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R A C E / E T H N I C I T Y
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* From U.S. Census Bureau. (1999). Population estimates for states by race and Hispanic origin: July 1, 1998. http://www.census.gov/population/estimates/state/srh/
srh98.txt (12 March 2000).
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E D U C AT I O N A L  AT TA I N M E N T

T E A C H E R  T R A I N I N G  O R  E X P E R I E N C E

In Arkansas, 23% of adults age 25 years and older do 
not have a high school degree. Only 16%

hold a 4-year degree or more.*

In Oklahoma, 15% of adults age 25 years and older do 
not have a high school degree. Only 21% 

hold a 4-year degree or more.*

a r k a n s a s o k l a h o m a
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Not a trained
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41%

Current
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31%

Previous teacher/
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Trained as teacher/
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a r k a n s a s o k l a h o m a

* U.S. Census Bureau. (October 1998). Educational Attainment in the United States: March 1998. http://www.census.gov/prod/3/98pubs/p20-513.pdf (12 March 2000).
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PA R E N T  O F  S C H O O L - A G E  C H I L D

No
47%

a r k a n s a s o k l a h o m a

No
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T Y P E  O F  S C H O O L  C H I L D  AT T E N D S

a r k a n s a s o k l a h o m a

Private/parochial
school, 4%

Community 
public school

90%

Other community 
public school

6%

Private/parochial
school, 9%

Community 
public school

79%

Other community 
public school, 7%

Home school, 6%

Appendix A



The SEDL policy project’s primary interest
in the Calling the Roll program was the oppor-
tunity that the program presented for learning
about the study circle process and how it might
affect state policy making. Toward this end,
SEDL’s policy study of the CR program exam-
ined both the impact of such a program on state
education policy making and the process of
implementing study circles on education that
include state policymakers. 

Figure B.1. summarizes major elements of
the SEDL research study, including research
goals, key questions, design approaches, data
sources, and expected products. As the graphic
shows, SEDL pursued two primary research
goals and followed two distinct research
approaches. The first goal and corresponding
approach allowed SEDL to uncover policy-rel-
evant impacts of the program. The second goal
and corresponding approach allowed SEDL to
examine the process of CR implementation. An
appropriate mix of data-collection methods
were used to explore these questions. 

Research results of program impacts are the
focus of the preceding discussion. Research
findings from the process evaluation (research
goal two) were used to help provide an under-
standing of the program implementation con-
text around study circle impacts on policymak-
ers. Process results will also be used to develop

planning and implementation guides for pro-
gram sponsors and policymakers.

Research Goals

As listed in Figure B.1., the primary goals
that have guided SEDL staff throughout the
research study are as follows:

Goal One: To explore how state policy-
maker participation in study
circles affects the education
policy making process.

Goal Two: To learn about the process of
implementing a statewide
program of study circles on
education that includes state
policymakers.

A discussion of the research goals appear in
Part Two of this document and are further dis-
cussed in SEDL’s research plan (Pan, Mutchler,
and Knox, 1998).

Description of Data Sources and
Collection Procedures

A description of each data source and the
actual procedures used to collect them appear
below. Site and sample selection criteria are
presented next.
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Figure B.1.
Overview of the SEDL Research Study

1. To explore how state policymaker participa-
tion in study circles affects the education
policy making process.

Impact Study

1. How do study circles on education provide
state policymakers and their constituents
with useful information?

2. What is the impact of study circles on state
policymakers’ relationships with con-
stituents, as related to education?

3. What is the impact of study circles on state
education policy making activities and rele-
vant civic participation?

Non-experimental, exploratory, descriptive
study of impact of study circles

G O A L S  F O R  S E D L  R E S E A R C H  S T U D Y

Interviews with policymakers
Interviews with state coordinators and regional implementation staff 

Interviews with selected expert public participants
Interviews with selected non-expert public participants

Surveys of state policymakers
Surveys of program participants

Observation of select study circle sessions
Review of documents

Technical report on results of research study
Guidebooks for policymakers, agencies, and potential organizational sponsors of study circle programs

Information reports for policymakers (policy briefs)
Informational video tape documenting Calling the Roll implementation process and results

D ATA  S O U R C E S

P R O D U C T S

2. To learn about the process of implementing
a statewide program of study circles on
education that includes state policymakers.

Process Evaluation

1. How is a statewide program of study circles
on education planned and implemented?

2. What strategies are used to involve state
policymakers in study circles on education?

3. What are the costs of implementing and
involving state policymakers in a statewide
program of study circles?

Evaluation of program implementation process.

K E Y  R E S E A R C H  Q U E S T I O N S

R E S E A R C H  A P P R O A C H
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Interviews

Guided interviews with individuals were
used to document both program impacts (Goal
One) and the implementation process (Goal
Two). Interviews with Calling the Roll partici-
pants, including state policymakers and selected
community members, helped inform Goal One
research. Interviews with program staff, includ-
ing state coordinators (AFBS and LWVO) and
regional implementation staff (SCRC and
SEDL), informed Goal Two research.

SEDL developed written guides to struc-
ture the interviews. Face-to-face and phone
interviews with state policymakers and program
staff were conducted by SEDL researchers.
Nonpolicymaker participants were interviewed
by local interviewers in both program states.
Interview guides were developed for prepro-
gram and post-program interviews with state
policymakers, periodic interviews with program
staff, and post-program interviews with non-
policymaker participants. The guides allowed
for semi-structured question-and-answer ses-
sions. When possible, interviews were audio-
taped. Policymaker and program staff inter-
views were fully transcribed. Notes from non-
policymaker participant interviews were
recorded manually.

Interview guides allowed interviewers and
interviewees the flexibility to pursue a wide
range of themes. Also, as the study progressed,
questions were added or modified to explore
constructs of interest that emerged from earlier
data. This approach put much of the responsi-
bility on SEDL staff to prioritize and develop
research themes throughout the study.

Preprogram interviews were conducted
before study circles began in the fall of 1998.
Twenty-one state legislators and two other
state-level education policymakers participated

in preprogram interviews. Of these, 17 policy-
makers attended the Calling the Roll program
and were interviewed a second time after the
program ended. An additional two policymak-
ers attended study circles and provided infor-
mation through post-program interviews (one
newly elected legislator and one legislator who
were unable to grant preprogram interviews).
Policymakers were recruited and interviewed
on a volunteer basis. Four selected policymak-
ers were also interviewed a third time to assess
any mid- and long-range impacts of the CR
program.

Fifteen nonpolicymaker study circle partici-
pants in each state were interviewed after the
program ended. During the study circle ses-
sions, all participants were invited to be inter-
viewed and to provide contact information for
use by SEDL. Interviewees were selectively
sampled from those who participated in study
circles in which a state policymaker was pre-
sent. Face-to-face and telephone interviews
documented constituent perceptions regarding
their interactions and information sharing with
state policymakers.

Surveys

A variety of survey instruments were devel-
oped to collect demographic and attitude infor-
mation from program participants and policy-
makers and to corroborate information
obtained through interviews. Three surveys
were administered for this research:

Policymaker Surveys. Thirty state legisla-
tors who represent the proposed CR communi-
ties in both states provided responses to a sur-
vey administered prior to the start of the CR
program. This baseline data informed SEDL’s
general knowledge about public engagement
relative to the legislative policy making process.
This information-gathering activity helped
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frame the direction of the in-depth interviews
conducted with Calling the Roll participants.

Participant Surveys. Calling the Roll
research partners, including SEDL policy staff,
worked to collect survey data from all partici-
pants who attended study circles in the 15 pro-
gram communities. The survey documented a
range of topics (satisfaction with the process,
changes in opinion and behavior as a result of
participation, and demographic information).
SEDL relied on survey results primarily for
understanding the characteristics of partici-
pants, including demographic information and
civic participation tendencies. Surveys were
administered to participants at the beginning of
the study circle program and again at the final
study circle meeting. Researchers collected 615
completed preprogram surveys and 366 post-
program surveys. 

Session Three Surveys. A smaller survey
data collection effort was conducted by SEDL
staff with assistance from local program coordi-
nators and facilitators. SEDL identified Calling
the Roll study circle groups that included a state
policymaker and distributed surveys to partici-
pants in these groups. Group facilitators were
instructed to ask participants to fill out survey
forms immediately after their third discussion
session, which focused on an education policy
issue of state relevance (accountability). A total
of 39 surveys were returned.

Observation

SEDL performed observations of study cir-
cle meetings to gather information about the
study circle process and format and to gain
firsthand knowledge of the range of interaction
that occurs within the study circle. A total of six
study circle groups were observed; each includ-
ed a state policymaker participant.

Activity Logs

Monthly activity records were collected
from the two state coordinators to gain insight
on the implementation process in a more
immediate and tangible fashion than was possi-
ble through periodic interviews. State coordi-
nators provided copies of related artifacts along
with their monthly logs, including memos, let-
ters, meeting agendas, and press releases.

Document Review

SEDL staff collected and reviewed docu-
ments that provided information on the educa-
tional context that might have a bearing on the
analysis of impact data. Three major sources
were tracked:

• information from Arkansas and
Oklahoma newspapers on issues that
relate to education or the study circle
process. SEDL used an on-line, search-
able, full-text news service (Lexis
Nexis) to collect this information. 

• program reports that were generated by
Calling the Roll recorders and coordina-
tors. These reports provided further
primary and secondary data on the pro-
gram implementation process and local
and state-level impacts. 

• legislative updates made available by
legislative staff in electronic or hard-
copy format.

Data Analysis 

Data analysis techniques were selected to
help develop a dependable, credible, and acces-
sible accounting of both the impact of the pro-
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gram on the state education policy making
process and the factors involved in successfully
implementing and including state policymakers
in a statewide program of study circles on edu-
cation.

Qualitative Data Analysis

Three types of coding methods suggested
by Strauss and Corbin (1990) were used to ana-
lyze the qualitative data collected through the
interviews. For the sake of clarity in descrip-
tion, the analysis is described as occurring in
discrete stages. In reality, however, the analysis
of the data did not occur in a linear fashion but
moved back and forth among the different cod-
ing methods throughout the process of analysis. 

In the first stage of analysis, interview tran-
scripts and secondary sources of data were ana-
lyzed using open-coding methods. The data
was examined line by line and broken into dis-
crete events. Conceptual labels were attached
to each event or happening. Next, concepts
were grouped into broad thematic categories
and the properties and dimensions of each cat-
egory was explored. 

In the second stage of analysis, data were
analyzed using axial coding methods. This
phase emphasized elaboration of the major
areas of inquiry (information, relationships,
civic capacity) as well as exploration of newly
emergent themes and categories. Validation
techniques described by Miles and Huberman
(1994) and Lincoln and Guba (1985) were used
to confirm findings and exceptions to both the
themes, and the emergent categories were
sought through selective (purposeful) sampling
methods to dimensionalize the findings. The
conditions that gave rise to various phenomena
identified by open coding and the context in
which these phenomena occur were also exam-
ined during this phase. New data continued to

be collected and analyzed to further elucidate
the dimensions.

In the third stage, selective coding methods
were used to explicate the central or core
themes present in the data, termed the “story
line” by Strauss and Corbin (1990). Also as rec-
ommended by Strauss and Corbin (1990),
“process” or movement that is present in the
data were analyzed by identifying why and how
actions and interactions changed, stayed the
same, or regressed; why events progressed in
the face of changing conditions; and what the
consequences of these events entailed. 

Finally, utilizing “member-check” proce-
dures, internal and external reviewers were
asked to review the findings of the coding
processes several times during the course of the
analysis and again at the end of the analysis to
confirm the face validity of the findings. 

Quantitative Data Analysis

Basic frequency and central tendency calcu-
lations were used to analyze the numerical sur-
vey data.

Monitoring and Internal Quality
Control

Given the size and complexity of the pro-
gram, it was important for SEDL staff to assess
the quality and effectiveness of its research
activities on a regular basis. The methods that
were used to ensure the quality and appropri-
ateness of the research are presented in a sepa-
rate document (Pan, Mutchler, and Knox,
1998). Briefly, researchers implemented the
work with processes in place to attend to inves-
tigator bias, internal audits, external peer
review, instrument development and testing,
confirmation of reliability of findings, confi-
dentiality, and informed consent.
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Dissemination of Results

One of the primary tasks of SEDL’s policy
project is to develop a mix of products that will
inform state and local policy audiences about
the usefulness and feasibility of deliberative dia-
logue processes and how the particular method
tested—the study circle process—could be

implemented in their communities or states.
Products related to this research, in addition to
this document, include an informative video
about the Calling the Roll program, information
for policymakers in the form of policy briefs,
and two guides that provide assistance to state
policymakers and groups interested in replicat-
ing the program elsewhere.
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Southwest Educational Development Laboratory

Public Engagement Survey

Instructions: This survey should take less than ten minutes to complete. Please answer all of the
questions below. Also, read the confidentiality agreement on the attached page, indicate your
preference, and sign the agreement. If you have any questions or comments, contact SEDL, 211
East Seventh Street, Austin, TX 78701-3281, (512) 476-6861. Please use the enclosed postage
paid envelope to return this form to SEDL.Thank you for taking the time to complete this 
survey.

1. Among the various sources of information (listed below) that may help you make informed policy
decisions, how would you allocate percentages that reflect their relative importance to you?  The
percentages you indicate should add up to 100 percent. 

_____% a. staff analysts or advisors
_____% b. lobbyists or special interest groups
_____% c. constituents
_____% d. experts in the specific policy topic
_____% e. other (specify)__________________________________________________

=  100 %

2. How do you obtain information about the views and needs of your constituents to help you make
informed policy decisions? (Circle all that apply.)
a. Letters, phone calls, or e-mail received from constituents
b. Formal or informal conversations with constituents
c. Formal or informal conversations with community leaders
d. Materials sent by community groups
e. Updates from staff advisors or key informants
f. Formal or informal information from lobbyists or special interest groups
g. Public opinion polls (state or national)
h. Public opinion polls (local)
i. Participation in town meetings or other public forums
j. Sponsoring focus groups
k. Participation in small group dialogues such as issues forums or study circles
l. None
m. Other sources, specify:_____________________________________________________

3. Considering all of the items you circled in question 2 above,  indicate on a scale from 1 
to 4 how much you agree with the following statements:

disagree agree
strongly strongly

3a. The information represents diverse viewpoints. 1 2 3 4 not sure
3b. A sufficient quantity of information is available. 1 2 3 4 not sure
3c. The information is reliable and up-to-date. 1 2 3 4 not sure
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4. Do you see a need for different or better ways of finding out the views of your 
constituents? ❑ YES ❑ NO ❑ Not Sure
If possible, describe some features of what you see as a better source.
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________

5. Use the scale from 1 to 4 (below) to indicate how much you agree with the following 
statements about your constituents and education policy and programs.
5a. Generally, my constituents are very interested 1 2 3 4 not sure

in education programs and policy.
5b. Generally, my constituents are very active 1 2 3 4 not sure

in local schools.
5c. Generally, my constituents are well informed 1 2 3 4 not sure

about education issues.

The Southwest Educational Development Laboratory is investigating the use of “study circles” as a
potentially important tool to assist policymakers and constituents in sharing information and experi-
ences. The study circle is a public engagement model which encourages diverse members of the
community to meet in an informal, non-partisan setting and discuss issues in small groups with the
assistance of a trained facilitator.

6. How likely would you be to attend a study circle session to discuss education if one were orga-
nized in your community?

not at all very
likely likely

1 2 3 4 not sure

6a. Do you have any suggestions for encouraging other legislators to participate in community study 
circles that organizers of the program might find useful?
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________

7. Do you have any further comments or questions regarding this survey or the study circles on 
education?
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
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[Notes for the interviewer:]

This is the first of a series of interviews that will be
conducted with selected policymakers who partici-
pate in the Calling the Roll program in Oklahoma
and Arkansas. At this phase of program participa-
tion, policymakers have been recruited and will
attend one or more study circle sessions. The ques-
tions and themes presented below should be used as
general guides for promoting discussion with the
interviewee, they should not be considered require-
ments, nor should they be considered to represent
an exhaustive list of processes to track. Subsequent
interviews with these same policymakers will build
upon the themes that are identified and discussed
using this guide.

[Introduction and consent information to be
read aloud or explained before the interview:]

The Southwest Educational Development Labor-
atory, a private nonprofit organization that works to
improve education through research and development, is
conducting research on the study circle program in which
you have decided to participate. We are conducting inter-
views with you and other policymakers to gain a better
understanding of how public engagement methods such as
study circles can help you with your work.  The purpose
of this interview is to find out some of the ways you give
and receive information from the public and your expec-
tations for the study circles on education in [your commu-
nity] this fall.

Please review and sign the consent form, indicating
your preference for our use of the information you share
with us today. (Get signature on consent form)

Do you have any questions?

May we proceed with the interview?

I would like to record our conversation so that I can
refer back to it later for analysis. Is it all right if I
record our conversation?

[If “yes,”— if at any time during this interview you
want me to turn off the tape, just let me know. Also tell
me if you decide after the interview that you’d like part
of our conversation erased from the tape or considered
“off-the-record.” — begin audiotape.

If “no,” — do not begin audiotape, take notes
manually instead.]

[Begin with a broad inquiry regarding the rela-
tionship of the policymaker with his/her con-
stituents: lines of communication, information
resources, role of constituents in decisionmak-
ing, etc. Use the following questions to help
guide your conversation.]

1. What do you consider the most important
sources of public opinion information for
you as a policymaker?
• relative importance of different sources (e.g.

staff analysts or advisors, lobbyist or special
interest groups, constituents, experts in the
specific policy topic)

• strengths, weaknesses
• frequency of use
• need for other sources
• opportunities available for interaction with

community
• impact of this information on decisionmak-

ing

2. How do you think that the average person
gets information about education programs
and policy?
• format of information that is available (indi-

vidual, local or state; results, plans, test
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scores, rankings, analyses, etc.)
• need for better or different information
• ways to provide information

3. Do you think the public has a clear under-
standing of your views on education?
• how achieved?
• process of trust building

[Probe the expectations that the respondent
has about the upcoming study circles. Try to
identify what is most important to the policy-
maker in regard to the study circle process.
Use the following questions to help guide your
conversation.]

4. Have you ever participated in study circles
or a similar discussion format with con-
stituents?  If so, tell me what happened
during that experience.
• description of past experience
• role in process (observe, lead, share)
• general comfort level with format
• outcomes 

5. What do you expect to gain from your par-
ticipation in study circles on education?
• motivation for participation, personal and

professional motivations
• general comfort level with format, contrast

with previous experiences (e.g. town meet-
ings, hearings)

• potential outcomes (new information, rela-
tionship-building, express opinions)

• concerns
• role in process (observe, lead, share)
• impact on process
• important issues to bring up
• expectations on level of participation (num-

ber of sessions)

[Try to gain sense of the major education
issues that the policymaker is concerned with
or that he/she expects to talk about during the
study circle sessions. Use the following ques-
tions to help guide your conversation.]

6. What do you think will be the major educa-
tion issues that will be on people’s minds at
the study circle discussions?
• local vs. state concerns
• significant current events or policy shifts

7. What education policy issues most concern
you right now?
• local vs. state concerns
• drafting or supporting new legislation 

for 1999
• pet projects or initiatives

8. Do you think that the study circle discus-
sions will help you or your constituents
resolve the issues you have identified? 
• discussions as source of feedback for new leg-

islation
• need for community to hear diverse view-

points

[Use this last question to find out about policy-
maker recruitment for study circles in general.]

9. What should organizers of study circles
consider when they try to involve policy-
makers in their programs?
• why you became involved
• how to encourage more participation
• barriers to participation for policymakers
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[Notes for the interviewer:]

This is the second of a series of interviews that will
be conducted with selected policymakers who par-
ticipate in the Calling the Roll program in Oklahoma
and Arkansas. At this phase of program participa-
tion, policymakers have attended one or more study
circle sessions. The questions and themes presented
below should be used as general guides for promot-
ing discussion with the interviewee; they should not
be considered requirements, nor should they be
considered to represent an exhaustive list of
processes to track. Subsequent interviews with these
same policymakers will build upon the themes that
are identified and discussed using this guide.

[Introduction and consent information to be
read aloud or explained before the interview:]

The Southwest Educational Development Labora-
tory, a private nonprofit organization that works to
improve education through research and development, is
conducting a research study of the study circle program on
education in which you have agreed to participate. We
are conducting interviews with you and other public offi-
cials to gain a better understanding of how public engage-
ment tools such as study circles can help policymakers with
their work.  The purpose of this interview is to find out
your experience with the study circles on education that
you attended in the fall.

If you have not already done so, please review and
sign the consent form, indicating your preference for our
use of the information you share with us today. (Get sig-
nature on consent form)

Do you have any questions?

May we proceed with the interview?

I would like to record our conversation so that I can
refer back to it later for analysis. Is it all right if I
record our conversation?

[If “yes,”— if at any time during this interview you
want me to turn off the tape, just let me know. Also tell
me if you decide after the interview that you’d like part
of our conversation erased from the tape or considered
“off-the-record.” — begin audiotape.

If “no,” — do not begin audiotape, take notes
manually instead.]

[Use the first two questions to let the respon-
dent know that you are interested in pursuing
very open-ended responses and that you are
interested in what he/she feels to be the most
important part of his/her study circle experi-
ence. Also use this as an opportunity to note
some of the events and issues that you should
refer back to or explore more fully as the inter-
view progresses.]

1. What was the best part of your experience
with study circles?

• How did it compare with other opportunities
you have to interact with the public?

2. Were there any negative aspects of your
experiences with study circles?

• What did you like least?

[Now, try to find out the respondent’s percep-
tion of what happened during the actual study
circles and any related events/activities that
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happened when study circles were also going
on.]

3. What were the issues that your group
seemed to talk about the most?
(Probe some issues identified during preprogram
interview)
• Tell me about some of the most interesting

things you heard about these issues.
• What were some issues that you shared with

your group?
• Did you learn anything new from the discus-

sions?
• Did your viewpoint/opinion on any issue

change because of the discussion?
• Did you hear anything that will help you with

your work in the upcoming legislative session?
• Do you think that these were primarily local

concerns, or are they also relevant to state edu-
cation policy?

4. Tell me about the people who participated
in your study circle group.
• Can you tell me about anything you may have

heard from an individual that was particularly
interesting to you?

• How would you compare attendees with the
constituents you normally hear from?

• Whose views were missing from the conversa-
tions?

5. Tell me about how you felt about the study
circles themselves.
• comfort with the process 
• attitudes/dynamics of the group
• positive/negative experiences
• comparing the different sessions he/she may

have attended
• space/physical environment and location
• facilitation

6. Now that the study circles have ended, did
your experience match your previous expecta-
tions for the program?
• positive and negative expectations

7. Can you think of any examples of how you
may have been able to use your experiences in
the study circles in another context, such as at
other events, or in other meetings or conversa-
tions?
• Did experience prompt other informal conver-

sations with other study circle participants dur-
ing or after sessions?

• Were you able to use the issues discussed in
study circles in other meetings or events about
education?

• Did your experience prompt you to find out
more about an issue or problem?

[Use the following questions to help you iden-
tify program results.]

8. Do you think the study circles program was
beneficial for you and your work? For the com-
munity? For the schools?
• action vs. talk
• resolution of problems/conflicts
• community-building

9. How would you compare study circle discus-
sions with other ways you might communicate
with your consitituents?
• in terms of relationship-building
• in terms of public relations and advertising

your views

[Use the following questions to prompt the
respondent to reflect on the value of public
engagement.]

10. Do you think that it is important for the
community to come together to discuss educa-
tion issues like they did in the study circles?
Explain.

[Use the following questions to probe expecta-
tions for future impacts.]
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11. Do you think that community discussions
such as those you experienced in study circles
are important for the policy making process?
• state vs. local level decisionmaking
• information
• relationships
• civic capacity

[Questions regarding policymaker participa-
tion]

12. On a scale of 1 to 10 with 1 being “not at
all useful” and 10 being “one of the most use-
ful things I’ve done,” how would you rate your
experience? What would need to happen to
make it a ten?

13. What advice would you give program orga-
nizers to help them get more policymakers
involved in discussions such as study circles?

• What was your primary motivation for attend-
ing study circles? How did you first hear about
it? Did you know anyone else involved in 
program?

• What facilitated your ability to participate in
the groups?

• What barriers were there to your 
participation?

• What information is important for policy-
makers to know about participating?
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SEDL Research Study of “Calling the Roll”

Study Circle Observation Guide

Policymaker Observation Questions

The Southwest Educational Development Laboratory (SEDL) is conducting research to find
out how state policymakers affect and are affected by participation in study circles. Please make
sure that you are observing a session with a policymaker in attendance. Fill out this form after each
session you observe. Please return your completed forms to SEDL, 211 East Seventh St.,
Austin, TX 78701-3281 after the sessions are over. THANK YOU!

Your name: Your group number:

Policymaker’s name: Session (circle one):     1     2     3     4

Think about the following questions after the session you observed today, and respond to them
as completely as possible. You may use another sheet of paper or the back of this form if neces-
sary.

(1) How would you describe the interaction you observed between the policymaker(s) and other
participants? In particular, please tell us if you observed any interactions that were different
from what you expected to see.

(2) Please give an example of an interaction between the policymaker(s) and participants that
you viewed as positive or productive. 

(3) Please give an example of an interaction between the policymaker(s) and participants that
you viewed as negative or counterproductive.
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(4) What education related issues seem to be most important to the policymaker?  Compare or
contrast those issues with the issues that the other participants seemed most concerned about. 

(5) What, if any, benefits appeared because the policymaker(s) was in the group?

(6) What, if any, problems or conflicts resulted because the policymaker(s) was in the group? 

(7) What would you suggest program planners do in the future to better accommodate the par-
ticipation of policymakers in study circles?
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Self-administered Questionnaire for 
Study Circle Participants

SESSION 3 Group #: _________ Location: _______________________________

Anonymous ID for follow-up surveys. Please write-in the last 4 digits of your social security number: 

❑ ❑ ❑ ❑
1. Did you get a chance to talk about your opinions during this session? (circle one)

1.  A great deal 2. A moderate amount 3. Not very much 4. Not at all

2. Did this session help you understand other people’s opinions better? (circle one)
1.  A great deal 2. A moderate amount 3. Not very much 4. Not at all

3. Did this session cause you to change your opinion(s)? (circle one)
1.  Yes 2.  No 3.  I’m not sure

4. Thinking about the four viewpoints that your group talked about during the first part of this
session (listed below), how would you rank the views in order of their personal importance
to you?
(Please put a rank order number from 1 to 4 next to each viewpoint below, with 1 being most important)
____“We should give schools and students specific, high standards to aim for.”
____“We should involve parents and community members in the process of making decisions 

about education.”
____“We should make information about students and schools easy to find, understand, and use.”
____“We should give educators more support and more freedom to make decisions.”

5. Using the same ranking order as above, tell us who you think should have the most respon-
sibility for making sure that all children get the best education. 
(Please put a rank order number from 1 to 6 next to each category below, with 1 being the most important)
____Teachers and School Administrators
____Parents
____All Citizens
____Local School Board
____State Government and/or Legislators
____Local Education Organizations (for example, PTAs or Teacher’s Association)
____Other (Specify:________________________________________________________________)

6. How responsible do you feel personally for making sure that all children get the best edu-
cation? (circle one)

1. Very responsible 2. Somewhat responsible
3. Not very responsible 4. Not at all responsible
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7. For each of the additional four discussion topics that you might have discussed today (listed
below), think about the three questions below and mark the boxes that best answer each
question.

a. School Choice ❑ ❑ Yes ❑ No ❑ Yes  ❑ No

b. School Funding  ❑ ❑ Yes ❑ No ❑ Yes  ❑ No

c. Diversity in Schools  ❑ ❑ Yes ❑ No ❑ Yes  ❑ No

d. School Safety ❑ ❑ Yes ❑ No ❑ Yes  ❑ No

8. Did your group talk about ideas for “next steps” or projects and programs that you or others
might do after the study circles are over? 

1.  Yes 2.  No 3.  I’m not sure

8a. If yes, please list some of those ideas: 
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________

9. Did you use the “Resource Guide” to help you during this session?
1. Very often 2. Occasionally 3. Not very much 4. Not at all

10. Do you think you will use the “Resource Guide” after the study circles are over?
1. Very often 2. Occasionally 3. Not very much 4. Not at all

11. Did you feel that you needed more information to talk about the topics in this session? 
1. Yes 2. No

12. Do you think you will try to find out more about one or more of the topics that your group
talked about today? 

1. Yes 2. No

12a. If yes, please list the topic(s) you want more information about: 
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
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13. Was there a public official or policymaker in your group? 
1. Yes 2. No 3. I’m not sure

13a. If yes, please circle the category that best describes his/her position. 
1. State-level public official or education policymaker (such as state senator or representative,

state school superintendent, secretary of education, etc.)
2. Local-level public official or education policymaker (such as mayor, county judge, school 

board member, school superintendent or principal, etc.)
3. Candidate for any elected office

13b. If you responded “Yes” to question 13, read the following statements about the public
official and circle a number next to each one to show how you feel about the statement.
Use a scale from 1 (agree strongly) to 4 (disagree strongly): 

(circle your choice from 1 to 4)
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly

a. He/she was an equal participant in the discussion. 1 2 3 4
b. He/she dominated the discussion. 1 2 3 4
c. He/she shared personal experiences. 1 2 3 4
d. His/her presence helped better inform the discussion. 1 2 3 4
e. His/her presence made me feel like my opinions 1 2 3 4

had more importance.

Thank you very much for participating in this most important survey!
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SEDL Research Study of “Calling the Roll”

Interview Guide

Participant Post-Program Interviews

Interviewer:_____________________ Date:_________ Time:_______

Respondent: ________________________ City: ________________________

Policymaker in Respondent’s Study Circle (name and title): __________________

_____________________________________________________________________

Introduction and consent information to be read aloud or explained before the interview:
The Southwest Educational Development Laboratory, a non-profit education research organization, is working

to learn more about the study circles on education that you attended in the fall of 1998. We are talking with partic-
ipants to find out how study circles can help schools, communities, and people like you. All of the information you share
today will be kept completely confidential. Do you have any questions before we start?

Is it all right if I record our conversation so that later I can better remember what we talked about?

If “yes,”— if at any time during this interview you want me to turn off the tape, just let me know — begin
audiotape.

If “no,” — do not begin audiotape, take detailed notes.

*  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *

Sometime during the interview, find out the following information about the respondent:

Which study circle sessions did he/she attend?  (circle all that apply)

(if applicable)
1 2 3 4 5 6 Action Forum

Is he/she a parent of school age (K-12) children? YES NO

Is his/her occupation related to K-12 education or the schools? YES NO

If yes, what is his/her occupation?__________________________________________________________
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Use the first two questions to help the respondent feel that you are interested in pursuing very
open-ended responses and that you are interested in what he/she feels to be the most important
part of his/her study circle experience. Also use this as an opportunity to note some of the events
and issues that you should refer back to or explore more fully as the interview progresses.

1. What was the best part of your experience with study circles?
• How did it compare with other ways that you participate in the community?
(Ask for examples or detailed description of the elements the respondent liked.)

2. What did you like least about the study circles program?
• Were they as useful and interesting as you expected/hoped they would be?
• Any disappointing parts of the process?

(Ask for examples or detailed description of the elements the respondent liked least.)

Use the questions below to find out the respondent’s perceptions of the study circles.

3. What were the education issues you remember your study circle group talking about the most?
• Tell me about some of the most interesting things you heard about these issues.
• Did you learn something new from the discussions?
• Did your opinions on any issue change because of the discussion?

4. Tell me about the people who participated in your study circle group.
• Did you know any of the other participants?
• Were there people from diverse backgrounds in your group? (i.e. more than one race/ethnicity,

gender, economic background, education level)
• Did the people in your group seem to have a wide range of opinions about the issues?
• Are there other people or perspectives that you feel were missing from your study circle discus-

sions?

5. Tell me about how you felt about the study circles themselves. (Ask for examples.)
• comfort with the process 
• attitudes/dynamics of the group
• positive/negative experiences
• comparing the different sessions he/she may have attended
• facilitation/role of discussion leader

Now try to find out the respondent’s perception of the participation of the policymaker.
(Ask for examples or detailed description of the perceptions the respondent shares.)
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6. Tell me what it was like having the [insert policymaker title] in your study circle group.

7. What did you like the most about having the [insert policymaker title] in the study circle discussion?
Please provide examples or describe in detail.

8. What did you like least about having the [insert policymaker title] in the study circle discussion?
Please provide examples or describe in detail.

9. How do you think the experience would have been different if the [insert policymaker title] were not
present? 
(If policymaker did not attend all sessions, ask respondent to compare sessions with and without the 
policymaker)

10. Do you think the issues your group talked about are important for the [insert policymaker title] to
consider for his/her work as a legislator?  Explain.
(Remind the respondent about the issues he/she mentioned in response to question #3.)

11. What do you think is the most important thing that the [insert policymaker title] heard from you
during the study circles?  Please explain.

12. Have you ever discussed your local schools or other education issues with an elected official or poli-
cymaker outside of the study circles?  Please tell me about that experience.

Use the following question to prompt the respondent to reflect on the 
value of public engagement.

13. Do you think that it is important for the community to come together to discuss education issues
like they did in the study circles?  Explain.

14. On a scale from one (not at all important) to ten (extremely important), how important would you
say it is to include state policymakers such as the [insert policymaker title] in these discussions?  Tell
me what you think could make it more important for state policymakers to be there.
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Questions regarding recruitment/publicity

15. What do you think organizers of the program can do in the future to get more people involved in
study circle discussions on education?

16. Do you have any final comments or questions before we end the interview?

Thank you for sharing your time with me today. We might like to contact you again in a few months to see if you
have become involved with activities that come about because of the study circle discussions. Would it be all right for
someone to contact you again in about six months?

❑ YES ❑ NO

If yes, confirm that contact information will still be current six months from now. If respondent is unsure
whether he/she can be contacted at present address/phone, obtain secondary contact information (rela-
tive, close friend, work) that can help locate the respondent.

SECONDARY CONTACT PERSON:

Name _________________________________________________________________________
Address _________________________________________________________________________
City, State, Zip _________________________________________________________________________
Telephone _________________________________________________________________________
Relationship _________________________________________________________________________

82



83

Arkansas Friends for Better Schools
(AFBS)—An alliance of advocates for pub-
lic education representing education, busi-
ness, civic, and religious organizations, and
sponsored by the Arkansas Interfaith
Conference, Arkansas Friends was founded
in late 1993 and funded by the Winthrop
Rockefeller Foundation through March
1997. It also enjoys substantial in-kind sup-
port from Southwestern Bell Telephone.
Arkansas Friends was originally founded to
provide information to its members and to
the public about systemic school reform,
particularly as defined under Act 236 of
1991. A key interest of the alliance is build-
ing support for reform and for public
schools in the state.

action forum—A community-wide event at
the conclusion of the study circle program
that informs participants about future
action opportunities or provides the oppor-
tunity for groups and individuals to form
new coalitions and plan more study circles.
This forum is also an opportunity for par-
ticipants to share experiences with each
other and officials or policymakers.

Calling the Roll—A collaborative program
featuring multiple community-wide study
circles on education in Arkansas and
Oklahoma from September through
November 1998.

deliberative dialogue—A mode of communi-
cation that enables individuals to construc-
tively discuss an issue of shared concern
with the purpose of increasing understand-
ing of diverse perspectives and coming to a

common sense of direction and potential
action.

facilitator—The designated discussion leader
for a study circle session. Facilitators are
not necessarily experts in the topic of dis-
cussion but do receive training in helping
people listen and engage in constructive
dialogue.

focus group—Structured public gathering in
which the sponsoring entity solicits the
opinions of participants on a single issue.
Generally used as a method to extract
opinions from a specially chosen group of
participants who are screened using estab-
lished criteria.

issues forum—A model that puts into prac-
tice concepts of deliberative dialogue.
Issues forums are similar to study circles;
however, issues forums are planned as large
group discussions that occur in a single
event, whereas study circles emphasize a
series of small-group dialogues over time.

kick-off forum—A community-wide event
that initiates the study circle program. The
kickoff helps draw media and community
visibility to the study circles and helps
recruit potential sponsoring organizations.

League of Women Voters of Oklahoma
(LWVO)—A nonpartisan political organi-
zation that encourages the informed and
active participation of citizens in govern-
ment and influences public policy through
education and advocacy.

Glossary
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Glossary

policymaker—Elected and appointed repre-
sentatives whose jobs as state legislators,
state board of education members, or other
state-level officeholders place them in a
position of accountability to the citizens of
their state.

public engagement—An interactive process
that provides an opportunity for the public
to participate in dialogue pertaining to
decisions that will impact community
structures and systems.

study circle process—A specific approach to
achieving broad engagement of community
members in small-group deliberation. As
described by the Study Circles Resource
Center, study circles are groups of between
five and fifteen people who agree to meet
several times to discuss an issue of public
concern in a democratic, nonpartisan, and
collaborative way. The process is struc-
tured (open and equal participation, group
ground rules, facilitation) so that partici-
pants of diverse backgrounds and varied
expertise levels can address complex issues,

and controversial topics can be discussed in
an atmosphere of respect.

Study Circles Resource Center (SCRC)—A
project of the Topsfield Foundation to pro-
mote the study circle model. SCRC pro-
vides technical assistance, materials devel-
opment, and research to help states and
communities implement their own study
circles. Congressional Exchange is
another related Topsfield project that
applies the model at the national level.

state coordinator—Designated individual
who is responsible for the state-level coor-
dination of Calling the Roll in each of the
two states.

state policymakers—Policymakers and state-
level decision makers.

statewide study circle program—A program
coordinating the implementation of com-
munity-wide study circles in multiple com-
munities across a state.
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