points of view of participants, staff, and others
involved in and knowledgeable about the program being evaluated.

And what was the impact of the qualitative evaluation data
collected from teachers in Kalamazoo? You will recall that many of
the school board members initially dismissed the standardized
questionnaire responses as biased, rigged, and the predictable result
of the union’s campaign to discredit school officials. However, after
reading through a few pages of teachers’ own personal comments,
after hearing about teachers’ experiences with the accountability
system in their own words, the tenor of the discussion about the
evaluation report changed. School board members could easily
reject what they perceived as a “‘loaded’ questionnaire. They could
not so easily dismiss the anguish, fear, and depth of concernrevealed
in the teachers’ own reflections. Discussion of the evaluation results
shifted from an attack on the measures used to the question, **What
do you think we should do?”’

During the summer of 1976, following discussion of the evaluation
report, the superintendent “‘resigned.’”” The new superintendent and
school board in 1976-1977 used the evaluation report as a basis for
starting fresh with teachers. A year later the teacher association
officials reported a new environment of teacher-administration
cooperation in developing a mutually acceptable accountability
system. The evaluation report did not directly cause these changes.
Many other factors were involved in Kalamazoo at that time.
However, the qualitative information in the evaluation report revealed
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the full scope and nature of teachers’ feelings about what it was like to
work in the atmosphere created by the accountability system. The

depth of those feelings as expressed in the teachers’ own words
became part of the impetus for change in Kalamazoo.

MEASUREMENT BY OBSERVATION

What people say is a major source of qualitative data, whether
what they say is obtained verbally through an interview or in written
form through document analysis or survey responses. There are
limitations, however, to how much can be learned from what people
say. I'o understand fully the complexities of many program situa-
tions, direct participation in and observation of the program may be
the best evaluation method. Howard S. Becker, one of the leading
practitioners of qualitative methods in the conduct of social science
research, argues that participant observation is the most comprehen-
sive of all types of research strategies.

T'he most complete form of the sociological datum, after all, is the form
in which the participant observer gathers it: an observation of some
social event, the events which precede, and follow it, and explanations
of its meaning by participants and spectators, before, during, and after
its occurrence. Such a datum gives us more information about the event

under study than data gathered by any other sociological method
[Becker and Geer, 1970:133].

Observational data, especially participant observation, permits
the evaluator to understand a program to an extent not entirely
possible using only the insights of others obtained through interviews.
Of course, not everything can be directly observed or experienced—
and participant observation is a highly labor-intensive and therefore
relatively expensive research strategy. In a later chapter strategies
for using observational methods, including both participant and
nonparticipant approaches, will be discussed at length. My purpose
at this point is simply to give the reader another taste of the fruits of
qualitative methods. Before discussing how to collect observational
evaluation data, it is helpful to know what such data should look like.

The purpose of observational analysis is to take the reader into the
setting that was observed. This means that observational data must
have depth and detail. The data must be descriptive, sufficiently
descriptive that the reader can understand what occurred and how it
occurred. The observer’s notes become the eyes, ears, and perceptual
senses for the reader. The descriptions must be factual, accurate, and
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thorough without being cluttered by irrelevant minutiae and trivia.
The basic criterion to apply to a recorded observation is whether or
not that observation permits the reader to enter the situation.

The observation which follows is meant to illustrate what such a
descriptive account would look like. This evaluation excerpt des-
cribes a two-hour observation of a parent discussion in a parent
education program. The purpose of the program, one of twenty-two
such state-supported programs, is to increase the skills, knowledge,
and confidence of parents. The program is also aimed at providing a
support group for parents. In funding the program, legislators
emphasized that they did not want parents to be told how to rear their
children. Rather, the purpose of parent education sessions was to
increase the options available to parents so that they could make
conscious choices about their own parenting styles and increase their
confidence about the choices they make. Parents were also to be
treated with respect and to be recognized as the primary educators of
their children—in other words, the early childhood educators were
not to impose their expertise upon parents, but rather to make clear
that parents are the real experts about their own children.

Site visits were made to all programs, and parenting discussions
were observed on each site visit. Descriptions of these sessions then
became the primary data of the evaluation. In short, the evaluators
were to be the eyes and ears of the legislature and the state program
staff, permitting them to understand what was happening in the
parent sessions. Descriptive data about the sessions also provided a
mirror for the staff who conducted those sessions, a way of looking at
what they were doing to see if that was what they wanted to be doing.
What follows 1s a description from one such session. The criterion
that should be applied in reading this description 1s whether or not
sufficient data are provided to take readers into the setting and permit
them to make a judgment about the nature and quality of parent
education being provided.

OBSERVATION DATA ILLUSTRATED:
A DISCUSSION FOR MOTHERS OF
TWO-YEAR-OLDS

The discussion component of this parent education program
operates out of a small classroom in the basement of a church. The
toddler center is directly overhead on the first floor so that noises
made by the children these mothers have left upstairs can be heard
during the discussion. The room is just large enough for the twelve
mothers, one staff person, and myself to sit along three sides of the
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room. I'he fourth side is used for a movie screen. (The staff person
told me afterward that smoking had been negotiated and agreed on
among the mothers.) The seats are comfortable, including two
couches. A few colorful posters with pictures decorate the walls.
Small tables are available for holding coffee cups during the
discussion. The back wall is lined with brochures on child care and
child development, and a metal cabinet in the room holds additional
program materials.

T'he session begins with mothers watching a twenty-minute film
about nursery school children. The film forms the basis for getting
discussion started about what two-year-olds do. Mothers are asked
by the staff person to begin by picking out from the film things that their
own children do and talking about the way that some of the problems
with children were handled in the film. For the most part, mothers
share positive experiences about their two-year-olds. The focus of
the discussion turns quickly to what happens as children grow older,
how they change and develop.

Staff person comments: ‘“Don’t worry about what kids do at a
particular age. Like don’t worry that your kid has to do a certain thing
at age two or else he’s behind in development or ahead of develop-
ment. There’s just a lot of variation in the ages at which kids do
things.”

T'he discussion is free-flowing and, once begun, is not directed by
the staft person. Mothers talk back and forth to each other, sharing
experiences about their children. A mother will bring up a particular
point and other mothers will talk about their own experiences as they
want to. For example, one of the topics is the problem a mother is
having with her child urinating in the bathtub. Other mothers share
their experiences with this problem, ways of handling it, and whether
or not to be concerned about it. The crux of that discussion seems to
be that it is not a big deal and not something that the mother ought to
be terribly concerned about. It is important not to make it a big deal
tor the child; the child would outgrow it.

T'he discussion turns to things that two-year-olds can do around
the house to help their mothers. ... This is followed by some
discussion of the things that two-year-olds can’t do and some of their
frustrations in doing things. There is a good deal of laughing, sharing
of funny stories about children, and sharing of frustrations about
children. The atmosphere is informal and there is a good deal of
Intensity in listening. Mothers seem especially to pick up on things
that they share in common about the problems they have with their

children.
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Another issue from another mother is the problem of her child
pouring out her milk. She asks, “What does it mean?’’ This question
elicits some suggestions about using water aprons and cups that don’t
spill and other mothers’ problems with this kind of issue, but the
discussion is not focused and does not really come to very much
closure. The water apron suggestion brings up a question about
whether or not a plastic bag is okay. The discussion turns to the
safety problems with different kinds of plastic bags. About twenty
minutes of discussion have now taken place. (At this point one
mother leaves because she hears her child crying upstairs.)

The discussion returns to the questions around giving children
baths. Staff member interjects: ‘““Two-year-olds should not be left
alone in the bathtub.’”” With reference to the earlier discussion about
urinating in the bathtub, a mother interjects that urine in the
bathwater is probably better than lake water that kids swim in. The
mother with the problem of urination in the bathtub says again, "It
really bugs me when he urinates in the bathtub.” Statf member
responds, ‘It really is your problem, not his. If you can calm yourself
down, he’ll be okay.”

At a lull in the discussion, the staff member asks: “°Did you agree
with everything in the movie?”’ The mothers talk a bit about this and
the question focuses upon an incident in the movie where one child
bit another. Mothers share stories about problems they’ve had with
their children biting. Staff member interjects: “*Biting can be danger-
ous. It is important to do something about biting.”” The discussion
turns to what to do. One mother suggests biting the child back.
Another mother suggests that kids will work it out themselves by
biting each other back. Mothers get very agitated, more than one
mother talking at a time. Staff person asks people to *‘cool it,” so
that only one person talks at a time. (Mother who had left returns.)

- The discussion about biting leads to a discussion about child
conflict and fighting in general, for example, the problem of children
hitting each other or hitting their mothers. Again, the question arises
about what to do. One mother suggests that when her child hits her
she hits him back, or when her child bites her she bites him back. Staft
person interjects: ‘‘Don’t model behavior you don’t like,” and goes
on to explain that her philosophy is that you should not do things as a
model for children that you don’t want them to do. She says that that
works best for her; however, other mothers may find other things that
work better for them. Staff member comments that hitting back or
biting back is a technique suggested by Dreikurs. She says she dis-
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agrees with that technique, “but you all have to decide what works
tor you.”’

(About forty minutes have now passed since the film, and seven of
the eleven mothers have participated, most of them actively. Four
mothers have not participated.)

Another mother brings up a new problem. Her child is destroying
her plants, dumping plants out, and tearing them up. ‘I really get
mad.”” She says that the technique she has used for punishment is to
1solate the child. Then she asks a question: ““How long do you have to
punish a two-year-old before it starts working?”’

This comment is followed by intense discussion with several
mothers making comments: (Thisdiscussionisreproduced relatively
in full to show the type of discussion that occurred.)

Mother No. 2: ““Maybe he needs his own plant. Sometimes it helps
to let a child have his own plant to take care of and then he comes to
appreciate plants.”

Mother No. 3: “Maybe he likes to play in the dirt. Does he have his
own sand or dirt to play in around the house?”’

Mother No. 4: ‘. . . oatmeal is another good thing toplayin...”

Staff: *“*Rice is another thing that children like to play in and that is
clean, good to use indoors.”’

Mother No. 5: ““Some things to play in would be bad or dangerous.
For example, powdered soap isn’t a good thing to let kids play in.”

Mother No. 2: “Can you put the plants where he can’t get at
them?”’ _

Mother with problem: “‘I have too many plants, I can’t put them
all out of the way.”

Staff: “How old is your child?”’

Mother with problem: “Two.”’

Staff: ““Can you put the plants somewhere else or provide a place
to play with dirt or rice?”’

Mother with problem kind of shakes her head no. Staff person goes
on: “Another thing is to tell the kid the plants are alive, to help them
learn respect for living things. Tell him that those plants are alive and
that it hurts them. Give him his own plant that he can get an in-
vestment in.”’

Mother with problem: “I’ll try it.”

Mother No. 2: “You’ve got to be fair about a two-year-old. You
can'texpectthem notto touch things. It’s not fair. I try hanging all my

plants.” . _
Staff interjection: ‘“Sometimes just moving a child bodily away

from the thing you don’t want him to do is the best technique.”
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Mother No. 4: “They’ll outgrow it anyway."
Mother with problem: ‘““Now he really dumps them and I get

angry.’’
Staff: “Maybe he feels a rivalry with the plants if you have so

many. Maybe he’s trying to compete.”
Mother No. 3: “Let him help with the plants. Do you ever let him

help you take care of the plants?”

Mother No. 6: “Some plants are dangerous to help with.”

Staff: ““Some dangerous house plants are poison.™

She reaches up and pulls down a brochure on plants that are
dangerous and says that she has brochures for everyone. Several
people say that they want brochures and she goes to the cabinet to
make them available. One mother who has not participated verbally
up to this point specifically requests a brochure.

This is followed by a discussion of child-proofing a house as a
method of child rearing versus training the child not to touch things,
but with less emphasis on child-proofing, that is, removing tempta-
tion versus teaching children to resist temptation. One parent
suggests, in this context, that children be taught one valuable thing at
a time. Several mothers give their points of view.

Staff: ““The person who owns the house sets the rules. Iwo-year-
olds can learn to be careful. But don’t go around all day long saying,
‘““no, no.”’

The time had come for the discussion to end. The mothers stayed
around for about 15 minutes talking to each other informally, going
up and getting their children and getting them dressed. Some brought
them back down. They seemed to have enjoyed themselves and
continued the discussions informally. One mother with whom the
staff person had disagreed about the issue of whether or not it was all
right to bite or hit children back as a way to teach them not to do
something stopped to continue the discussion. The statf person said
she hoped the mother understood that she respected her right to have
her own views and that she wasn’t trying to tell her what todo, but she
disagreed and felt everybody had a right to their own opinion; that
part of the purpose of the group was for everyone to be able to come
together to appreciate their own points of view and understand what
worked for them. The mother said that she certainly didn’t feel badly
about the disagreement and she knew that some things that worked
for other people didn’t work for her and that she had her own ways,
but that she really enjoyed the group. The staff person cleaned up the
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