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The Family Education Rights an:d Privacy Act. -~ otherwise known
as the Buckley Amendment aftfer its sponsor, Senator James L.
Buckley of MNew York ~ introduced in the Urited States in 1974,
raises a whole oumber of issues related te confidentiality of
data, access and release of resgearch information. .The Act
outlines requirements w Hch govern the access to student
records by parents, students snd other persons. One of the
implications of this Act and assoclated legisiation is that
researchers are reguired to obtain parental or student (if
emancipated) consent to collect personally identifiable
research data. The legal implications of this Act for
educational researchers is explered in a paper by David G.
Carter,. "The Buckley Amendment And Beyoud: Legal Tmplications
for Researchers”, presented to the A.E.R.A. Bnnual Convention,
San Francisco, California, April, 1976. o

One of the advantages often espoused for case study is that its
methods and approaches are accessible tC-praqpitioners -
teachers and advisers for instabce. See Walker; R; "Classroom
Research: A 'riew from SAFARI™. 1In SAFARI, Innovation,
Bvaluation, Research and the Problems of Control, Some

Interim Papers, Centre for bApplied Research in Bducation,
University of Last Aoglia, 1974, pp. 20-25.

Some reflections and deubts on this position expresséd by
advocates of case study may be found in SAFARI. Theory in
Practice, Papers Twe, (ed. N. Norris} Centre for Appiied
Research in Education, University of East Aaglia, 1977.

Ses HNote 6.

Extract from the report of the conference prepared for the
sponsors by the convenors, Barry Machonald and-Rob Walker,
March, 1976.
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LETTERS FROM A HEADMASTER

Editor’s Introduction

3
MacDonéld, one of the first advocates of case study in
educational evaluation in Britain sets the scene appropriately with
a case study illustrating some of the complex ethical
and political issues facing schools vwhich are case studied.
on first sight his paper may seem like an anomaly alongside
several devoted primarily to theoretical issues. - But in
fact, by using part of an actual case study, he begins to
illustrate several of the justification issues ralsed later
by Kemmis and the essential diaiectical nature of the case
study process stated by several authors in this volume.
By challenging the autocratic position research has takén in
relation to the ressarched he also highlights the socio-
politiéal natiire of case étudy research, suggesting that some
of the issues be resolved by a shift in the reseérqhex's

theoretical stance,

‘The paper begins by commenting on the positien in the early

seventies when evaluation was just emprging as a new form of

ingquiry. Since then, he argues, the glgmate has chd Etd
considerably. More schools have beenf case studied and,given
the increasing public interest in sch%ols, more are likely

to be case studied. In such a climatk, neither the researched
nor the researcher can afford to igndre the ethical issues

at the heart of social research, particularly where case study
is the form of research. By adopting the form of letters
from a headmaster and suggesting that a written agreement

be establiished between the case'study worker and the researched
he draws attention to the heed to be sxplicit about the
conditions of the study'ahd the riqhté of all parties from

the outset.
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towards rg;earch for several y&€ars now {MacDonald, 1974).
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LETTERS FROM A HEADMASTER Ni‘« é

Barry MacDonald

B long; long time ago, before the Yellow Paperl and the
Great Debateze before'Kayi and Fookesd and Bennett5 and

6. before the siege eccnomy and the siege school,

Taylor
I can recall a period when headmasters dozed peacefilly
through Panorama’ and William 'Z'yndaleB was ‘just another

school in the borough of Islington. In those days {the

early 1970s}, when the educational research comsunity., and
especially the growing band of curriculum evaluators, was
becoming interested in thé processas of schooling, case study
was rather eaﬁy to arrange. Most schools cculdzhe_had for the
asking by any bona fide researcher who promised not to make a

nuisance of himself.

At ‘the time I was responsible for a programme of case studies,
part of a larger evaluation of the 1ﬂ¥act of a pational
cuxrriculum project. Over a peried o% four years some twenty
schools participated in this pzogram@e, which involved
guestionnaires, pupil testing, interJiEWs and access to
records of various kinds. The proceéure we employed to coopt

the schools was straiqhtforwaxd and, ‘with one exceptio pich

I shall return ‘to later, effective in securing access to
their work on our conditicns. (1 am not suggesting that
these conditions were particalaziy unreasonable, merely that
they were unilaterally de;exmined, offered as a package and
accepted). The procedure consisted gf a ietter to the Loéal
Authority reguesting permission to aﬁproach the school,
fol}pwad by a letter or phone~call to the headmasﬁer
reqﬁesting case study facilities and suggesting a preliminary

meeting between one or moxe of the evaluators and the head-

A
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master (and/or members of his staff}, at which we would answer
any concerns they had about our work. No one declined the
invitation, and the preliminary meetings generated 'gentlemen’s’'
agreements about how the work was to be carried out. The .
schools took for granted our research/evaluatiop skilils, and
their expressed concerns related mostly to the amount of their

time and energies the study would demand.

The reader would be wrong to assume that these schools were
eager to publicise a success story in curriculum innovation.
By and large, they were experiencing severe problems-in-
attempting to jmplement an ambitious programme and migbt-well
have preferred coﬁtinuinq obscurity to thé spotlight of
gvaluative scrutiny. But they guestioned neiéhe; our right
to study their work ner ﬁur akility to do s¢ in accordance
uith.the mysterious canons of dur.c;aft. It is a measure of
their docility to the evaluation process that all of them
alloved us to interview pupi%s-ia private and to build up a
bank of pupil reaction to the project and to the school,

data to which the staff had no right of access whatever,

Outlets for the case data thus accumulated ranged from
illustrative anecdotes in evaluation overviews of the project's
experience to pﬁhlishe& accounts of the work in particular
institutioné. Relationships between the evaluation team and
most of these schools were generally cordial, the occasional
disagreemnent about the focus or conduct of the studies being
readily resolved. Only in one or twe cases did the relation-
ship deteriorate to a point where questions about rhe purposes,
validity and desirability of the case study process itself
assumed the status of a challenge to us tﬁ Justify what we
were doing. It is not my intention to exhume that

experience here, but rather to make the point that it is
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typical of such situations that the search for clarification
and justification does not beégin until an impasse has been

. reached. And by this time the case study may be near
completion if not complete and the case study worker committed
ro it either,intéllebtually oxr because his resources are

running. short.

In the absence qﬁ any written agreement regarding the process,
substance or outcomes of the research, the sublects of the
study find themselves seriously disadvantaged in pursuing
their grievances with its creator. When the 'undeistanding‘
on which the study has proceeded turns out te be misunder-
standings, when the 'expectations' they bhave entértained and
the ‘assumptions’ they have made prove to be at variance with
the activities or intentions:of ihe investigation, there is
little they can do other than appeal to khe invéstiggtor <7
threaten to disavow the study, an action%likely to have the
same effect as the denial of rumour. On%é the data has been
cellected the balance of power has tiite% cenclusively in
favour of the investigator, who may dispose of it virtually

as he sees fit.

There is nothing new in this, of course. The rslatiOnship
between the researcher and his informants has always heen of
this order, and has hithérto been considered non-proklematic.
But then research in education has predoyinantléﬁ%@élt in

~ data that is non-consequential for its s%bjects-in any direct
of personal sense. Cagse study research, on the contrary, is
about identifiable individuals and events, and is always
Likely to have consequences for those it portrays.9 In my
view, this evaluative propensity of the case study exposes
the social and ethical inadequacy of a tradition of research
control that aésumes the necessity of an autoératic relation-
ship béetween iﬁvéétigaﬁ?r and investigated. The 'expert’

disposes, and the subject can lump it.
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1 have earlier introduced the concept of a written agreement
between school and case study worker, and this is a notion I
no& want to explore further, to see whether it offers a
procedure through which reasonable safeguards for the
participants and adequate conditions for the research may

be secured. BAs a case study advecate, it seems appropriate
that I should approach this possibility initially through
consideration of a particular case which occurred in the context

of the programme described earlier.

One headmaster took issue with the evaluation unit about the
nature and value of the proposed case study of his school,
and this led to an excﬁanqe of qorrespondence,'{not all ef
it preserved unfortunately) which ﬁay ke worth reproducing
as an example of how an inétitution might set about the task
of deciéing whether to cooperate with an externally mounted
enquiiy and, if so, uiuler what conditions. The case is oot
offered as a model, or exemplar, but as a way of identifying
some of the issues that need to be addrgssad in the process

of clarifying and justifying a case study proposal.

The storylo begins with an internal memorandum from the files

of the evaluation unit. It reads as follows:

12th July

I rang the Head at 2.30 p.m. to asgk him if he would be
_interested and if I could come up to have a chat with him
about it before the end of the term.

I said that:

a) We had been studying some schocls this year and
_were now in the process of trying to work out our study
for next year. ' : ’

b) We had asked the Project Team if they had any
suggestions about new schools and theixr name had come
up.. 1 was ringing to see if in general they would
be interested or copposed to such a study and if
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interested if I could come up and have a chat with them
in more détail about what it might involve. The Head
said:

a) That in principle he wasn't opposed to it but he
could noct speak for the rest of the team.

’ Bf That b sho ig point cut that they were very
crit;caz of evalﬁation._

o) That lt would be impossible to visit before the

‘end ‘of the year. .1 explained that it would have
been helpful 51nce we wanted to try and finalige
some’ arrangements before the en& of the texm. so we
could begin early next year. He understood this but
still said that a visit would be possible and asked
if we could talk further on the 'phone then.

I briefly outlined the purpese of & case study and what
we might hope to do in the school yitting in of course
with the organisation and plans ofithe team and school.

He told me scmethlng of their orgaslsation for next
year. .
HBe then asked about the evaluation’team, areas of
interest and pcséible time commitmént. Was it to be
over a whole year, who would visit and when? 1
explained the function of each of us and said two
possibly three might 1zke to visxt for a few days
once a term. .

At this point he seemed fairly agreeable but szi@ that
he woul& iike time to talk it over and must check with
the team. ‘The leader might like t2 ring me to discuss

details furthey. He suggested thak T ring back this time

next Monday to see what the cutcome of their .discussion
. was, We left it.that T would ring on Monday, 19th
~July, and if they agreed I would prepare an outline
desigo for visiting to send in the holidays and we
would arrange 2 visit early in the first tezm of next
Year.

19th July
Rang the school.  The Head has spoken to the head of
the team and he to the others who had agreed to our

visiting but not before the end of texm.

Arranged for day visit Monday, 6th September, 2.00 p.m.
Proposal of study. to be sent in the holidays.
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But the promised proposal was not to materiailise.” Read on:
9th August
Dear Headmaster,

I am writing to confirm the arrangement that we made by
telephone at the epnd of last term for Mr. Macsonald

and me to visit in the second week of September to
discuss plans for a study of your work with the Project
with you and your staff. TIf it is convenient for you we
would like to make this a three and a half day visit
from 2.00 p.m. on Monday, the 6th Septembexr, as we
suggested, tq'and including the 9th Septegber.

Tdealily, what e would like to do during this time is
to observe whete 90551b1e as many of theg praject groups
in action and talk to as many of the staff invelved

as possible, elther at lunch time, recess, after
school hours, or whenever is most coﬁvenient for

them. We would' alfo liKe to interview each of them

in private. Would there be a rcom available where

we could 4o this?

As well as interviewing the teachers we would also like

to have-the opportunity to interview some of the pupils
whenever they could be wade available, either individually
or in groups of two or three. We would be pleased if it
were possible for 'a nuwber of the pupils to be from
different teacher groups so that we couléd gain some idea
of the range of pupils'experience with the Project.

On the first day, again if it is feasible within your
timetable, we would Like to talk to all the Project
teachers as a group as'soon as it could be arranged,
in order to explain the purpose of our visit. We
would like to follow this up with individual teacher
interviews over the three days and then, on the fourth
day, meet them as a group agaln in ordeér to feedback
and discuss with them the percepticns that we have
gained over the few days.

At some stage Guring the week we would also like to have
the opportunity for one of us to have an extended
interview with you. If this is difficult for you during
the day, perhaps it would be possible for you to have
dinner with us one eveing?

Finally, if there are any events taking place in the
school, during these thriee and a half days, such as a
parents' meeting or an open day, we would be pleased
if you would let us know about these so that we would
not conflict with any of your arrangements.
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I do nhope.thal these:requests do not seem teo
daunting. We do realise how difficult it is to

spare people for interview. during a busy scheol day
and that all of these may not be possible. But we
will be quite bhappy to fit in with whatever times
.and arrangements are most guitable for you and the
school team.

I mentijoned to you on the telephone that 1 would send
you a proposal for a continuous study over the year.
On thinking this over I find that it is rather
difficult to de this meaningfully without some

prioy understanding of the particular conditions,
organisation and commitments that you and the Project
team have in the school. I thejefore thought it
preferable to leave this one, i you are agreeable,
until our visit when we can discuss and plan a study
more realistically in consultat%on with you and the
team. M

Would yéu like to let me know ii the above suggestions
and dates for the September visit seem feasible? If
youa, or apy member of the team, have any queries about
them at all, or have further questions that you would
iike to raise before we come, please ring or write and
we can discuss them further.

I look forward to hearing from wu and meeting you on
the 6th September.

With best wishes, %

Yours sincerely,

The stillbirth of the proposal appeared to go unnoticed.

1st September
Dear Case~Study Worker,

Thank wu for your letter of August 9th confirming the
arrangenents for your visit to this schocl from 6th
to 9th September.

A programme meeting all your reguests is being
arranged.

Rather than an extended interview with me, 1 should like
you. to have this discussion with my deputy who is .in
charge of the Project - though of course I shall be
giad to have a short talk with you on the specific
problems confronting a Head who is introducing the
Project into a school.

]



" 24

I look foward to meeting you and Mr. MacDonald.

Yours sinéerely,

The visit duly toock place, the study got underway, the Head
came to dinmer. A month later the following letter came from
the Headmaster:

1lth Octcber

Dear Case-Study Werker,

In connection with your recent visit to the'Schocl,
1 have been asked by the Project team to pose the
following guestions: :

1. could you offer some constructive criticism in
writing, at this stage, irrespective of the fact
that your evaluation here ls not yet complete?

2. 7o what use ultimately will your findings be put?

3. How do wu guarantee that the observations of
staff and pupils are kept confidential?

4., po you take account of the fact that your presence
at discussion sessions will cause some inhibition?

%. What research has gone into your questionnaire?

6. Do you agree that yur pext visit to this school
would be more beneficial to all if you based it on
preliminary feedback te us from your first visit?

I look forward to hearing from you.

Yours sincerely,

While we were pondering this letter and deciding how to reply
another letter, this time from an adviser in the Local Authority
where the School was located, was paésed to me by ‘the member

of the national development téam to whom it had been addressed.
It read:



13th Cctobeér

A week or so ago two of your colleagues visited to do
an evaluation of the Project at . . . school, and

last week ancther evaluator visited these offices to
talk to me about the way the Project was initiated in
the Authorzty ‘and my general attitude towards it. As
you know, there will be a report to Committee at the
‘end "0f the t¥ial period of three vears to examine the
valuie of the Project in our schebls, and I would be most
grateful if you could iet me have the findings,
particularly of those who visitéd the school.

1f you could let me have this re&crt as goon as possible
T should be most grateful.
}
Yours sincerely,

On the 20th October T replied:
Dear Adviser,

. . . has_passed to me your letter of the 13th Cctober
for reply. I

I can’t in fact let you have thé findings of our visit
to the School begause our enguiries are confidential
and not for publication in other than an asonymised
form. We are attempting a research study of this
School in order to further our understanding of the
ways in which the Project unfolds in gifferent
settings. In return for access to the schoel, we
agree to treat as confidential the infommation we
obtain and to make reports only to the school at this
stage. BAs a2 matter of fact, the Head has written to
me asking for such a report, and I am preparing it now.

Might I suggest that you contact him for the information
von need? T know that your relationships with the
School are very friendly but it weuld be guite

improper for me to breach faith with the School staff

on whose co-operation and trust I am totally dependent.

Mr. . . . whose fesponsibility is to study the ; onse
of LBAs to the diffusion of the Project, will be“®ffiting
to you shortly about that aspect of the evaluation.

T bope this clarifies the position. I'm sorry if it
seems unhelpful, buf theres really is no other basis on
which we can effectively casew-study individual schools.

Yours sincerely.
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A week later I responded to the Headmastexr's letter in the

fellowing mannex:
Dear Headmaster,

Thank you for your letter to . . . which has been passed
to me. The delay in replying is due to the fact that
", . . has just returned from s yound of school visits.

I will try to answer all your guestions in the course
of this letter. :

In our evaluation work we are trying to answer two
questions:

1. What are the different ways in which individual
schools use the Project and what patterns of effects
emerge from different uses?

2. What are the critical variables which determine
these patterns of use and effects?

3. fn . . . as in any other case-study school, we are
trying to answer two guestions. BAlthough we have,
inevitably, personal views about the desirability or
otherwise of the Project, these are personai and no
part of our professional concerns. Professionally

we dé not care whether a school is using the Project
in the ' right" way, or whether it's a "success” or a
"fajlure". We do want to know what the school is
going, why, anéd with what conseguences. After all,
our value judgements are of no importance, except to
ourseives.

1 thought if worth stressing this point, since it may
sometimes appear, when we interview people, that we

are criticising their actions. We are not, but it is
difficuit to distinguish between & critical line of
gquestioning and cne which is designed to explore attitudes,
perceptions and other causes of behaviour.

When we have completed our study of . . . and written it
up, we will have a document which ocutlines the history
" and development of the Project in the schocl and which
will alsc contain information about the LEZ and
community context, the organisational structure of the
institution, and the pattern of functional and affective
relationships which have influenced events. Much of this
information will have been obtained in conditions of
"confidentiality" and therefore its use in any identifiable
form is subject to veto by thoge concerned. It is by no
means certain that we would want to publish our findings,
and unilikely that we would want to do so in full case-



.study form,. since we axe. at the moment preparing for
. publication three such studies, and it does not seem
profitable to repeat.such a foxmat.. You may be
. interested: to know. that, in the case of those three
- schools,- the documents are submitted to the schools
in.draft form for comment on their fairness and.
accuracy. - Our policy (and it seems o me that any
. other policy would be counter—producgive) is to seek
the agreement of the staff concerneo‘about the validity
of the study and to incorporate in tpe ‘Final version
any additions or modifications whichk' would gain such
._ag;egment. The studies‘a;e, of course, anonymised so
that the schools can only be identified by themselves.

I hepe that you will feel to some extent reassured by
these comments-on. the poinfé of confidentizlity and
use of the Findings. Could I now turn to your other
questions.

Question 4. Yes, we are acutely aware of the
" inhibiting effect of our presence on soile discussion
groups, although we have somgtimes §§en informed that
our presence stimulates groups. It fdepends on the
circumstances anéd the stage of esquiiy, Scmetimes
~ pupils think their teacher is being "inspected" and
perform unusually well. It.may alsoc happen, where a
group has reached a stage of disinterest or apathy
towards the work, the presence of an observer can
. revive them temporarily. But certainly at the
beginning of a school session when many pupils are still
inhibited by the novel situation and lack of confidence,
the observer can he like anm albatross round the teacher's neck.

Question 3. The individual teachex qgestionnaireé are

; designed on. the bagis of a number of hypotheses advanced

2 . by teachers and others during the Project's trials.

' The teacher variable is one which many people have
thought to be critical. Thus it .has been suggested
thak:

"viomen are wore suitable than men®.
"Clder teachers are too set in their ways to change®.
“Unlversxty graudates would be best because the
work is intellectually demanding.”
"Teachers fairly new to the school will do best
because they do not identify with the. school's
traditions”.

+ "Teachers who have had other work experience will
be more acceptable to the pupils”.
"Teachers will teach best those themes they are
personally interested in".
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"Teachers will teach worst those themes they are
personally interested in” '

"Senjor perscnnel will do well, because they will
give the Project status in the eyes of the pupils™.
Senicr persommnel will have an adthoritarian image
in the eyes of the pupils, who will not feel free
to discuss"

Senicr personnel will be unable to devote enoagh
time to the Project”.

We can't come up with definitive answexs to these
propositions, but we can keep them in mind when studylng
the work of teachers.

with regard to questions 1 and 5, cyiticism of the school's
work is not something we would willingly undertake. ALl
schoels make use of the Proiect according to their
individual needs, circumstances, and coavictions.

There is a very important sense in which the Project cannot
be 'misused’ by schools but only used in different ways.

You may, however, be interested in knowing what we perceive
to be distinctive elements in the use of the Proiect in

‘1. Only one person was "trained” in the use of the
 Project. We would expect to find, in other team members,
some misunderstanding of the Project and variations in
the way the teacher's role is interpreted. ‘We think this
is the case. We have asked for recordings of gchoocl team
meetings so as to explore this further.

2. The role of the school as the centre of LBEA diffusion
and training is upusual and is likely to have conseguences.
We think that such a role puts pressure on the school to
pe a "model” of successful practice, and this will make

‘it @ifficult for you to be open and experimental. We

have no experience that this is in fact the case, but

we have only begun our study,

3. The team was drawn from an unusually wide rangs of
subject bases within the school. We think this is
significant in terms of disturbance e?fects, and would
expect in your case that the Project is in conseguence
not perceived as threatening by non~Project staff,
since it does pot have a departmental base.

4. The extent to Which teachers feel secure enough to
permit true openness in their discussion groups is

often related to problems of discipline and control in
the school as a whole. Certainly oo the surface . . .
appears to be unusvally free from a custodial atmosphere,
but there is some evidence to suggest either that control
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problems existed in the recent past or are anticipated
in the near future. We think that a better understanding
of. the school ethos will help us to sinterpret teacher/
pupil relationships more accurately%

5. The school is using the Project With high-status
pupils. This is unusual, and should mean that the work
itself has more status in the eyes of pupils and staff
than is the case where it is used only with fourth year
leavers. :

6. The team is very large and it will be difficult to

sustain as a team for that reason. We expect

fragmentation to. take place. On the othex hand we

have noted the high level of "professionalism" that

seems to be characteristic of the staff, and believe

that this will counteract tendencies to Eragmentation.
s

7. This point is connected with poiht 1. We are struck
by the apparent ease with which the programme has been
implemented. We are accustomed to encountering evidence
of strain and tension due to the difficulty of adapting
to & new appreach which makes novel demands upon
organisation, teacher, and pupil. Does this mean that
there is no gap bhetween your previous teaching and
project work? Does this mean that you have in practice
modified the Project so as to close the gap? Or have
you made a genuine change without great difficulty?

These comments may not be what you had in mind when
you wrote to us, but all I can do at this stage is to
suggest what kinds of things we are thinking about in
relation to the Project in . . .

I hope you can help us to think. more deeply about thes.

Yours sincerely,

But that was not the_end of it:
26th November
Dear Mw. MacDona}#,
Thank you fér four letter of Qctober 28th: we all.

appreciate the care you have clearly taken to frame a
full reply. ’
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The team have considered its contents and make “the
following points. They find some of the vocabulaky
‘peculiar to your discipline unnecessarily difficult:
they doubt whether an evaluation unit is capable of
evaluating objectively, or in fact, whether there is
such a thing as objectivity. They do not agree that
'our walue judgements if they exist as such, are of no
importance except to curselves': they are still in
doubt about a guarantee of confidentiality: they do
not think it possible for evaluators to write a
historical account of the Project since they were not
present during year l: they see the exploration of the
statements in the paragrapb entitled Question 5 on page
2 as an investigation of self evident truths: they feel
the statement of point 7 on page 4 shows lack of knowlaedge
of the stresses or strains of year 1 of the Project.

The team would be willing to entertaia another evaluation
visit., - Z

Yours gincerely,

¥ replied as immediately as the Post Office would allow:
Dear Headmaster,

Thank you for your comments. They are sharp and helpful.
1 am sorry ahout the vocabulary, which I agree is some-
times unnecessarily difficult. I am sure it stems from
too much reading of American literature in the field
which tends to be rather technical. I am working on it.

Yes, objectivity i& not attainable, although it can use-~

£ 1liy be aspired to, and therefore it is very important
that all people involved make careful judgements and

do not leave the task of evaluation to the so-called
specialists. Clearly there is no danger of this happenlng
in . . . I am happy to say.

I do not quite understand the point about it not
being possible for evaluators to write a histotical
account of the Project since they were not present
during year one. Surely a historical account is the
only account they can write in that case.

I agree with the puint about the statements belny "self-
evident truths' . They may still have .an order of
importance.
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i
Your last point is, of course, aésolutely true, and
’ t am delighted that the School tfam are willing to
put up with another visit. I hope to contact you
about this guite soon. !

This corresyoﬁéance has been valuable to me, and I
hope that the School’s evaluation of the evaluators
will be continued. Please convey my thanks to your
staff. '

Yours sincerely,

%

We now move on to phase two of the correspondence:

10th January

Dear Headmaster,

.« . and I would like to make a second visit to the
School this term and see how things are going and to
resume in a face te face situation the kind of debate
that we recently Conducted by correspondence. We
envisage a visit of perhaps three days if you could
siot this in some time towards the end of Febrnary.

Providing you have no objection to a visit could you
let me Know which week would be least inconvenient
to you? Once that has been established, we can plan
a structare of our activities in detail.

Kiné regards,

Yours sincerely,

25th January

Dear Mr. MacDonald,
Thank you for your letter of 10th Januaxry.

We-wouid be pleased to welcome you again to the School
and can agree to the following dates - Tuesday, Wednesday
and Thursday, 29th February and lst and 2nd of March.

However, we would like to receive in advance of your
arrival (so that we can consider how best te plan our
meetings to meet your needs) anslkers to the following
points. ]
i

i
K
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1. What does "to see how things are going" mean?
What specifically are you looking for or plamning
to leok at on this occasion?

2. How de you intend 'to communicate' to us all the
results of your searchings?

3. By what criteria do you intend to evaluvate the
information you seek on this occasion?

You will recall that on your last visit, I did not take
advantage of the opportunity to talk to you. I would
like to do sc 'this time if you agree. I am willing

to discuss anything you wish and for my part would like
to range over several matters, some closely, some more
distantly related to the project; the exploration of
which would greatly help me with future planning. Among
these are the following:-

1. The problem of including . . . a *subject’ not
previcusly known te pupils among a list from which
pupils must choose at 4th year - sort of 'publicity’
problem.

2. whether the project shouid become a General Studies
choice rather than a compulsory matter as in the
previcus year.

The possibility/desirability of usisg the teaching/
learning style of the Project or some adaptation of
it with younger pupils of age 11-13.

4. The implications of the recent School Counczl rulings
on the Proiject.

It may be that as evaluators you feel some diffidence
about discussing these several points. I hope that
is not the case but if so perhaps you would be kind
enough to bring with you comments fxom other )
colleagues on the Project.

¥ look forward to hearing from you and to meeting you.

Yowrs sincerely,
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At o Y A e

7th February | &
Dgar Headnaster,

Thank you for ybur offer, in your letter of the 25th
January, of two full days at the school - February
29th and March 1st . . . and I wiil come up to
. . . on the Monday evening and will be at the school
first ‘thing on Tues&ay morning. .
. 3
: Lt e’ answer ° tha three questlons posed in your letter
B quite brlefly{ if I may, and postpone fullexr answers
unt;l ‘our Visit which we hape will provide oppartun;txes
to discuss ‘at some length the many issues formulated
in ccrrgspondence.

1. "“To see how things are going" is a general statement
of intent. Specific objectives include the following:

a) To collect teacher and pupil judgements about the
merits and demerits of .the Project at this stage.

b) '?o mé%e jﬁdgements ourselves on classrqom
cbservation and interviews, about how the Project is
beingfﬁsed by the staff and responded to by pupils.

¢} To find out more about the adminiétrative/organisationai
imptications of the project for the school.

ay ,QéﬂéXpioré'tﬁe consequences for the Praject of the
departure ‘of the team leader.

These are fairiy specific. We want also to explore
some of the hypotheses raised in my letter to you of
- the 28th Cctober.

2. The fruits of our enguiry can be communicated to you
in the form of a report. You have doubts about the valiue
of some aspects of our work and we respect these doubts.
We should like you to give us guidance about what kind

of feedback would be most useful to you.

3. This question is difficult tc answer as stated.

S0 much depends oh what you mean by evaluation. If
you mean what kind of conceptual framework do we use

to order or express our understanding -of the Project in
schools, then the answer must bel that we are not
committed to a single perspectivi:. We use concepts
from sociolegy, anthropolegy, psychology and economics.

a
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Even from merchandising ('image', ‘soft and hard sell',
'packaging' etc.) as and when they appear to £it the
nature of the infommation. No one discipline alone
provides an adequate scheme for the study of
educational practice,

But then if you mean how do we decide what information

is useful then we know to some extent from e xperience

the kinds of questions people ask about the work of the
Project in schools, and we try to obtain the relevant
information. The Project seems to fit well in some

schools and badly in others. This fact is well established,
and potential users want to have infommation about.the
schools that will help them make a sound decision about
what is likely to happen in theix own situation if. they
take the Project on.

it may be that neither of these meanings are intended in
your guestion. If nokt, can we discuss this when-we
visit? .

I hope these documents, plus oux previous correspondence,
will help wu to plan a pregramme for us. We would,
however, like specifically to request permission to
observe the following group sessions and to interview
three pupile fromeach group . . .

T would certainly welcome the opportunity te talk to you,
Headmaster, about the particular points you mention,

and about more general issues. Please build that into
cur programme.

our thanks to you and your staff for your continuing
interest.

Yours sincerely,

T
fhis letter made no mention of ancther communjication I had

received from the Headmaster, dated January 26th, the day
after his last letter. WThis contained a lengthy statement,
which I have sincé,éitEEI mislaid or returned to him, setting
out his views about thé}%qle of éhe.school in curriculum
innovation. My recall is too hazy to fustify an attempted
reconstruction of the statement, but the gist of the argument

may be inferred from this response:



Date indecipherable
bear Headmaster,

Thank you for yvour lettexr of the ékth January. As I
have said- in my reply te the 'school lettexr' I welcoms
the chance to talk to you during the wvisit.

Your letter raises so many issues, and your arguments
are so impressively marshalled, that I feel quite
relieved at being able to postpone wy answers until
February 26th. I need time to think about the points
I disagree with, and time to integrate those I accept.
T would, however, just like to dismisg any notion
that our basic positions are in conflict. This does
not appear to be the case.

You want more investment at the point of solution.

So do I. You want rid of ‘*evaluators’. So.do I.

Each school must have its own innovative and evaluative
machinery if we are not to have a succession of
standardised and static curricula. But at the moment
the trend is the othexr way. Innovation i1s a fast
growing industry developing a superstructure outside
the schools. Yours is a cry in the wilderness. Our
work is going some way towards showing the limitations
of centralised agencles in meeting the needs of individual
schools. In a paper I wrote last year I stated as a
major hypothesis:

“Ne two schools are sufficiently alike in the
circumstances that prescriptioans of curricular
action car adeguately supplant the judgement of
the people in them."

That is the hypothesis I am testing through case study.
Isn't that more or less what you have salid? The
difference is that we are trying to give your view a
solid research base. I do not, as you suggest, axpect
a great deal of generalisations to emerge from case-
study. . But you have to search for general truths
before you can state with confidencs that they do not
exist. Is this, do you think, a scuirce of misundex-
standing between us?

I look forward to seeing you.

e A

“Yours sincerel&,
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The last letter from the correspondence file, written after
the second visit to the school, suggests that a rapprochement

was reached. There is no record of further cerrespondence.

17th March -
Dear Headmaster,

We would like to thank you very much for giving us
such a warm welcome when we visited the school.

Once again we found our visit to be very useful and
were glad to have the opportunity to talk to so many
of the staff and pupils.  Would you please convey our
thanks to all those members of staff who gave up their
time to speak to us and ensured that our visit was
worthwhile.

With best wishes,

Yours sincerely.

That was all of six years age - before the outbreak of
economic panic lent impetus to educational managerialism,
output budgeting and demands for quality controel through
accountability. In the interim, the circumstances in which
schools prosecute their interactions with the world about

them havse been transformed. WNow gvery man, it seems, seeks
evaluative access to the schoels, HMIs as watchdogs of
national standards, advisers as guardians of local standards,
Taylocr-blessed managers and gevernors, parent associations
emboldened by belated recognition of consumer rights; and of
course a growing number of academic researchers and evaluators
drawn to the case study apgraaéh to educational practice. The
contrast is quite marked. Six years ago, an administrator from
the éity in which our case study was located could sti;l claim
that the Authority was a 'pure channel' of resources to its
schools. Six years later, on September 15th, 1977 headmasters

read in their morning newspﬁper.the recommendation of the
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Fookes Sumeommit@ee‘that head teachers %hculd only have
limited tenure subjéct to”regular.evaluaéion by an independent
agepcy.ll 5ix years ago, too, the qulicatidn of a scheool
study was a rare event (neither Hargréaves in 196?12 noxr

Lacey in 197013 coﬁld cite previous British studies), whereas
in the last few yeété'reségrchefs; journalists and broadcasters
have together produée& a large number of such studies, most

of them contfbyersial,‘their collective affect being to
intensify éublic criticism of the schools and to make schools
generally'more alive to their wvulnerability with respect to
this particulaﬁ form of enguiry. Schccl $tudies by Roy Nash
(2973114 whose hostile commentary on the teaching staff was
not seen by them until they read the book, and by Rachel

Sharp and Anthony CGreen {19?5}15 who lied to the staff about
the focus of their study and published it in the teeth of
protests by the school and its Local Authority, have certainly
alerted teachers £o the real possibility of abuse by the research
community. And the experience of the Faraday School in London
and several Shaféield,comprehensives before them at the hands
of the ‘respected’ ?BC Panorama team has demcnstrated that

the logistics and ethics 6f_teie—jouxnalism way be incompatible

with even a minimal set of safeguards for their subjects.

What's the answer? Mouat?the barricades and slam shut the
doors of the schoel? Publish and be damned? Or negotiate

at the outset a contract which offers bo?h parties fo the study
reasonable conditions of cooperation? I? is this latter
pcssibiiity‘l wish to hold out, and to m%ke some progress
towards. Let us return to the Heédmaste% of the guoted
correspondence, now six years older, whcéhas had time to
reflect upén that experience of case stuhy anéd {I understand)}

a subseguent experience of case study>emanating from anothexr
source. Let us imagine that this Héadmaster has now‘been.

approached once again for access to the school, and let us
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try to construct the kind of letter he might write in reply.
I would like to think it might run as follows:i6

Dear Case-Study Worker,

Let me begin by saying how pleased I was to receive your P
request for access to the school. WMy staff and I share

your concern about the traditional secretiveness of the

schools, and we have been discussing ways and means of

making our work more accessible to public and professional

judgement. It will take ns some time, however, to evelve

our own self-evaluation and self-report procedures, and

perhaps vour methods, principles and skills will guide

cur rather faltering steps. 1In any case, our own efforis

will never fully satisfy all the legitimate needs for ~
information ‘about schools, and it would be unreasonable

of us to block your way. ’

Cbviously, the first step is for us to get better
acquainted, and to this end 1 suggest a preliminary i
visit to the school to enable you to meet the staff and ’ i
explain ©O us as precisely as you can what is involved.

We have formulated a list of questions which we'd like

tc use as a structure for the meeting; they could

constitute the basis of contract between us for the

purposes of the study. As you will see, some of the .
questions, particularly the early ones, could be dealt

with in advance of the meeting by sending us the

relevant documents.

I Go hope you are not put off by our gueries; we wish
to avoid both cbstructiveness and naivete. You will know
better than we that the ocutcome of such a study as you
propose is an expression not just of the case, but of the
case and the researcher taken together.

Now the issues. For convenience I have grouped them under
appropriate headings.

1. The Context of the Study

We mean your context rather than ours. How is the research
being financed? If it is based upon a research proposal,
commission or contract, please send us a copy in advance
of the meeting. We should like to know if the

sponsorship of the study entails on your part any

promise of commitments that we should bear in mind.
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Case studies in our experience are usually an element

in a research programme; if so, that makes us programme
participants, and we need to know what we're getting into.
Time scales and resources are also relevant to our
decisions, particularly if they impose constraints

on the feasibility &f ongoing feedback and consultation
during the study. .
You've saild iittle about yourself or your previecus
experience. We shall meet soon of course and have a
chance-to judgs whether we can get along with each

other. In the meantime we would apprecliate some

details of your training, an example of vour previous
work in case study, and a couple of character references,
including one from a participant in your last piece of
research. If, on the other hand, this is your first
venture, in case study, then the request should be

put te your supervisor. If the case study is
contributing towards a degree for which you have
registered, we would like details of this.

We have three major concerns that prompt these

requests. The first is that we want to know all

the goals of the study and of the research programme

to which it contributes. Not that these are inviolable:;

we recognise that goals may change in response to unforseen
opportunities but we would hope to keep track of such
changes and to be kept informeé about them. Secondly,

we would want to be sure that any agreement reached

with you is binding upon any colleagues of yours whe

have access to the data you reguire, and upon your
successor or replacement should@ you leave before the

study has been completed. Lastly, our concern to know

as much as possible about you relflects no more than a
recognition that there is an ia%scapable element of

trust in persons involved in thils kind of study,

agreements notwlthstanding. BAgzeements can be dishonoured,
~and the sanctions available to us are weak when set -
against the possible rewards'to'ﬁhe investigator, it

seems. - H

[N

2. The Study Process

Under this heading I have brought together our gqueries
about the nature of the process of case study and

the part we expect to play im it. What does aceess mean,
exactly? Access to staff, pupils, myself, classrooms,
staffrooms, school files and records, governcrs, parants?
which of these, how often, and ¢n what criteria of
selection? How, in other wordsJ are the boundaries of
the case te be drawn? 2nd what conventions or principles
- of informatjon control do you intend to employ? Do jou
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accept, for imstance, that individuals have the right to
place restrictions on the informatica they give you or
enable you teo acgtire and, if so, to what extent?
Specifically, will individuals have the opportunity to
mopitor the use within the school of information from
or about them? What kinds of data about us or the
school would you regard as ineligible for collection or
dissemination? And how de you intend to collect
information - will you take notes as you cbserve and
interview, will you use tapew-recorders, 4o you envisage
videotape or film being used to document the schools
activities?

Now a brcader guestion, which may help us teo anticipate
both the kind of experience the case study will be for
us and its possible benefits. What is the role of the
school personnel in this study? Are we simply the
subjects of the study, are we co-investigators with
equal status as interpreters of the scene, are we a
primary or secondary atudience for the products?

What’s in it for us in short? The issue of feedback

is relevant here. What form will this take both for
individuals and for the schoel as a whole? Will there
be progress reports, and if so, how often, and for whom ?
Will access to the accumulating study be open to all,
denied to all, or differentiated to reflect hierarchies
of power, responsibility or vulnerabxlity within the
kboundaries of the study?

3. OQutcomes of the Study

First, publicaticns: will they be anonymised and if so,
how? Is an interim as well as a final report contemplated,
and do vou hope for commercial publication of one or both
of these? BAre you likely to want to use case study data
in your teachiny, in published articles, newspapers,
reports or conference presentations? Once we have some
idea about the range of outlets you may wish to use, as
well as the products you are committed to deliver, we can
discuss our respective degrees of control over the form
and content of the presentations, and what procedures

we might employ to ensure that our opportunities to
exercise that control are safeguarded. For instance,

with regard to, say. the final repori, who will have

‘the chance to view this, and what right will they have

to comment on, alter, or suppress the report or parts
thereof, on the grounds of accuracy, truth, discretion,
taste, relevance, fairness or balance? In any published
account, what is the status of our 1ﬁte:§retatxons and
evaluations vis a vis yours?
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Speaking of intexpretations, we note that you omitted
“t6 say in your letter whether your backgroumd was in
psycholegy, sociology, politics, economics, history,

or whatever. We would like to know which of the many
ways of construing the social worid you will bring o
our schoel and which of the conceptual tools or
explanatory frame works offered by these disciplines
you dre predisposed towards. Perbaps, I'm simply asking
what you think we're a case of.

This list of questions is getting a bit long, but not
tediously so, T hope. What about your own experience

of schools and your general attitude towards them.

After all, Rhodes Royson and Carcline Benn would be
unlikely to reach similar conclusions about the strengths
and’ weaknesses of this institution. If you were willing
to unpack your biases, so to speak, it would enable us

to monitor and detect developing imbalances in youxr study-
which we might help to correct.

This school has been through two previous experiences

of being gtudied by outsiders. Some of the questions

set in this letter are guestions we have asked on these
prior occasions, while others are guestions we subsequently
wished we had asked. It seems toc us that research people
in practice take a range of positions on many of these
issues, perhaps especially on issues that affect the
control of the data and the importance of the researcher's
perceptions and conciugions. The researcher variable

has important implications for the participating school,
and 1 am sure you will want to eharify for us the scale
and nature of the risks and bengfits to which we may be
exposed. .We would like to workitowards a written
agreement, a contract between yourself and us to be

- lodged’ with a third party (another item to be negotiated)
who would constitute a court of ﬁPPeai in the event of

any conflict between us reaching the point of impasse.

The agreement could constitute an appendix of any
published study. perhaps. .

I don't think you will find us unreasonable. We do
not expect you, at this stage, to be able foanswer
every question we have raised in a definitive fashion.
Nor do we expect to appease every pang of anxiety we
have at the cost of worthwhile xiesearch. & fair agree-
ment will involve zisks on both‘sides. It must offer
both a reasonable opportunity for the study to be
carried out and completed within the time scale and
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resources avallable, and a real opportunity for the
subjects of the study to exercise the rights accorded
by ites terms.

One last point. You won't mind, will you, if wé tape
record the forthcoming meeting? We have a lot to

learn.

Yours sincerely,
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i6. This fictitious letter is based upon a working nemoxandum
prepared by Peter Wilby and the author during the 1975 . .
Cambridge Conference, 'Methods of Case Study in Bducation
Research and Bvaluation'. )
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RETHINKING CASE STUDY: -NOTES FROM THE SECOND CAMBRIDGE
CONFERENCE :

Editor's Introduction

This paper by Adelman, Kemmis and Jenkins is a condensed
account of some of the major issues in case study researxch.
It was first written to provide a summary reminder of the
issues which conference membérs thought were significant
for case study but not all of which were discussed fully
at the conference. {Several of the participants explored
_some of the issues further after the conférence ard their
contributions are reflected in subsequent%chapters.)

| i
Adelman, Kemmis and Jenkins acknowledge cdse study’'s debt
to past practice in ﬁhe title of their paﬁer. While noting
the growing use of case study in education in recent years
they suggest that its potential has not been fully exploited
and that there is still a need to legitimize the study of

the 'case’ more strongly.

_After outlining the different types of cage study and the kinds
of generalizations it is possible tg ﬁraw?from them, one of
the central points they emphasize is that, whatever the
purpose oX cong

the boundaries of the case and the issues it raises as

of the study . ,the case worker must treat
problematic matters that cannot"safely" be predicted.

The second section of their paper concentrates on the practical
: problemé of case wcrk_and raises a series of questiéas connected
with the circumstances of the case, the conduct of the stﬁ&y

and the consequences‘of the research, that the case study

worker should address in planning a study. In stressing also
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