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Preface

Who Should Use This Text?

This text covers the theory and methods of transformative research and
evaluation. In that sense it is complete unto itself. Novice researchers and
evaluators, advanced undergraduate students, or beginning graduate stu-
dents can benefit by using this text to form an understanding of the trans-
formative paradigm, recognizing that other sources are needed to provide
full coverage of research and evaluation from other paradigmatic perspec-
tives. More experienced researchers or evaluators or advanced graduate
students with knowledge and experience with other paradigms can ben-
efit from this text by gaining understanding of the rationale for the use of
the transformative paradigm within the wider context of alternative para-
digms. All may benefit from exposure to multiple examples of research and
evaluation methods that could be adapted to specific interests.

Organization of This Book

This book is organized as if research and evaluation followed a linear path.
In actuality, research and evaluation are dynamic processes that require
footwork more akin to salsa dancing. There is a basic set of steps, but there
are as many ways to modify those basic steps as there are dancers. Hence,
the need for this book to be used in a dynamic way, reading parts, moving
on, and then revisiting parts as the research or evaluation study evolves.

\4
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The first two chapters provide a framework, rationale, and philosophical
bases for the transformative paradigm. Chapter 1, “Resilience, Resistance,
and Complexities That Challenge,” explores the tensions that coexist in
the research and evaluation world in terms of confronting discrimination
and oppression, recognizing and supporting resilience and resistance, and
taking up the challenge of conducting research that is explicitly centered on
issues of social justice. Chapter 2, “The Transformative Paradigm: Basic
Beliefs and Commensurate Theories,” begins with a general discussion of
the meaning of the concept of paradigm and illustrates how various para-
digms might impact on research and evaluation decisions. It then continues
with detailed explanations of the basic philosophical beliefs that underlie
the transformative paradigm, along with discussion of specific theories that
are commensurate with this paradigm.

Chapter 3, “Self, Partnerships, and Relationships,” turns the lens on
researchers or evaluators themselves. Knowledge of self is part of the pro-
cess of recognizing the relation between self and community, which in turn
facilitates the building of trusting relationships between study participants
and researchers. Establishing this trust is a necessary first step toward work-
ing in an ethical and culturally responsive manner throughout the subse-
quent steps of the research and evaluation process. Relations between the
inquirer and the community are a crucial part of establishing the focus of
the study. Chapter 4, “Developing the Focus of Research/Evaluation Stud-
ies,” identifies many sources of support in developing the focus and context
of research and evaluation, including funding agency priorities, scholarly
literature, web-based resources, fugitive (grey) literature, and group and
individual strategies to involve community members.

The philosophical assumptions underlying the transformative para-
digm lead to consideration of models for research that reflect the knowledge
of self and community as the basis for making methodological decisions.
Chapter 5, “A Transformative Research and Evaluation Model,” provides
a model for transformative research and evaluation that is based on the
use of quantitative and/or qualitative methods, with a priority on mixed
methods, using short-term or cyclical approaches (with preference given
to cyclical studies). The model is rooted in and embraced by community
values. More specific methodological choices are presented in Chapter 6,
“Quantitative, Qualitative, and Mixed Methods.” While the use of mixed
methods has intuitive appeal, it necessitates expertise in both quantitative
and qualitative approaches. Therefore, the chapter begins with an explana-
tion of quantitative and qualitative approaches and then presents specific
mixed methods that allow for the combination of such methods as surveys,
experimental designs, ethnography, and focus groups.
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The focus of the book then shifts to the participants in the study. Chap-
ter 7, “Participants: Identification, Sampling, Consent, and Reciprocity,”
discusses the importance of knowing the community well enough to appro-
priately identify and invite those stakeholders who need to be included,
especially if they represent groups that have been excluded historically. In
addition, issues of consent and reciprocity are examined in terms of accu-
rate understandings and giving back to the community. The identification
of, and invitation to, participants in the study are closely connected to deci-
sions on data collection. Chapter 8, “Data-Collection Methods, Instru-
ments, and Strategies,” covers a variety of specific data-collection strate-
gies that can be used in transformative research and evaluation studies.
The data that are collected do not speak for themselves. Chapter 9, “Data
Analysis and Interpretation,” provides strategies for interpreting quanti-
tative and qualitative data with the help of community involvement and
within the context of theoretical frameworks that are commensurate with
the transformative paradigm. The beliefs of the transformative paradigm
lead to serious consideration of what to do with the findings of a study.
Chapter 10, “Reporting and Utilization: Pathway to the Future,” explores
options for reporting and use, with specific emphasis on how research and
evaluation findings can be used for social change.

Pedagogical Features

The book includes the following pedagogical features to enhance readers’
use of the text:

e Each chapter begins with advance organizers, titled “In This Chap-
ter....”

e First-person narrative style. My experiences in research and evalu-
ation grew from my involvement with the deaf community and the trans-
ference of lessons learned from this microcosm of cultural complexity to
other community contexts, such as African women and the United Nations
Development Fund for Women (UNIFEM), Israeli and Bedouin women, or
breast cancer screening in Nova Scotia. The deaf world parallels experi-
ences of other marginalized groups to the extent that children are raised
and educated by people who, while well meaning, are usually not part of
the child’s cultural or linguistic group. Furthermore, historically deaf chil-
dren have been inappropriately identified as mentally retarded because they
do not score high on intelligence or achievement tests that are developed
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by members of the dominant culture, and because their reading scores, on
average, fail to rise above a fourth-grade level for high school graduates.

e Multiple examples of populations and contexts are used throughout
the text. These sample studies illustrate the breadth of applicability of a
transformative approach to research and evaluation, as well as what makes
aspects of such work reflective of a transformative stance.

e Scholarly literature, including sample studies as well as theoretical
and methodological pieces, is cited as a major source of insight into trans-
formative research and evaluation.

e Throughout my years at Gallaudet University, I have been privileged
to teach very bright and insightful graduate students. As part of my teach-
ing, I use BlackBoard, an electronic, web-based teaching tool that allows
for class discussions to occur online. With their permission, I include my
students’ perspectives when they are applicable to the points being made.

e “Questions for Thought”: Because the transformative paradigm is
not a cookbook approach to research and evaluation, it functions in many
ways to raise questions for the inquirer and community members to con-
sider. In various places in the text, I insert questions to stimulate thinking
and discussion.

e Summaries are provided at the end of each chapter.
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Introduction

The Intersection of Applied Social Research
and Program Evaluation

Research is defined as a systematic method of knowledge construction; eval-
uation is defined as a systematic method of determining the merit, worth, or
value of a program, policy, activity, technology, or similar entity to inform
decision making about such entities. Evaluation also includes needs sensing
and cost analysis. Despite these straightforward definitions, the exact line
between research and evaluation is contested. Trochim (2006) claims that
program evaluation is one form of social research that draws its distinctive-
ness from the organizational and political context in which it is conducted,
thus requiring management, group, and political skills not always needed in
a more generic research setting. Mathison (2008) argues for a more distinc-
tive line between research and evaluation based on the evolutionary devel-
opment of evaluation as a discipline that began in the 1960s. Evaluation as
a discipline has emphasized the importance of critically examining valuing
as a component of systematic inquiry, the development of methodological
approaches that prioritize stakebholder involvement, and use of criteria to
judge quality that include utility, feasibility, and propriety.

The evolution of program evaluation as a discipline has contributed sig-
nificantly to our understanding of how to bring people together to address
critical social issues. However, parallel developments in applied social
research have also been occurring. As a practicing evaluator, I recognize
the importance of the development of evaluation as a discipline. However,
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there is a place at which research and evaluation intersect—when research
provides information about the need for, improvement of, or effects of pro-
grams or policies. Hence this text encompasses the territory at the inter-
section of applied social research and program evaluation. Although basic
research is essential, it is not the focus of this book.

Approaches that are compatible with social justice—for example,
Stufflebeam’s (2001) category of social agenda/advocacy in evaluation—
are the focus of this book. The terms research and evaluation are not used
interchangeably, as there is uniqueness to each. (Throughout this book I use
either research or evaluation when I cite the text of an author who chooses
one term over the other.) Because of the common ground that research
and evaluation share, however, this text addresses the shared territory that
emerges when research and evaluation are conducted for social justice pur-
poses.

Paradigms

Paradigms became salient in the social research arena with the publication
of Thomas Kuhn’s Structure of Scientific Revolutions (1962), in which he
made visible the basic beliefs that guide scientific work and the processes by
which these beliefs are challenged and changed to create a paradigm shift.
While Kuhn wrote from the world of natural sciences and philosophy, the
concept of paradigms and their associated belief systems has provided con-
siderable stimulation in the world of social science research as well. Guba
and Lincoln (1989, 1994, 2005) made a major contribution to extending
the concept of paradigms in the social sciences in their explanation of (at
first) three paradigms: positivism, post-positivism, and constructivism. In
their more recent work, they added critical theory, and the participatory
paradigm from Heron and Reason (2006). Earlier, I (Mertens, 1998) noted
four dominant paradigms in educational and psychological research: post-
positivism, constructivism, pragmatism, and emancipatory (building on
Guba & Lincoln, 1989, and Lather, 1992). In 2005, I changed the name
of the emancipatory paradigm to transformative because of a desire to
emphasize the agency role for the people involved in the research. Rather
than being emancipated, we work together for personal and social trans-
formation. For the reader interested in pursuing other paradigms or the
philosophy of science further, many texts are available. The purpose of this
text is to explore the assumptions of the transformative paradigm and the
implications of those assumptions for research and evaluation in the social
sciences.
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Rationale for the Transformative Paradigm

Many dollars and much effort are put into research and evaluation that
are designed to investigate critical issues in society, such as literacy, mental
health, addiction, violence, poverty, and sickness and disease. Nevertheless,
people who are born into circumstances associated with a greater probabil-
ity of discrimination and oppression (due to physical, historical, economic,
or other factors) continue to experience lower access to resources, as well as
a greater likelihood that they will have a lower quality of life (whether due
to educational, health, psychological, or social variables). As Kuhn (1962)
noted, when anomalies arise that cannot be adequately addressed by the
existing paradigm of science, a revolution occurs in such a way as to pro-
vide a different avenue of approach to solving those intransigent problems.
The transformative paradigm emerged in response to individuals who have
been pushed to the societal margins throughout history and who are find-
ing a means to bring their voices into the world of research. Their voices,
shared with scholars who work as their partners to support the increase of
social justice and human rights, are reflected in the shift to transformative
beliefs to guide researchers and evaluators.

In this text, T offer the transformative paradigm as an overarching meta-
physical framework to address the anomalies that arise when researchers,
evaluators, and community members express frustration that their efforts
are falling short of the desired mark in terms of social justice. I put forth
this hypothesis:

If we ground research and evaluation in assumptions (covered in Chap-
ter 2) that prioritize the furtherance of social justice and human rights,
then we will utilize community involvement and research methodologies
that will lead to a greater realization of social change. I argue that the
rationale for the transformative paradigm rests in (1) ongoing challenges
in the world; (2) the need to acknowledge that addressing issues of power,
discrimination, and oppression can play a key role in redressing inequities;
and (3) supportive evidence from illustrative studies of the potential for
social change when researchers and evaluators operate within the assump-
tions of the transformative paradigm.

Breadth of Transformative Paradigm Applicability

Some readers may think that because they do not work with African Amer-
icans, Latinos, people with disabilities, Africans, Maoris, or deaf people
that the transformative paradigm cannot be applied to their work. This



4 TRANSFORMATIVE RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

reasoning is fallacious for several reasons. The transformative paradigm
is applicable to people who experience discrimination and oppression on
whatever basis, including (but not limited to) race/ethnicity, disability,
immigrant status, political conflicts, sexual orientation, poverty, gender,
age, or the multitude of other characteristics that are associated with less
access to social justice. In addition, the transformative paradigm is appli-
cable to the study of the power structures that perpetuate social inequi-
ties. Finally, indigenous peoples and scholars from marginalized communi-
ties have much to teach us about respect for culture and the generation of
knowledge for social change. Hence, there is not a single context of social
inquiry in which the transformative paradigm would not have the potential
to raise issues of social justice and human rights.

To that end, illustrative studies are presented throughout the text that
provide specifics as to how assumptions associated with the transforma-
tive paradigm lead to methodological choices, involvement of community,
and use of results. Many of the examples are derived from my own work
with deaf people in regard to sexual abuse (Mertens, 1996), court access
(Mertens, 2000), parenting deaf and hard-of-hearing children (Meadow-
Orlans, Mertens, & Sass-Lehrer, 2003), and my international work with
African, Israeli, and Bedouin women. I also draw on my PhD students’
dissertations on experiences of deaf people in international development
contexts (Wilson, 2005), the positive aspects of parenting a deaf child
(Szarkowski, 2002), resilience in black deaf high school graduates (Wil-
liamson, 2007), and discrimination against black deaf students in residen-
tial schools (McCaskill, 2005). These studies provide insights into how to
conduct research and evaluation within the deaf community, but they also
allow for generalization to other communities that are pushed to the mar-
gins of society.

[ draw on the work of numerous researchers and evaluators who incor-
porate the transformative spirit across disciplines and methods—and in
many marginalized communities—for example:

e Environmental health in Laotian immigrant communities (Silka,
2005)

e HIV/AIDS prevention in Botswana (Chilisa, 2005)

e The Talent Development Model for education of African American
students (Thomas, 2004)

e The peace efforts in Northern Ireland (Irwin, 2005)

e Health services for lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender youth
(Amsden & VanWynsberghe, 2005)
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e Mental health services for Native Americans (Duran & Duran,
2000)

e Literacy services in an urban setting for African American and
Latino students (Bledsoe, 2005)

e Class-action suit against the State of California on behalf of Latino
students (Fine, Weis, Pruitt, & Burns, 2004)

o Algebra classes for low-income and African American students
(Moses & Cobb, 2001)

e Appropriate breast cancer screening services for women from mul-
tiple ethnic groups (Chiu, 2003)

e Understanding action and inaction with regard to social justice in
charter schools (Opfer, 2006)

e Experiences of women in the engineering field (Watts, 2006)

e Cultural conflicts in reactions to the death of a child between the
dominant and Maori populations (Clarke & McCreanor, 2006)

e Examination of lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, and queer repre-
sentations in museums and outreach activities to individuals in this
community (Mertens, Fraser, & Heimlich, 2008)

Figure I.1 summarizes characteristics of a sample of studies that reflect
a transformative paradigmatic stance. These two samples illustrate three
common themes in transformative research and evaluation:

e Underlying assumptions that rely on ethical stances of inclusion and
challenging oppressive social structures.

e An entry process into the community that is designed to build trust
and make goals and strategies transparent.

e Dissemination of findings in ways that encourage use of the results
to enhance social justice and human rights.

As I wander through the territory of research and evaluation, I worry
that what we do may not make any difference. As I look out in the world,
I know that there is such a need to address issues of social inequity, and I
believe that research and evaluation do have a place in making visible these
inequities and supporting social change to further social justice. Research
and evaluation are not the only tools that can be brought to bear to achieve
this goal. I have been inspired by many people whose contributions were
made outside of the research and evaluation communities, including Nelson
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Minority ethnic communities and health care (Chiu, 2003)

= Underlying assumptions: Everyone has a fundamental right to access health care,
no matter what his or her country of origin, socioeconomic status, or home
language.

= Community entry process: Chiu contacted the health educators as well as the
women the program was intended to serve. She encountered resistance at
both levels, but she consciously established trusting relationships with both
stakeholder groups.

= Dissemination techniques: Chiu used the words of the service providers in
focus groups to make visible their (in some cases) unconscious discrimination,
based on stereotypical beliefs, against the immigrant women. One outcome
was the recognition that the health educators felt they were powerless to
exact changes because they needed to convince health care providers of the
need to modify their services to be more culturally responsive. As a result,
assertiveness training was provided to the educators as a strategy to foster
their ability to advocate for the immigrant women.

Sexual abuse (Mertens, 1996)

= Underlying assumptions: If sexual abuse were allowed to continue unchallenged
at this school, those who would be most damaged would be the deaf students.
The evaluation needed to uncover and challenge the beliefs that allowed sexual
abuse to proliferate here.

= Community entry process: | was asked by a state’s Department of Education to
evaluate a school setting in which sexual abuse had been well documented in
the judicial system. Hence, there was a bit of an adversarial connotation to my
appearance at the school to conduct the evaluation. The school administrators
attempted to derail the focus of the study. However, | brought the focus back
to the need to examine the conditions that allowed sexual abuse to occur by
consciously referring to the mandate from the state’s Department of Education.
My credentials as an American Sign Language user and an expert in program
evaluation in programs for the deaf contributed to my efforts to build trust
between myself and the stakeholders.

= Dissemination techniques: The results of the specific study were provided to
the stakeholders at the school and the state’s Department of Education. In
addition, | made presentations at professional meetings that were attended by
educators of the deaf and published in journals read by deaf educators, parents,
and members of the deaf community. In the presentations and publications, the
name of the school was kept confidential.

FIGURE I.1. Sample studies reflecting a transformative paradigmatic stance.
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Mandela, Martin Luther King, Jr., and Eleanor Roosevelt. These civil rights
leaders fought against discrimination and oppression for the furtherance
of human rights in the forms of employment, education, housing, health
services, and more. It is heartening to see the emergence of scholars whose
positioning in the research and evaluation communities is reflective of the
values of these great leaders. Much of this book is possible because of the
historical legacy of fighters for social justice and the modern-day scholars
who are contributing to our understanding of how to use research and
evaluation to these ends.

The hope of a secure and livable world lies with disciplined
nonconformists who are dedicated to justice, peace and brotherhood.
—MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR., U.S. black civil rights leader
and clergyman (1929-1968), Strength to Love

I have walked that long road to freedom. I have tried not to falter; I
have made missteps along the way. But I have discovered the secret
that after climbing a great hill, one only finds that there are many
more hills to climb. I have taken a moment here to rest, to steal a view
of the glorious vista that surrounds me, to look back on the distance I
have come. But I can only rest for a moment, for with freedom comes
responsibilities, and I dare not linger, for my long walk is not ended.

—NELSON MANDELA, South African statesman (1918- ),

Long Walk to Freedom

Do what you feel in your heart to be right—for you’ll be criticized
anyway. You’ll be damned if you do, and damned if you don’t.
—ELEANOR ROOSEVELT, U.S. diplomat and reformer (1884-1962)






CHAPTER |

Resilience, Resistance,
and Complexities That Challenge

Can research contribute to social transformation? Gustavsen (2006) cited
in Reason and Bradbury (2006a) questions the potential role of research
for social transformation: “If we really want to become involved in socially
significant practical action with demands for long time horizons, for
relating to numerous actors and engaging in highly complex activities,
perhaps the notion of linking such involvement to research as traditionally
conceived is futile” (p. 25). He calls for a transformation of research to
engage in a purer form of democracy that will support the development of
social relationships that embody a principle of equality for all participants.

[For] the radical transformation of social reality and improvement in the lives
of the people involved . . . solutions are viewed as processes through which
subjects become social actors . . . by means of grassroots mobilizations in
actions intended to transform society. (Selener, 1997, as cited in Gaventa &
Cornwall, 2006, p. 77)

INTHIS CHAPTER. . .

V The transformative paradigm is introduced as a shift in basic beliefs that
guide research and evaluation, based on a need to prioritize the role of such
inquiries in addressing human rights and social justice.

V The need for transformative research and evaluation is supported by
examples of inequities in access to culturally appropriate services for people
who are pushed to the margins of society.

V Deficit perspectives of marginalized communities are challenged by focusing
on resilience in such communities and examining sample research studies that
are based on transformative principles.

v Examples of theoretical frameworks that are commensurate with the
transformative approach to research and evaluation are discussed from
international development, feminism, queer, disability rights, and critical race
theories.
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V Further support for the need for transformative research and evaluation
is provided through the voices of scholars and indigenous peoples, deaf
students, policymakers, and professional association leaders.

Vv Cultural complexities, ethical concerns, and multicultural validity (Kirkhart,
2005) are also explored as a rationale for transformative research and
evaluation.

Social research and program evaluation can be seen as efforts to understand
the reality of social phenomenon as through a prism.! Just as a prism bends
the different frequencies of light into an ever-changing pattern of different
colors, dependent upon the light source and the shape and motion of the
prism, so we seek ways to understand social reality as it changes, dependent
upon the diverse qualities and activities inherent in its creation and inter-
pretation. Through the use of transformative, culturally appropriate, and
multiple methods of research and evaluation, we can come to understand
patterns of diverging results and their implications.

The purpose of this book is to examine the basic beliefs and meth-
odological implications of the transformative paradigm as a tool that
directly engages the complexity encountered by researchers and evaluators
in culturally diverse communities when their work is focused on increas-
ing social justice.? The transformative paradigm focuses on (1) the tensions
that arise when unequal power relationships surround the investigation of
what seem to be intransigent social problems and (2) the strength found
in communities when their rights are respected and honored. Thus, it does
not support a “blame the victim” mentality, nor does it suggest that com-
munities are powerless to effect change. Rather, the paradigm focuses on
culturally appropriate strategies to facilitate understandings that will cre-
ate sustainable social change. Understanding the dynamics of power and
privilege and how they can be challenged in the status quo is also a prior-
ity.

Recurring tensions coexist somewhat uneasily but, in that way, pro-
vide a catalyst for change and hope for a better future. These tensions are
reflected in such facets as the dynamics of discrimination/oppression and
resilience/resistance, as well as exclusion from and inclusion in positions of
power to influence and make decisions. Engagement with participants and
other stakeholders who stand to be affected by the research or evaluation
outcomes evolves from the first encounter to the encounters that become
more complex as the inquiry progresses. Conduct of research and evalu-
ation within the transformative framework is not a linear process; thus,
the writing of a book that is, by definition, a linear artifact is complicated
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by the need to lead the reader through a process that allows for emergent
understandings and course corrections.

The transformative paradigm recognizes that serious problems exist
in communities despite their resilience in the process of throwing off the
shackles of oppression, as well as making visible the oppressive structures
in society. Researchers and evaluators working in any type of community
can learn from those who are engaged in this struggle, just as we learn from
each other through a critical examination of the assumptions that have
historically guided research and evaluation studies. The transformative
paradigm, with its associated philosophical assumptions, provides a means
of framing ways to address intransigent societal and individual challenges
through the valuing of transcultural and transhistorical stances. Through
this reciprocal learning relationship, group processes can be viewed in new
ways as venues for research. Challenges arise in the context of research and
evaluation concerning such issues as the following:

e Differential privilege accorded to scholarly literature versus lived
experience.

o Identification of a research or evaluation problem versus context and
focus.

e Doing research or evaluation studies on subjects versus with partici-
pants or co-researcherslevaluators from the community.

e The potential role of the researcher or evaluator as an instrument of
social change.

It should be noted that the transformative paradigm does not romanti-
cize all that is indigenous and traditional because some traditions, in fact,
serve to further oppress the oppressed. One example is the tradition in
India associated with widows who were child brides. Consequences asso-
ciated with the death of a husband include living apart from society, not
marrying again, and being forced to help sustain the widow community by
whatever means she can, including begging and prostitution. Even though
the civil law in India permits widows to marry, the 2,000-year-old sacred
scripture prohibits such a marriage, and today over 34 million widows live
a life of oppression because of the death of their husbands, in keeping with
this tradition. The transformative paradigm supports the integration of the
wisdom of indigenous peoples, feminists, people with disabilities, and the
poor and invisible toward the creation of a constructed knowledge base
that furthers social justice and human rights.
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Human Rights Agenda

The transformative paradigm is firmly rooted in a human rights agenda
much as it is reflected in the United Nations Universal Declaration of
Human Rights (1948). Although the declarations of the United Nations
are situated in a multilateral context, they provide guidance in understand-
ing a basis for transformative work domestically as well as internationally.
Human rights is a globally relevant issue; “developed” countries are not
exempt from violations of human rights.

The U.N. declaration is based on a recognition of the inherent dignity
and the equal and inalienable rights of all members of the human family,
including the right to life, liberty, security of the person, equal protection
under the law, freedom of movement, marriage with the free and full con-
sent of the intending spouses, ownership of property, freedom of thought
and religion, freedom of opinion and expression, peaceful assembly, par-
ticipation in governance, work in just and favorable working conditions,
and education. Importantly for this text, article 25 reads:

Everyone has the right to a standard of living adequate for the health and well-
being of himself [sic] and of his [sic] family, including food, clothing, housing
and medical care and necessary social services, and the right to security in
the event of unemployment, sickness, disability, widowhood, old age or other
lack of livelihood in circumstances beyond his [sic] control. (United Nations,
1948)

The U.N. Universal Declaration contains language indicating that everyone
is entitled to these rights, without distinction of any kind, such as race,
color, sex, language, religion, political or other opinion, national or social
origin, property, birth, or other status. However, the United Nations rec-
ognized that its declaration has not resulted in enjoyment of the rights con-
tained therein for all people. They noted that specific attention would need
to be given to groups who were not being afforded these rights based on
race, disability, gender, age, political standing, or status in the work force.
Consequently, they approved the following:

e The International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of
Racial Discrimination (1969), which affirms the necessity of elimi-
nating racial discrimination throughout the world in all its forms
and manifestations and of securing understanding of, and respect
for, the dignity of the human person.

e The Declaration on the Rights of Disabled Persons (1975), which
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assures people with disabilities the same fundamental rights as their
fellow citizens, no matter what the origin, nature, and seriousness
of their handicaps and disabilities. In December 2006, the United
Nations strengthened its support for people with disabilities when
it ratified the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities
(www.un.orglesalsocdevienablelrights/convtexte.htm).

e The Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination
against Women (CEDAW; 1979), which provides the basis for real-
izing equality between women and men through ensuring women’s
equal access to, and equal opportunities in, political and public
life—including the right to vote and to stand for election—as well as
education, health, and employment.

These were followed by the Convention on the Rights of the Child
(1990a) and the International Convention on the Protection of the Rights
of All Migrant Workers and Members of Their Families (1990b). After 20
years of debate, the United Nations finally approved the Declaration of
Rights of Indigenous Peoples (United Nations, 2006c). The United Nations
International Children’s Fund (UNICEF), with the endorsement of the
International Organization for Cooperation in Evaluation and the Inter-
national Development Evaluation Association (IDEAS), prepared a report
based on a meeting of 85 evaluation organizations that maps the future
priorities for evaluation in that context. This excerpt captures the emphasis
on human rights:

Within a human rights approach, evaluation should focus on the most vulner-
able populations to determine whether public policies are designed to ensure
that all people enjoy their rights as citizens, whether disparities are eliminated
and equity enhanced, and whether democratic approaches have been adopted
that include everyone in decision-making processes that affect their interests.
(Segone, 2006, p. 12)

The Transformative Paradigm as a Metaphysical Umbrella

The transformative paradigm provides a metaphysical umbrella with which
to explore similarities in the basic beliefs that underlie research and evalu-
ation approaches that have been labeled critical theory, feminist theory,
critical race theory, participatory, inclusive, human-rights-based, demo-
cratic, and culturally responsive. The transformative paradigm extends the
thinking of democratic and responsive inquiry strategies by consciously
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including in research and evaluation work the identification of relevant
dimensions of diversity and their accompanying relation to discrimina-
tion and oppression in the world. An important aspect of the transfor-
mative paradigm is the conscious inclusion of a broad range of people
who are generally excluded from mainstream society. Relevant character-
istics need to be carefully identified in each context; the wise researcher
or evaluator acts with a consciousness of the dimensions of diversity that
have been historically associated with discrimination: for example, race/
ethnicity, gender, disability, social class, religion, age and sexual orienta-
tion.

The transformative paradigm provides a philosophical framework that
explicitly addresses these issues and builds on a rich base of scholarly litera-
ture from mixed-methods research (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003); quali-
tative research (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005), participatory action research
(Reason & Bradbury, 2006a), feminist researchers (Fine et al., 2004;
Madison, 20085), critical ethnography (Ramazanoglu & Holland, 2002),
culturally responsive research and evaluation (Hood, Hopson, & Frierson,
2005; Tillman, 2006), indigenous researchers (Battiste, 2000a; Chilisa,
2005; Cram, Ormond, & Carter, 2004; McCreanor, Tipene-Leach, &
Abel, 2004; McCreanor, Watson, & Denny, 2006; Smith, 1999), disability
researchers (Gill, 1999; Mertens & McLaughlin, 2004), and researchers
and evaluators in the international development community (Bamberger,
Rugh & Mabry, 2006; Mikkelsen, 2005). Framed within a historical per-
spective, the transformative paradigm is compatible with the teachings of
educator Paulo Freire (1970a, 1970b, 1973), who worked to raise the con-
sciousness of the oppressed in Brazil through transformative educational
processes that improved their literacy and prepared them to resist their
oppressors.>

The transformative paradigm also provides methodological guidance
for researchers and evaluators who work in culturally complex communi-
ties in the interest of challenging the status quo and furthering social jus-
tice. It prompts the researcher/evaluator to ask the following questions:

e What is the researcher or evaluator’s role in uncovering that which
has not been stated explicitly within the context of the current
research and evaluation climate?

e What dangers lurk in applying the conceptualization of scientifi-
cally based inquiry without consideration of important dimensions
of diversity?

e Specifically, what is implicit in the mandate of scientifically based
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research and evaluation and in the use of “reliable” and “valid”
standardized tests when applied to extremely diverse populations?

e What are the ethical implications of randomly assigning participants
to research conditions when other evidence supports a particular
course of action as having a higher probability of effectiveness?

e What are the common denominators and unique facets associated
with Africans, African Americans, Latinos, feminists, people with
disabilities,* indigenous peoples, and others who have been pushed to
the margins of society when viewed in relation to forces of discrimi-
nation and oppression as well as transformation and resilience?

Gilmore and Smith (2005) note that “research not conforming to the
prevailing academic genres still risks being either patronized or denigrated
as ‘not real scholarship’” (p. 78). However, taking the risk to blend aca-
demic genre with the conventions of the researched is an indication of com-
munity solidarity. Those who take risks in research that detract from the
conforming standards imposed by those with academic power in fact teach
those in power a thing or two (Lincoln & Denzin, 20035). In fact, research-
ers have much to learn from the researched. Much work lies ahead for us,
to “rewrite and re-right existing and often damaging academic research”
(Gilmore & Smith, 20035, p. 71, emphasis in original).

Need for Transformative Research and Evaluation

The need for transformative research and evaluation is evidenced by current
events, scholarly literature, and the voices of those who live in a world that
allocates privileges to some and denies those privileges to others based on
inherent characteristics. The inequity and intransigence of social problems
glare at us from the headlines of the world’s newspapers. The following
examples reflect the kinds of salient conditions that could benefit greatly
from research and evaluation done from a transformative stance:

e A review of nearly 140,000 mentally ill patients in a national Veter-
an’s Affairs registry revealed that blacks in the United States are more than
four times as likely as whites to be diagnosed with schizophrenia (Blow
et al., 2004). This disparity in diagnoses is evident even when controlling
for differences in income, wealth, educational background, drug addiction,
and other variables. Although there is uncertainty about why schizophre-
nia is diagnosed more in blacks, researchers hypothesized that diagnostic
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measures developed primarily on a white population do not automatically
apply to other groups.

e Two catastrophic natural disasters led to social catastrophes associ-
ated with poverty and race. The tsunami that hit South Asia (December
2004) and Hurricane Katrina and the subsequent flooding in the U.S. Gulf
Coast (August 2005) resulted in an outpouring of aid, arguments about
how that aid should be used, and accusations about who was not yet being
served by that aid.

e The U.S. Census Bureau reported that between 2000 and 2004, His-
panics accounted for 49% of the nation’s population growth (41.3 million
Hispanics out of a national population of 293.7 in 2004; Cohn, 2005).
Most of the increase is due to children born to first-generation immigrants.
What is the appropriate model of education for Hispanic children who,
unlike their parents, arrive at school with some knowledge of English, even
if they do not have a full command of the language?

e Following an outbreak of gang-related violence in which six young
people were stabbed outside their school and at a local shopping mall,
Assistant State’s Attorney for Montgomery County, Maryland, Jeffrey
T. Wennar, said that the county did not adequately focus on prevention
(Raghavan & Paley, 2005). He noted that the county eliminated a full-time
staff employee who dealt with gang issues some time ago. Evidence from
the Justice Policy Institute, however, shows that cities (such as New York)
that use extensive social resources (e.g., job training, mentoring, after-
school activities, and recreational programs) make significant dents in gang
violence (Greene & Pranis, 2007). In contrast, areas that rely heavily on
police enforcement, such as Los Angeles, have far less impact.

e African countries are experiencing ongoing famine that threatens
the lives of hundreds of thousands (Devereux, 2006). Despite U.N. efforts
to provide food, drought, possible vendor profiteering, loss of productivity
due to HIV/AIDS, and ongoing conflicts leave people in Somalia, Ethiopia,
Zimbabwe, and Malawi at risk of starvation.

e A federal judge gave state education officials control over a siz-
able portion of Baltimore, Maryland’s troubled special education system
(Reddy, 2005). The basis for the decision involves lapses in providing ser-
vices, such as physical therapy and counseling, which about 10,000 of the
city’s special education students were supposed to receive during the last
school year.

e Aboriginal languages are the basic media for the transmission and
survival of Aboriginal consciousness, cultures, literatures, histories, reli-
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gions, political institutions, and values. These languages provide distinctive
perspectives on and understandings of the world. The suppression or exter-
mination of their consciousness in education through the destruction of
Aboriginal languages is inconsistent with the modern constitutional rights
of Aboriginal peoples (Battiste, 2000b, p. 199).

Deficit Perspectives

Researchers and evaluators are using a deficit perspective when they choose
to focus only on the problems in a community and ignore the strengths.
Chiu (2003) argues that much research in minority ethnic communities suf-
fers from this destructive theoretical and methodological stance. She con-
tends that the reason many intervention studies yield inconclusive and con-
tradictory results is because they focus on community deficits. Her work in
the area of minority ethnic women and health care suggests that research-
ers tend to focus solely on communication and cultural deficits, without
recognizing the social context. She states: “The narrow focus on language
and culture as barriers to uptake of services has not only hindered a wider
theoretical understanding of the problems, but also has had the effect of
perpetuating ineffective health promotion practice” (2003, p. 167). When
the deficit perspective is used to frame a group as a “problem” with barri-
ers, then the strengths in that community are not as likely to be recognized.
Another picture of deficit-based experiences is provided by the following
student perspective:

Student Perspective: Deficit Perspectives and Deafness

Deaf students being held back in school or who were just passed along to

the next class because they were just too old to be held back any more . . .
“graduating” with special diplomas (and often reading far below grade level)
... being told in the classroom that their speech was fine, but then finding
in the real world that people couldn’t understand their speech. Being told [in
school] that yes, they can do anything they want to after high school . . . then
being limited to menial jobs because they are too far behind in literacy to get
better jobs. They cannot even attend community college because they only
have a special diploma. Elementary children are being praised for good work
in the classroom . . . but being held back because they cannot read on grade
level yet. Too much focus on speech instruction and not enough on content
instruction. All of this affects adult life, as I have already mentioned—
limited to low-paying jobs or dependency on government handouts. Many
older deaf adults have given up and will not even consider trying to improve
their lives, are bitter toward the world, and fiercely oppose any changes that
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might reduce or eliminate the monthly checks they get.—Martha Knowles
(September 2004)

While this comment is situated in a deaf context, the essential meaning of
the statement would still ring true if one substituted many other dimensions
of diversity associated with discrimination and oppression.

Combining Social Challenges and Resilience

One of the major principles underlying transformative research and evalu-
ation is the belief in the strength that is often overlooked in communities
that are rising to the challenge of addressing seemingly intransigent prob-
lems. Battiste’s (2000b) justification for giving serious attention to indig-
enous knowledge is not to prepare Aboriginal children to compete in the
non-Aboriginal world. On the contrary:

It is, rather, that . . . society is sorely in need of what Aboriginal knowledge
has to offer. We are witnessing throughout the world the weaknesses in knowl-
edge based on science and technology. It is costing us our air, our water, our
earth; our very lives are at stake. No longer are we able to turn to science to
rid us of the mistakes of the past or to clean up our planet for the future of our
children. Our children’s future planet is not secure, and we have contributed
to its insecurity by using the knowledge and skills that we received in public
schools. Not only have we found that we need to make new decisions about
our lifestyles to maintain the planet, but we are also becoming increasingly
aware that the limitations of modern knowledge have placed our collective
survival in jeopardy. (p. 202)

When theoretical perspectives such as resilience theory, positive psy-
chology, and critical race theory are used to frame a study, then a deliberate
and conscious design can reveal the positive aspects, resilience, and acts
of resistance needed to promote social change (Mertens, 2005). Ludema,
Cooperrider, and Barrett (2006) argue that research has largely failed as
an instrument for advancing social-organizational transformation because
it maintains a problem-oriented view, rather than focusing on the strengths
of a community. Historically, social science research has proceeded from a
deficit-based orientation, such that the research problem was derived from
the deficits found in the people to be helped by the research. Ludema et al.
propose turning away from such a deficit-based view and looking instead
at what is positive. Thus, the focus on positive psychology provides one of
the bases for developing the appreciative inquiry approach (see Chapter 7
on methods). Thus, social change is seen as emanating from asking uncon-
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ditionally positive questions that focus on the life-giving and life-sustaining
aspects of people and the communities in which they reside.

Challenging the Status Quo

Fals Borda (2006) challenges the traditional scientific requirement of objec-
tivity as follows: “We felt that colleagues who claimed to work with ‘neu-
trality” or ‘objectivity’ supported willingly or unwillingly the status quo,
impairing full understanding of the social transformations in which we
were immersed or which we wanted to stimulate” (p. 29).

Maori researchers also articulate a responsibility for those in “minor-
itized spaces” to challenge the status quo by moving to the foreground
issues of inequality and social justice (L. T. Smith, 2004, as cited in Cram et
al., 2004). After all, at the heart of the Nuremberg Code” is a concern that
research ethics, and therefore research, should be an instrument of social
justice (L. T. Smith, 2004, as cited in Cram et al., 2004, pp. 156-157). To
this end, the Maori call for “decentering whiteness” in their writing about
research by, for, and with Maori (Cram et al., 2004):

People who are pushed to the margins, like Maori and Deaf people, in other
words, are “decenterized.” The Maori lost their land and family structures,
relationships were unsettled, and their languages were repressed, thus push-
ing M3ori people from the center. Cram et al. (2004, p. 167) argue that “. . .
Maori researchers are essentially seeking to decentre ‘whiteness as ownership
of the world forever and ever’” (as discussed by black activist DuBois, 1920,
cited in Myers, 2004, p. 8). On a parallel note, research with the Deaf com-
munity requires decenterizing “hearingness,” so American Sign Language and
Deaf culture are given back to Deaf people. Ensuring that research represents
the people increases its validity, therefore research in the Deaf community
should be by Deaf, for Deaf and with Deaf, like Cram et al. (2004) argue
that research involving the Maori has to be done “by Maiori, for Miori, with
Maiori.” (Harris, Holmes, & Mertens, 2009)

In addition, the researchers’ gaze should be turned to those in “majori-
tized spaces” who are privileged by the status quo (McCreanor & Nairn,
2002). Kendall (2006) prompts the research world to turn its eyes from
problems and deficits to resilience and privilege and to ask the following
questions:

e How can research be conducted as a means of interrogating white
privilege?

e If we broaden the question beyond race, how can the researcher
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interrogate those dimensions of diversity associated with unearned
privilege that serve to sustain the status quo?

In asking such questions, researchers and evaluators also need to interrogate
their own motives for working against discrimination and oppression.

Chilisa (2005) addresses the issue of social justice in research within
the context of an HIV/AIDS prevention program in Botswana that made
use of a Eurocentric belief system and the associated cost of ignoring indig-
enous languages and belief systems:

That the HIV/AIDS epidemic in Botswana is escalating amidst volumes of
research may be an indication that ongoing research is dominated by Euro-
centric research epistemologies and ethics that fail to address the problem
from the researched’s frame of reference. Creating space for other knowledge
systems must begin by recognizing local language and thought forms as an
important source of making meanings of what we research. . .. Given the
HIV/AIDS epidemic in Sub-Saharan Africa, the need for diversity in research
epistemologies has become not a luxury of nationalism of the African Renais-
sance, but rather an issue of life and death. (p. 678)

Maori researchers’ dissatisfaction with mainstream researchers has led
to an increased desire and capacity for “by Maori, for Maori, with Maori”
research (Cram et al., 2004). Maori researchers ask such questions as:

e How do we decolonize research so that it serves us better?

e How do we create research spaces that allow our stories to be told

and heard?

e How do we use research to destabilize existing power structures
that hold us in the margins? (Smith, 2004).

Such questions, along with critical reflection, serve as catalysts to the pro-
duction of research that has transformative potential for the Maori, the
researchers, and, by gaining such wisdom, to wider society.

Amsden and VanWynsberghe (2005) work in the area of youth-led
participatory action research. They believe that the focus of other research
approaches on deficits rather than assets has led to services that either treat
young people as problems that need to be solved or simply fail to reflect
their realities. Instead, these researchers stress the need to recognize and
respect the inclusion of those who have a stake in decision making at com-
munity and policy levels. They write:



Resilience, Resistance, and Complexities 21

Young people need to be included in local and broader planning and decision-
making processes so that their needs are addressed and their assets mobi-
lized. . ..

Including youth in local decision making requires going beyond tradi-
tional adult-run structures, such as committee tables and one-off consulta-
tions, to develop processes that engage their unique energy and expertise.
Such processes need to offer a fulfilling process and lead to meaningful results.
Participatory Action Research (PAR) is a methodological framework that can
fill the need for meaningful and engaging approaches to community planning.
(p- 358)

Participatory action research is one example of an approach that is com-
patible with the transformative paradigm when it is applied to the goal of
social justice. The next section explores specific examples of transformative
research and evaluation work.

Examples of Transformative Research and Evaluation

The principles and implications of the transformative paradigm for the
social justice agenda are illustrated by these examples.

e The Talent Development (TD) Model of School Reform (Boykin,
2000) is designed to explicitly address the strengths in students and their
communities primarily in underresourced urban schools serving low-
income students, most of whom are African American (Thomas, 2004).
Guided by the TD model, Howard University’s Center for Research on the
Education of Students Placed at Risk (CRESPAR) developed an evaluation
framework based on transformative principles that seeks to provide infor-
mation that will enlighten and empower those who have been oppressed by,
or marginalized in, school systems. The center recognized the alienation
felt by many of the poor and African American students from mainstream
schooling and took deliberate steps to engage the community in the plan-
ning and implementation of the evaluation in such a way that their cultural
experiences were highlighted in a positive manner.

e Irwin (2005) used a peace polling strategy to address possible solu-
tions to the troubles in Northern Ireland that have burdened that country
with civil unrest for hundreds of years. He developed a series of surveys,
involving members of historically acrimonious groups, to find strategies for
peace that, although not ideal to any one group, were satisfactory to all. The
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results of his peace polling were used as a basis for the peace agreements
that led to a significant decrease in violence in that part of the world.

e The American Educational Research Association Commission on
Research in Black Education edited a volume entitled Black Education: A
Transformative Research and Action Agenda for the New Century (King,
2005). Contributors provide an internationally based critique of black edu-
cation, as well as directives and examples of transformative, culturally sen-
sitive research in the service of advancing the social justice agenda for this
population. The authors explicitly acknowledge the need to put the issue
of racism on the research agenda as one means to improve the educational
experiences of black students in the United States and the world.

e Chilisa’s (2005) work in Botswana on HIV/AIDS promotes the use
of local understanding of research concepts related to the prevention of
this disease, rather than depending on the Western definitions that are not
shared by the Botswana population most at risk. Her critique provides
insight into possible reasons underlying the failure to stop this epidemic.
Subsequently, she has received a grant from the U.S. National Institutes of
Health to study prevention of HIV/AIDS in Botswana youth using an indig-
enous cultural understanding as a basis for development of an intervention
(2007, personal communication).

e Elze (2003a) examined the comfort levels of lesbian, gay, bisexual,
and transgender youths in schools and determined that the majority of
these students experience verbal and physical abuse. She used her results
to recommend changes in policies and practices in schools, as well as to
examine specific ethical implications of research methodologies with this
population (Elze, 2003b, 2005).

Examples of Shifting Paradigms
Feminists, Women, and Development

Feminists have struggled to include a specific focus on women’s issues in
international development activities for a very long time. Initially, their
efforts were rewarded when a women-in-development (WID) strategy
was included in the agendas of many international donor agencies that
treated women’s issues as separate concerns. Subsequently, a gender-and-
development (GAD) approach was developed in which gender relations
were analyzed in terms of power differentials between women and men
(March, Smyth, & Mukhopadhyay, 1999). Mukhopadhyay (2004) notes
that GAD has had the result of mainstreaming gender, as evidenced by
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the strategy adopted at the U.N. Fourth World Conference of Women in
Beijing to promote the gender equality agenda within development institu-
tions. Using case studies from her work in South Asia and Southern Africa,
Mukhopadhyay expressed concern that this mainstreaming of gender nor-
malizes the political project of gender in a way that is ahistorical, apo-
litical, decontextualized, and technical, and that leaves the prevailing and
unequal power relations intact. She suggests that in repositioning gender
in development policy and practice, we need to consider how to get back
to the political project while not abandoning the present mode of engage-
ment with development institutions. She suggests a shift in focus to gender
as a political project that involves working on rights and citizenship issues
within development institutions and on the outside to create a “voice” of
the most marginalized.

Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender, and Queer

Much research done on issues of relevance to the lesbian, gay, bisexual, trans-
gender, and queer (LGBTQ) population does not ask about sexual orienta-
tion, gender, and gender identity, and hence conceals identities in a way that
may reinforce the cultural hegemony of those who wield power (Dodd, 2009;
Mertens et al., 2008). Queer theory has emerged as a way to challenge the
two-dimensional separation of male or female—a very imprecise measure of
meaning and identity. Such lack of clarity is intensified by a lack of critical
reflection on how meaning making involves not only context but also the
socially constructed identity of the individual in the setting. For the LGBTQ
community, persistent internalized homophobia can conceal discrimination
to the degree that subtle degrading manipulation is not even acknowledged
or those demeaned feel powerless to challenge the question (see, e.g., Kahn,
1991). By establishing a transformative approach and reaching out to con-
cealed communities, researchers have the opportunity to engage voices that
have been traditionally unrecognized or excluded.

Disability Populations

In the disability community, there is a growing movement toward under-
standing the sociocultural basis of this population’s experiences (Gill, 1999;
Mertens & McLaughlin, 2004; Seelman, 2000; Wilson, 20035). The social
model of disability challenges the medical perspective by allowing people
with disabilities to take control over their own lives by shifting the focus
onto social, rather than the biological, factors in understanding disability.
Box 1.1 summarizes the paradigm shift in the disability community.
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BOX1.1. Paradigm Shift in the Disability Community

Underrepresented Groups and Research and Evaluation

O For example: People with disabilities have been framed in terms of a variety of
paradigms, including:

O The medical/deficit model: People who have a disability have a “problem” and
they must be fixed.

O The sociocultural model: People with disabilities form a cultural group that
has been systematically discriminated against and oppressed by society. The
"problem” is not “in" the people with a disability; rather it is in the inadequate
response from society to accommodate their needs.

O Researchers and evaluators have used a variety of paradigms to conduct system-
atic inquires on/for/with people who are pushed to the margins of society.

O The transformative paradigm is the approach that most closely parallels the
sociocultural view of people with disabilities, as well as people occupying less
privileged positions in society who therefore experience discrimination and
oppression.

Intersection of Disability and International Development

When disability is coupled with an additional layer of complexity—that is,
working with people with disabilities in an international context—the par-
adigm shift from a medical/deficits model to a sociocultural participatory
model gains another perspective (Wilson, 2005). People with disabilities in
developing countries have historically been denied basic social services by
their governments and have had to rely on overseas charitable organizations
for education, job training, and basic health care. Poor governments, strain-
ing to meet the needs of entire populations, typically disregard the needs of
their disabled populace and encourage the benevolent contributions made
by foreign organizations. Social and participatory action research are a
means through which people with disabilities can be heard, empowered,
and moved to action to lobby for inclusion in all aspects of society. The
U.N. (2003-2004) report on its first 50 years of addressing the needs of
people with disabilities provides this picture of the life of a disabled person
in the developing world:

Not surprisingly, many of the disabled are poor. The overwhelming majority—
perhaps 80 per cent—live in isolated rural areas. Almost that many live in
areas where the services needed to help them are unavailable. Too often their
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lives are handicapped by physical and social barriers in society which hamper
their full participation. Because of this, and in all parts of the world, they
often face a life that is segregated and debased, and without help, many will
live in isolation and insecurity. (United Nations, 2003-2004)

Wilson (2005) conducted mixed-methods studies in deaf communities
in Africa, the Caribbean, and South America. This research became the
catalyst for social changes for the deaf participants and their advocates.
Wilson took several unique factors into account when conducting research
in deaf communities. Because most foreign agencies view deaf people as
dependent and disabled, the agencies have focused on the medical impact
of deafness rather than on the social impact. As a result these agencies
have donated hearing aids, audiology equipment, and vaccines that prevent
deafness, and they have supported oralism® in the schools they have built,
rather than honor the existing indigenous sign languages. By looking at
deafness as a medical problem, rather than considering the social barriers
that deaf people face because of their inability to communicate easily within
the greater community, deaf people have been prevented from developing a
political framework with which they can locate and share their experience
of having a unique culture and language.

Positive Psychology and Resilience Theory

Another shift is evident within the field of psychology with the emergence
of positive psychology and resilience theory (Seligman, 2006; Seligman,
Steen, Park, & Peterson, 2005). Positive psychology as a theoretical frame-
work changes the focus from one of mental illness to one of mental health.
To date, psychology as a discipline has done well at defining “abnormal
behavior” and working to improve the lives of individuals who are suffer-
ing. However, psychology has much to learn about making happy people
happier and studying such constructs as gratitude, wisdom, and finding
meaning in life. Szarkowski (2002) conducted a study based on the posi-
tive psychology movement and focused on finding positive features within
a challenging experience. She describes the ways in which hearing parents
of deaf children learn to “make the most” of the situation they have been
handed. Many of them come to cherish their child and their experience of
raising a deaf child, indicating that it has changed their lives for the better.
Their challenges have led to greater meaning and awareness in their lives.
This example highlights the use of the transformative paradigm in under-
standing a situation commonly believed to be “difficult.” In Szarkowski’s
study, hearing parents of deaf children were asked about the positives asso-
ciated with their experiences of raising deaf children. The parents not only
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defined positive experiences, they also relished the opportunity to think
about their children from a new, or often not discussed, perspective. Data
from parent journals and interviews revealed that a focus on the positive,
rather than the problem-focused discussions to which they had become
accustomed, was beneficial to them.

Critical Race Theory

Another example of a shift in theoretical understanding is provided by
critical race theory (CRT) in race-based research (McCaskill, 2005). CRT
provides the basis for an analytical model that focuses on the failure of the
U.S. education system to adequately educate the majority of culturally and
racially subordinated students. CRT shapes data collection within a frame-
work of five broad themes: (1) oral narrative, (2) racism, (3) educational
inequity, (4) differential treatment, and (5) interest convergence. CRT pos-
its that the experiential knowledge base of people of color is legitimate and
provides them with a forum for sharing and voicing their experiences.

CRT and Intersection with Deafness

McCaskill (2005) recognizes that the voices of black deaf Americans are
rarely heard in the literature. She conducted a mixed-methods research
study with black and white deaf, hard-of-hearing, and hearing paricipants.
The CRT framework allowed acknowledgment of the legitimacy of their
voices and provided a forum in which their voices could be heard. CRT
argues that racism is common throughout society, and racism was clearly a
salient factor in the way that white administrators interpreted and admin-
istered official policy for black deaf and hard-of-hearing students. School
funding is an obvious reflection of educational inequity. Black deaf residen-
tial schools suffered with inadequate funding to provide quality education
to their students. The most serious and threatening form of racism was evi-
denced in the differential treatment in deaf schools. Finally, as the interest
convergence principle maintains, the white administrators promoted racial
advances for black deaf students only when those advances also promoted
white self-interest.

Need for the Transformative Paradigm and Scholarly Literature

The need for transformative research and evaluation is evident in scholarly
literature that addresses experiences of marginalized groups from a per-
spective of access to appropriate services. For example, the National Center
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on Low-Incidence Disabilities (NCLID) conducted a needs assessments for
people who are deaf, blind, or have severe disabilities and they documented
needs in the areas of access, literacy, and teaching personnel (Ferrell et al.,
2004). They noted critical shortages in personnel to serve low-incidence
students, challenges in accessing the general curriculum, and definitions
of literacy that emphasize reading and writing and that consequently do
not accurately reflect literacy that would encompass alternative modes of
understanding and communication.

Two summaries of literature in the personnel preparation area were
produced as part of the Center on Personnel Studies in Special Education
project. Harold Johnson (2003) addressed the knowledge base and research
needs for U.S. deaf education teacher preparation programs, and Anne
Corn and Susan Spungin (2003) addressed the personnel crisis for students
with visual impairments and blindness. There is a severe shortage in the
number of trained teachers available to serve deaf or blind students. Corn
and Spungin report that the situation is even more serious for deaf-blind
students, as only six programs were operating in 1999, and the percentage
of the faculty time in these programs, added together, equaled only four
full-time equivalent (FTE) faculty.

If we add the dimension of social and cultural diversity to the low-
incidence disability population, we see many other issues. Gerner de Gar-
cia (2004) directed the Literacy for Latino Deaf and Hard of Hearing Eng-
lish Language Learners: Building the Knowledge Base Project. The goal of
the project is “to create a scientific review of relevant research literature
in deafness, special education, and the education of hearing English Lan-
guage Learners, as well as Latino children and their families” (p. 7). Her
conclusions reveal that many Latino families seek professional help with
their deaf children; however, the schools often lack staff with the linguistic
and cultural skills to make parent participation a reality. My colleagues
and I reached similar conclusions in a national study that focused on par-
ents’ descriptions of their early experiences with their deaf and hard-of-
hearing children (Meadow-Orlans et al., 2003). We attempted to disag-
gregate parent experiences based on a number of characteristics, such as
if the child was deaf or hard of hearing, was from a racial/ethnic minority
group, had a disability in addition to a hearing loss, or if the child’s par-
ents were deaf.

Voices: Scholarly Literature and Community Members

The sources I cite support the need for research and evaluation with people
from disenfranchised groups. Scholarly literature from representatives of
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indigenous communities provides another source of support. Duran and
Duran (2000) wrote:

The problem of irrelevant research and clinical practice would not be so
destructive to Native American people if institutional racism did not pervade
most of the academic settings for research and theoretical construction. These
institutions not only discredit thinking that is not Western but also engage in
practices that imply that people who do not subscribe to their worldview are
genetically inferior. (p. 93)

Chilisa (2005) added:

In research, definitions of terms are first referenced to dictionaries and then
operationalized. It is also important to make reference to local meanings
attached to experiences. Proverbs, folklore, songs, and myths should be part
of the literature review and source of problem identification and meaning
making as well as assisting in legitimizing findings. Proverbs, for instance,
represent “cultural theories or models of experience, evaluative assertions
from a moral perspective, generalized knowledge that can be applied to the
interpretation of particular events, and a point of view or certain ways of
looking at problems.” (Tippens, Veal, & Wieseman, 1995, p. 2)

Lest we think that the raising of indigenous voices as a critique of
Eurocentric thought is a recent phenomena, Henderson (2000) provides a
historical perspective by citing a Cherokee in 1777 who commented:

Much has been said of the want of what you term “Civilization” among the
Indians. Many proposals have been made to us to adopt your law, your reli-
gion, your manners and your customs. We do not see the propriety of such a
reformation. We should be better pleased with beholding the good effects of
these doctrines in your own practices than with hearing you talk about them
or of reading your newspapers on such subjects. (Hill, 1994, as cited in Hen-
derson, 2000, p. 31)

My students at Gallaudet University read a cartoon from the Wizard of
Id series that depicted the king’s crier announcing that a new poll showed
that the king had “high ratings.” The king smirked and said, “There’s a lot
to be said for owning your own station.” Cultural note for those readers
unfamiliar with this U.S.-based cartoon: The king in the Wizard of Id is
a tyrannical despot, not a benevolent leader. In response to their interpre-
tation of the cartoon, the graduate students presented their thoughts in
the class discussion board as to why they think we need rigorous research
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and evaluation for educational and social programs. Their comments were
deep and profound and exceeded my expectations. Consider one student’s
response in which she indicated that the cartoon illustrated an example of
what frequently happens in research and evaluation.

Student Perspective: Importance of Rigor in Research and Evaluation

There is a desired result or opinion that the commissioner of the study seeks
to prove, and he sets out to prove it through manipulation of the research.
The researcher filters the information through his/her own lens and presents
it as though it is valid and reliable. . . . Certainly research takes on many
forms, and while the king does well in his opinion polls through manipula-
tion and ownership of the study, the question arises as to who the people
are who the research is purported to represent. And . . . what would be the
impact on the people affected by the results?

In the Mertens (2005) text, we see that there is a lack of stakeholder
input into the research and that this will unduly influence the results to
skew and cater to those in powerful positions. Certainly, this is not the
first time that those with power have undertaken a study to take yet more
power from those without it. The comic strip emphasizes this point effec-
tively.

Interestingly enough, just as in real life, the less powerful may not
be aware that this manipulation has taken place, or they feel powerless to
address it. In this case, this is a king, not an elected president. To me, this
underscores how little powerless subjects are enabled to change the results
of ill-completed research, yet must contend with the results. . . . The comic
strip suggests that the king is so well liked, he will never have to change the
way he bebaves in leadership. . . . This comic strip illustrates that we must
have valid research so that the king can be forced to look out the window at
his subjects rather than at a mirror in arrogance. Without research, we can-
not know the true state of affairs for us or for others, and without research,
change is impossible.—Risa Briggs (2004)

These comments suggest that we need good research and evaluation
because there are real lives at stake that are being determined by those in
power. The voices of those who are disenfranchised on the basis of gender,
race/ethnicity, disability, or other characteristics remind us of the issues of
power that surround so much of the public sphere, even those supposedly
neutral and objective worlds of research and evaluation. In my own work,
I have witnessed many occasions in which issues of power were used to
attempt to obscure the real problems that were facing individuals who are
deaf, as noted in Box 1.2.
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BOX1.2. Power and Sexual Abuse

A study of sexual abuse in a deaf residential school provides one poignant example of the
misuse of power (Mertens, 1996). | was contacted by a consulting firm to collect data for
a contract they had received from a state’s Department of Education. The consulting firm
did not mention sexual abuse in our initial communications; however, | discovered the
allegations when | asked for a copy of the request for proposals (RFP) and the proposal.
The first line in the RFP stated: "Because of serious allegations of sexual abuse at the
residential school for the deaf, an external evaluator should be brought into the school to
systematically study the context of the school.” When | mentioned this serious issue to the
consulting firm contact person, they acknowledged it was a problem but suggested that
we could address it by asking if the curriculum included sex education and if the students
could lock their doors at night. | indicated that | thought the problem was more complex
than that, but | was willing to go to the school and discuss the evaluation project with the
school officials.

Upon my arrival, | met with the four men who constituted the upper management
of the school. For about 30 minutes they talked about the need to look at the curriculum
and the administrative structure. They did not mention the topic of sexual abuse. So, |
raised the topic, saying, “I'm a bit confused. | have been here for about a half hour, and
no one has yet mentioned the issue of sexual abuse, which is the basis for the Depart-
ment of Education requirement of an external evaluation.” After some chair scraping and
coughing, one school administrator said, “That happened last year, and | am sure if you
ask people, they will say that they just want to move on.” The administrators were cor-
rect that the incidents resulting in the termination of the superintendent’s contract and
the jailing of two staff members had happened in the spring of the year, and | was there
in the fall. | assured them that it was indeed quite possible that some people would say
that they would prefer to move on, but it was important for me to ask a wide range of
people two questions: What were the factors that allowed the sexual abuse to happen?
What would need to be changed in order to reduce the probability that it would recur?
| found that there were many answers to these questions, one of which was a desire to
not talk about it and move on. However, allowing those with power to frame the ques-
tions would have resulted in a continuation of an overall context that had permitted many
young deaf people to be seriously psychologically and physically hurt. A different approach
to research and evaluation is needed to address the needs of those who have not been
adequately represented in these contexts.




Resilience, Resistance, and Complexities 31

Need for the Transformative Paradigm and Public Policy

In the United States the requirements set forth in the No Child Left Behind
(NCLB) legislation increased awareness of the need for good research and
evaluation. The NCLB sets the use of standardized tests and randomized
designs, using the scientific method as the desired approach to demonstrate
a program’s effectiveness (www.ed.gov/nclb/methods/whatworks/what-
works.html). The privileging of standardized tests and randomized control
group designs presents challenges in assessing the effectiveness of interven-
tions in culturally complex communities (and in less complex communities
as well).

The American Evaluation Association (AEA) (2003) takes the position
that there is not one right way to evaluate the effectiveness of a program. In
response to the U.S. Department of Education’s requirement for the scien-
tific method, the AEA stated:

While we agree with the intent of ensuring that federally sponsored programs
be “evaluated using scientifically based research . . . to determine the effec-
tiveness of a project intervention,” we do not agree that “evaluation methods
using an experimental design are best for determining project effectiveness.”
(www.eval.org/doestatement.him)

AEA (2003) is joined by other organizations, such as the National Edu-
cation Association (NEA), in providing commentary on NCLB. The NEA
communicated with the U.S. Secretary of Education, Rod Paige, cautioning
that we need to use an approach other than the scientific method to dem-
onstrate effectiveness of programs. The position specifically advocates that
“(1) the evaluation approach used be appropriate for the problem or ques-
tion the program itself seeks to address; (2) that the evaluation definition
and set of priorities used are not so narrow that they effectively preclude
the funding of worthwhile programs; and (3) that the Department continue
to recognize the importance of third party, independent evaluators” (www.
eval.orgldoe.nearesponse.pdf).

One of the potentially positive aspects of NCLB is the accountabil-
ity requirement and the report card. The report card shows how minority
groups are faring, and we are finding, not surprisingly, that their levels of
achievement are very low. Such data force all of us—educators, parents,
researchers, evaluators, and others—to find out why these children are not
succeeding and implement changes to make sure that no child is left behind.
In order to do this, we need to conduct research about effective practices
and evaluate the programs. We need to identify specifically what we need to
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evaluate, not just the program as a whole. With so much visibility given to
research and evaluation in the NCLB, this is a propitious moment for those
concerned with the children who are historically left behind to raise the
issue of their experiences in the school system and to propose appropriate
ways to capture the complexity of this experience that can lead to higher
achievement levels for all.

The American Psychological Association (2008a) maintains a Public
Interest Government Relations Office for the specific purpose of support-
ing its members in researching and advocating for programs in the public
interest that relate to children, individuals with disabilities, ethnic minor-
ity populations; HIV/AIDS; aging; lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender
issues; socioeconomic status; and women’s issues. American Psychological
Association members are called upon to participate in conversations about
public policy as a civic responsibility that is enriched by their particular
expertise.

Complexities That Challenge

What challenges are associated with the planning and conducting of
research and evaluation in culturally complex communities? How are these
challenges exacerbated by corruption, bribery, and war? What challenges
are associated with research that meaningfully includes people who are
male or female, able-bodied or disabled, members of racial/ethnic groups,
and/or those associated with more or less privilege?

The NCLID leadership (Ferrell et al., 2004) identified a number of
complexities associated with conducting research and evaluation with peo-
ple with low-incidence disabilities. Although the NCLID places the issues
within this context, many of these complexities are more broadly appli-
cable to other communities who are pushed to the margins of society. For
example, there is a lack of systematic empirical methods that are tailored to
address the needs of such communities, and there are particular problems
associated with the use of control groups determined by random assign-
ment. The educational programs for students with low-incidence disabili-
ties are set forth in an individualized education plan (IEP), one of the leg-
islatively mandated tools designed to identify appropriate accommodations
and educational strategies for people with disabilities. The TEP has in its
name the term individual, thus indicating that this person requires a unique
program in order to receive early intervention services or a free appropriate
public education. Tensions exist between the legislative mandate to serve
persons with disabilities with individually designed services and that of the
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NCLB legislation that places priority on random assignment to experimen-
tal and control groups, as is illustrated in the following questions.

e Given the individual nature of such a person’s needs, how can “treat-
ment” be determined by random assignment?

e How can these students be placed in a control group, which means
that they will be denied the carefully identified services that consti-
tute the IEP?

e What are the ethical implications of random assignment when a
child’s case has been carefully studied to determine strengths and
areas in need of improvement, and a small number of personnel
with highly specialized skills and knowledge were determined to be
needed in order to provide an appropriate educational experience

for this child?

e What generalizable concerns arise in working with other communi-
ties that are pushed to the margins of society?

Box 1.3 summarizes the complexities that face researchers and evaluators
who work with people with disabilities, as well those from other under-
represented groups.

Other challenges arise because of the need to use multiple measure-
ments, observations, and ongoing assessments. While many good instru-
ments have been developed for use in educational settings, their appro-
priateness for people from diverse cultural groups, such as those with
low-incidence disabilities, must be determined on a case-by-case basis.
The highly idiosyncratic characteristics of low-incidence populations also
introduces challenges related to rigorous data analysis due to possibly small
samples and restricted or highly variable ranges. The uniqueness of the
population also creates problems with attempts to replicate findings. Rep-
lication makes an assumption that similar people in similar circumstances
can be used to demonstrate the generalizability of results. The assumption
may not be met in such a population.

The context surrounding research with people who have low-incidence
disabilities adds another layer of challenges. For example, the low-incidence
population is, by definition, heterogeneous. People who are deaf, blind, or
have severe disabilities differ on those dimensions as well as many oth-
ers, including sex, race/ethnicity, home language, communication prefer-
ences, presence of additional disabilities, to name a few. The fact that these
are low-incidence disabilities means that the affected population involves
small numbers of people across large geographic areas.
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BOX1.3. Complexities That Challenge

Researchers and evaluators are challenged to employ . . .
O Systematic, empirical methods

Controls, random assignment

Different conditions, evaluators, observers

Multiple measurements, observations, and studies

Rigorous data analysis

Replication

[ R o R R |

Peer review

When they encounter. . .
0 Heterogeneous populations
0O Populations with low-incidence disabilities
0O Geographic dispersion
O Little federal funding
O Unsophisticated designs
O Inability to replicate
m}

Few researchers

Finally, small numbers of children with low-incidence disabilities (a
redundancy, I know) means that there are a small number of professionals
who serve them. Of this small number, much is asked. Adding the conduct
of research and evaluation may seem an impossible burden. In addition, the
small numbers also mean fewer dollars to support research and evaluation
with such populations.

Ethical Impetus

Professional associations in the human sciences have a long history of devel-
oping ethical codes to guide research and evaluation studies that involve
human participants. In the United States, the National Commission for
the Protection of Human Subjects of Biomedical and Behavioral Research
(1979) issued the Belmont Report that provides guidance for institutional
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review boards (IRBs; the legal entities charged with the protection of par-
ticipants in research). The three ethical principles identified include:

1.

3.

Beneficence: Maximizing good outcomes for science, humanity, and the
individual research participants and minimizing or avoiding unnecessary
risk, harm, or wrong.

Respect: Treating people with respect and courtesy, including those who
are not autonomous (e.g., small children, people who have mental retarda-
tion or senility).

Justice: Ensuring that those who bear the risk in the research are the ones
who benefit from it; ensuring that the procedures are reasonable, nonex-
ploitative, carefully considered and fairly administered.

The Belmont Report also identified six norms to guide scientific research:

1.

Use of a valid research design: Faulty research is not useful to anyone and
is not only a waste of time and money, but also cannot be conceived of as
being ethical in that it does not contribute to the well-being of the partici-
pants.

2. The researcher must be competent to conduct the research.

Consequences of the research must be identified: Procedures must respect
privacy, ensure confidentiality, maximize benefits, and minimize risks.

The sample selection must be appropriate for the purposes of the study,
representative of the population to benefit from the study, and sufficient in
number.

The participants must agree to participate in the study through voluntary
informed consent—that is, without threat or undue inducement (volun-
tary), knowing what a reasonable person in the same situation would want
to know before giving consent (informed), and explicitly agreeing to par-
ticipate (consent).

The researcher must inform the participants whether harm will be com-
pensated.

Personally, I cannot argue against any of these principles and norms. In
fact, as I am looking over the landscape of ethics, these seem to be quite
useful. However, in the conduct of research and evaluation, issues of an
ethical nature arise that are not clearly addressed in these principles and
norms. In my experience, some ethical issues will surface differently or not
at all, depending on the researcher’s or evaluator’s paradigmatic stance. For
example, Chilisa (2005) suggests that research ethics narrowly defined as
protection of the individual fail to protect the researched in important ways.
Referencing research ethics in the Third World, she highlights the need to
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consider ethics in light of respect for and protection of the integrity of the
researched communities, ethnicities, societies, and nations: “Researched
communities should validate research findings, which are generalized or
extrapolated to them. Such an exercise will enable the researched to have
full participation in the construction of knowledge that is produced about
them” (p. 678).

The revision of the AEA’s (2004) Guiding Principles provides one
example of how the use of a different lens to view this code of ethics
yields different issues. For example, the original version contained five
categories of principles: systematic inquiry, competence, integrity/honest,
respect for people, and responsibilities for general and public welfare (see
Box 1.4). The original principles were accompanied by a statement that
recognized that they were part of an evolving process of self-examination
by the profession and should be revisited on a regular basis. When the
review process was complete, the categories were essentially unchanged.
However, changes did appear in the statements that amplify the meaning
of each overarching principle. For example, the following statement was
added to the 2004 version of the Guiding Principles under the Compe-
tence category:

To ensure recognition, accurate interpretation and respect for diversity, eval-
uators should ensure that the members of the evaluation team collectively
demonstrate cultural competence. Cultural competence would be reflected
in evaluators seeking awareness of their own culturally-based assumptions,
their understanding of the worldviews of culturally-different participants and
stakeholders in the evaluation, and the use of appropriate evaluation strate-
gies and skills in working with culturally different groups. Diversity may be
in terms of race, ethnicity, gender, religion, socio-economics, or other factors
pertinent to the evaluation context. Retrieved October 14, 20035, from www.
eval.org/Guiding%20Principles.htm.

The establishment of a causal link between the transformative paradigm
and this change in language is not possible. Nevertheless, this change in
language arose because evaluators who work in a spirit compatible with
the transformative paradigm provided feedback to the association. Hence,
this change in language is one example of what happens at the borders and
crossroads of research and evaluation paradigms.

Revisions of professional association codes indicate a greater aware-
ness of the need to consciously incorporate principles of cultural compe-
tence as a salient dimension of their ethical codes, for example, the ethical
codes of the American Psychological Association, American Educational
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BOX1.4. AEA's Guiding Principles

A. Systematic inquiry: Evaluators conduct systematic, data-based inquiries about
whatever is being evaluated.

B. Competence: Evaluators provide competent performance to stakeholders.

C. Integrity/honesty: Evaluators ensure the honesty and integrity of the entire evalu-
ation process.

D. Respect for people: Evaluators respect the security, dignity, and self-worth of the
respondents, program participants, clients, and other stakeholders with whom they
interact.

E. Responsibilities for general and public welfare: Evaluators articulate and take
into account the diversity of interests and values that may be related to the general
and public welfare.

Retrieved February |1, 2008, from www.eval.org/Guiding%20Principles.htm.

Research Association, American Evaluation Association, American Socio-
logical Association, American Anthropological Association, and the United
Nations. Researcher and evaluator guidelines are also available from indig-
enous communities that provide insights into ethical grounding of research.
The ethical implications of these codes and guidelines are discussed further
in Chapter 2 in the section on the axiological assumptions of the transfor-
mative paradigm.

Striving for Improved Validity

Validity in data collection is generally defined as using an instrument that
actually measures what it is intended to measure,” but validity also has
broader meanings. Kirkhart (1995, 2005) and Lincoln (1995) provide lead-
ership in the discussion of the integral connection between the quality of
the human relations in research and evaluation settings and the validity of
the information that is assembled. Kirkhart (2005) proposes specific con-
sideration of what she terms “multicultural validity,”® which she describes
as referring to the “correctness or authenticity of understandings across
multiple, intersecting cultural contexts” (p. 22). She outlines five justifica-
tions for multicultural validity:
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1. Theoretical: The cultural congruence of theoretical perspectives underly-
ing the program, the evaluation, and assumptions about validity.

2. Experiential: Congruence with the lived experience of participants in the
program and in the evaluation process.

3. Consequential: The social consequences of understandings and judgments
and the actions taken based upon them.

4. Interpersonal: The quality of the interactions between and among partici-
pants in the evaluation process.

5. Methodological: The cultural appropriateness of measurement tools and
cultural congruence of design configurations. (Kirkhart, 2005, p. 23)

Additional arguments for the value of placing our work within the
transformative paradigm rest on the criteria for quality in research and
evaluation identified by Lincoln (1995) and presented in Box 1.5.

Is it easy to address issues of social justice through transformative
research and evaluation? We can take inspiration from those who took on
this charge during the civil rights era in the United States, as well as from
members of indigenous communities who remind us of the need for cour-
age, as illustrated in these quotations:

e “You cannot be afraid if you want to accomplish something. You
got to have the willin’, the spirit and, above all, you got to have the get-up”
(National Public Radio, Hidden Kitchens, March 4, 2005). This quotation
is from Georgia Gillmore, who was fired after speaking against the white
bus driver who kicked her off his bus in 1956 in Alabama. She opened her
own “kitchen,” sold food to raise funds for the civil rights movement, and
died 25 years later—still cooking.

e In another sense, courage is about Maori researchers themselves
embracing the margins that they have found themselves occupying, includ-
ing being marginal to mainstream research institutions and marginal
because they are the arbiters of research findings that unsettle the status
quo (L. T. Smith, 2004).

e It also takes courage when we are confronted by the day-to-day
hardship that many of our people are experiencing, even if this is what
makes us so determined that their voices should be heard and that any
research ethic must be about social justice (McIntosh, 2004; Pomare et al.,
1995, as cited in Ormond, Cram, & Carter, 2004, p. 164).
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BOX1.5. Criteria for Quality in Research and Evaluation

AUTHENTICITY

Authenticity refers to the presentation of a balanced view of all perspectives, values,
and beliefs (Lincoln & Guba, 2000). It answers the question, has the researcher been
fair in presenting views? Among the criteria identified by Lincoln and Guba to judge the
authenticity of investigations are the following:

Fairness—This criterion answers the question, to what extent are different con-
structions and their underlying value structures solicited and honored in the process? To
be fair, the researcher must identify the respondents and how information about their
constructions was obtained. Conflicts and value differences should be displayed. There
should also be open negotiation of the recommendations and agenda for future actions.

Ontological authenticity—T his criterion refers to the degree to which the individual's
or group’s conscious experience of the world became more informed or sophisticated
as a result of the research experience. The presence of this type of authenticity can be
determined by checking with members of the community to determine their changed
understandings or by means of an audit trail that documents changes in individuals' con-
structions throughout the process.

Catalytic authenticity—This criterion refers to the extent to which action is stimu-
lated by the inquiry process. Techniques for determining the extent to which this type of
authenticity occurred include respondent testimony and documentation of actions that
were taken during and after the study.

POSITIONALITY OR STANDPOINT EPISTEMOLOGY

Lincoln (1995) describes the inherent characteristic of all research as being representative
of the position or standpoint of the author. Therefore, researchers should acknowledge
that all texts are incomplete and represent specific positions in terms of sexuality, ethnic-
ity, and so on. Texts cannot claim to contain all universal truth because all knowledge is
contextual; therefore, the researcher must acknowledge the context of the research.

COMMUNITY

Research takes place within, and affects, a community (Lincoln, 1995). The researcher
should know the community well enough to link the research results to positive action
within that community.

(continued)
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BOX1.3. (continued)
ATTENTION TO VOICE

Lincoln (1995) cites the question that bell hooks (1990) has asked in her writing: Who
speaks for whom? Who speaks for those who do not have access to the academy? The
researcher must seek out those who are silent and must involve those who are marginal-
ized.

CRITICAL REFLEXIVITY

The researcher must be able to enter into a high level of awareness that understands
the psychological state of others to uncover dialectical relationships (Lincoln, 1995). The
researcher needs to have a heightened degree of self-awareness for personal transforma-
tion and critical subjectivity.

RECIPROCITY

The researcher needs to demonstrate that a method of study was used that allowed
the researcher to develop a sense of trust and mutuality with the participants (Lincoln,
1995).

SHARING THE PERQUISITES OF PRIVILEGE

Researchers should be prepared to share in the royalties of books or other publica-
tions that result from the research. Lincoln (1995) says: “We owe a debt to the persons
whose lives we portray.” In her closing remarks at the annual meeting of the American
Educational Research Association, Lincoln (1995) envisioned a different set of criteria for
judging the quality of research from what is currently used in most academic settings: “Try
to imagine an academic world in which judgments about promotion, tenure, and merit
pay were made on the basis of the extent of our involvement with research participants,
rather than on our presumed distance.”

Based largely on Lincoln (1995).
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Summary

v'The prism is used as a metaphor for transformative research and evalua-
tion because of its multiple facets and the resulting unique outcomes that
reflect ever-changing contextual factors.

v The purpose of this text is to make explicit the underlying assumptions
and methodological implications of working from the transformative
paradigm, which prioritizes the furtherance of human rights and social
justice.

v The transformative paradigm is put forward as a metaphysical umbrella
that covers research and evaluation that is designed to challenge the sta-
tus quo.

v'The need for the transformative paradigm is discussed in terms of soci-
etal inequities; movement from a deficit-based to a resilience-based per-
spective; examples of transformative study outcomes; and the shifting
paradigms evidenced in various contexts, including international devel-
opment, feminism, disability rights, and critical race theory.

v'The need for the transformative paradigm is also explored in terms of
scholarly literature, which documents the needs of particular popula-
tions, as well as public policy, which contains implications for research
and evaluation that are culturally responsive.

v'This chapter also discusses the complexities that challenge researchers
and evaluators who work in culturally diverse communities.

v' A growing awareness of the need to reframe ethics and validity to encom-
pass cultural competence is the final topic addressed in Chapter 1.

MOVING ON TO CHAPTER 2. . .

Following a general discussion of the meaning of paradigms in research and
evaluation, the basic beliefs of the transformative paradigm are explained
in detail along with examples of theories that are commensurate with trans-
formative work.

" Ifyou twist a prism hanging in the window on a sunny day, you can see changing
patterns of light. If you use your imagination, you can see the colors dancing
around the room.
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Notes

For more about how prisms work, see Appendix A.

. At the moment, the world of research and evaluation is operating with several

competing paradigms: the post-positivist, the constructivist, the pragmatic, and
the transformative. Research and evaluation methods texts are available that
explore the first three paradigms and very few that explore all four paradigms
(Mertens, 2005).

Readers interested in further exploration of similar philosophical treatments of
transformation are referred to Habermas’s (1981, 1996) communicative action
theory and Foucault (1980), Lyotard (1984), and Todorov (1995) on the aca-
demic rhetoric supportive of institutional forms of power, values, domination,
and control.

Disability rights activists have suggested the term temporarily able-bodied, as
we all go through periods of our lives when we are disabled in some respect. For
example, I may be able-bodied now, but at times my back goes out. Then I am
temporarily disabled. Also, many deaf people prefer to be thought of as part of
a cultural group, rather than as part of a group with a disability.

The Nuremburg Code provides a historical basis for the protection of human
participants in research and evaluation. It is discussed further in the section on
ethics in this chapter.

Oralism is an approach to communication for deaf people that emphasizes
speech training, lip reading, and technology (e.g., hearing aids and cochlear
implants) to enhance residual hearing. While this approach is successful for
some people with hearing loss, exclusive use of oral-based communication has
had a detrimental effect on deaf people who benefit more from visual commu-
nication strategies, such as sign languages. This emphasis on oral strategies has
been a source of much acrimonious debate for centuries.

This concept is further explored in Chapter 8 on data collection.

Kirkhart first introduced the term multicultural validity in 1995; she expanded
the concept considerably in her 2005 chapter.



CHAPTER 2

The Transformative Paradigm

Basic Beliefs and Commensurate Theories

The wide variety of approaches that are available to evaluators of
any development initiative today is an expression of the influence of a
combination of differing theoretical assumptions, philosophical premises,
practical objectives, and contextual appraisals. The set of profound
beliefs that each evaluator holds as his or her worldview about the nature
of reality (ontology), the nature of knowledge (epistemology), and the
nature of human nature (axiology), is reflected in the approaches he or she
chooses to employ in practice—knowingly or unknowingly, consciously
or unconsciously. Given the paramount influence that the worldview
perspective that any individual evaluator brings to bear in any particular
exercise of evaluation, it is not only regrettable when the issue of
perspectives remains unaddressed, but also grossly negligent. If indeed, as
Stufflebeam (2001) argues, any evaluation is a study that is designed and
conducted to assist some audience to assess an object’s merit and worth,
then explicit attention must be paid to foundational assumptions about the
nature of worth and value, and to how these can come to be known in any
given contextual situation, if it is to be an ethically defensible practice.
—BAWDEN (2006, p. 38)

INTHIS CHAPTER. . .

V The basic beliefs of the transformative paradigm are explained and illustrated,
including:

V¥ Axiology—the nature of ethics
V¥ Ontology—the nature of reality

Vv Epistemology—the nature of knowledge and the relation between the
knower and that which would be known

V¥ Methodology—appropriate approaches to systematic inquiry

43
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V Theories that are commensurate with the transformative paradigm are
discussed, including feminist theories, CRT, postcolonial theory, and queer
theory.

V Issues of power and privilege are explored in relation to the paradigmatic
assumptions.

This chapter focuses on understanding the transformative paradigm
and the basic beliefs that underlie it. What does it mean to identify your
own worldview or, in research/evaluation language, to identify your para-
digm? We need to look at the word paradigm and see what it means.

A woman is doing a crossword puzzle and wants to know if her hus-
band can tell her what a paradigm is. He shrugs and says, “Twenty
cents?”

Some background knowledge is assumed in order for this joke to be funny.
You have to know that in U.S. currency, there is a coin called a dime and
that it is worth 10 cents. If I have a pair of dimes, then it is worth 20 cents.
The reader needs to know that the concept of paradigm has a meaning that
is not defined as a monetary value. Also, this humor is based on the phono-
logical similarity of “pair of dimes” and “paradigm,” which requires that
the reader be able to hear the similarity of the sounds. If the reader is deaf,
this necessitates a somewhat detailed explanation. If the joke is presented
visually, then it either needs to be translated into Braille or read aloud with
a description of what is happening for blind people to have access to the
information.

In this moment in time we are not talking about monetary worth; we
are talking about a paradigm—which is a metaphysical construct associ-
ated with specific philosophical assumptions (basic beliefs) that describe a
worldview. However, I use this joke as a way of introducing the concept of
paradigm because it illustrates the fact that members of a dominant cul-
ture sometimes use terms that are familiar within their world of experience
without realizing that the cultural influence inherent in the use of that lan-
guage can preclude access to the information for those who are not part of
the dominant culture.

Paradigms and Basic Belief Systems

As noted, four basic belief systems are relevant to defining a paradigm in a
research/evaluation context:
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Ethics (axiology)

Reality (ontology)

Nature of knowledge and relation between knower and that which
would-be-known (epistemology)

e Appropriate approach to systematic inquiry (methodology)

The axiological assumption asks the question: What is considered ethical
or moral behavior? As presented in Chapter 1, three basic principles under-
lie regulatory ethics in research and evaluation: respect, beneficence, and
justice. Ontologically speaking, how do we know that something is real?
I don’t mean a table or a computer, which I can touch. I mean the realities
that we can know only at a conceptual level. For example: When is an envi-
ronment least restrictive? When is literacy real? In the ontological sense,
we have an assumption about what is real when we decide what type of
evidence we will accept to establish that someone is indeed literate, has a
learning disability, or has any other socially constructed conceptual char-
acteristic.

Epistemologically speaking, we ask ourselves: What is the nature of
knowledge and how do I come to know that the knowledge is “true”? Is
knowledge absolute or relative (i.e., defined in a context of power and privi-
lege)? If I am to learn if something about certain people is real, how do I
need to relate to those people from whom I am collecting data? The knower
is the researcher or evaluator and the “would-be-known” is the subject
or participant in the study. Should I become close to the participants in
order to really understand their experiences, or should I maintain distance
between myself and them so that I can remain “neutral”? This question
raises the definition of objectivity as it is operationalized in a research or
evaluation context. Methodologically, I have choices that go beyond quan-
titative or qualitative or mixed methods to include how I collect the data
about the reality of a thing in such a way that I can feel confident that I have
indeed captured its reality.

The world of research and evaluation is operating on several compet-
ing paradigms: the post-positivist, the constructivist, the transformative,
and the pragmatic (Mertens, 2005). Each paradigm is associated with its
own philosophical assumptions about ethics, reality, relationships, and
methodology. Box 2.1 contains an example of how basic belief systems
underlie various paradigmatic perspectives.
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BOX 2.1 Basic Belief Systems and Paradigms: Santa Claus

In the United States, a country with roots in Christianity and a deep involvement with
the commercial sector, a tradition is to have children visit Santa Claus to tell him what
they want for Christmas. Santa Claus supposedly brings gifts only to good girls and boys.
Hence, it is not unusual at this time of year to see little boys and girls sitting on Santa’s lap
as he asks them, “Have you been a good little girl or boy?” How does the child answer? If
the child knows the “deal,” he or she will say “Yes,” because that is the way to get presents
under the tree on Christmas. But suppose you have a Santa who is interested in obtaining
empirical evidence of the little girl's “good” behavior? What would Santa do? That would
depend on his worldview and the paradigm from which he conducts his research.

The concept of paradigm in a research and evaluation context allows us to formalize
the way in which we discuss the worldviews that influence us. Suppose that the little girl
answered that she wanted to know if Santa means that, to be good, she must conform to
the stereotypical image of a passive subservient female? Santa suddenly decides that he
would rather not do the research or evaluation study; instead, he'll go work in gift wrap!
Before we allow Santa this easy “out,” let's see how his story here can illuminate the
concept of paradigms.

Suppose: You have a program that is supposed to teach little girls to be good. You
want to evaluate the program to see if the girls in the program are indeed good. What you
see on Santa’s lap is a “graduate” of the “good girl program.”

Ontologically speaking, good can be defined in a numeric sense—that is, we could
give a checklist to Santa (or a teacher) and say, “Check off the behaviors of this little girl,
and we'll see if we have a ‘good girl' here.” The list might contain qualities such as being
quiet, obedient, and not causing any trouble, depending on who created the checklist. If
you believe that a good girl should fit the passive, subservient stereotype, then anyone
who answers in a way that fits that stereotype will be considered good. (The others will
not be considered as good or may even be deemed “bad.”) If you set up a checklist to
define a good girl—and you do not consider that contextual factors might require multiple
definitions of that “good girl” reality—then you are working in the post-positivist para-
digm. If you say, “Wait a minute, there might be multiple realities and no one definition
of good girl,” then you have to consider the definition of good girl from the perspective
of the girl, Santa, and maybe others in the setting—and then you are working from the
constructivist paradigm. Meanwhile, the pragmatist would say, “Which definition would be
best for me to use in this situation to get the information | need?”

If you say, “Hmmmm, it is possible to have different definitions, but some of the defi-
nitions might actually result in harm to the little girl if she accepts them, so | have to think
of issues of power when constructing the definition of the concept,” then you are choosing
to work in the transformative paradigm. For example, the transformative paradigm would
suggest that passive subservience might result in a girl who does not speak up for herself
in school, does not believe she can do the "hard” subjects of science and math, does
not challenge others in an appropriate way, and that such behaviors have harmful conse-

(continued)




Basic Beliefs and Commensurate Theories 47

BOXZ1. (continued)

quences attached to them. Girls do not take the classes they need to advance academi-
cally and do not prepare for the higher-paying positions (not that money is the definition
of success . .. ). Nevertheless, passive subservience is associated with worse economic
conditions, a greater likelihood of being a victim of abuse, lack of participation in the gov-
ernance process that makes the rules that affect lives, and other consequences (Mertens,
2005). Therefore, the transformative researcher/evaluator would critically examine the
definition of good girl from the perspective of which definitions might lead to more harm
to the most vulnerable.

Epistemologically speaking, how would the researcher or evaluator relate to the
people in the setting in order to get an accurate picture of the girl's behavior and Santa’s
interpretation of her response? From the post-positivist paradigm, you would want to
remain neutral and "distant” from the girl and Santa because you don't want to influence
them in the way you answer. You might ask someone who does not interact with the girl
at all to rate her behavior to avoid interjecting your own bias into the ratings. From the
constructivist paradigm, you might interview both Santa and the girl (and maybe some of
their significant others in the context) to determine their viewpoint regarding ““good girl.”
As a pragmatist, you might say “What is the best way to interact in this situation to get
the information that | need?”

From the transformative paradigm, you would need to interact with Santa and the
girl as well as consider who else might have power in this context to influence the defini-
tions. You would need to understand the societal influence in the definition. You might
challenge both Santa and the girl to think about the consequences of their definitions.

Methodologically speaking, in the post-positivist paradigm you would use an instru-
ment that would allow you to remain neutral, to ask the questions exactly the same way
to each person, and to analyze the data into a numeric value with a margin of error. In the
constructivist approach, you would establish rapport with the people in the study through
sustained contact and incorporate multiple definitions in the words of the persons with
the lived experience. Pragmatically, you would suggest what makes sense in this situation.
In the transformative approach, you would need to acknowledge that there is a power
differential between you and the people in the study. You would need to understand the
community through some kind of sustained involvement, such that they would trust you
to give you accurate information. You would end up with a critically examined definition of
“"good girl,” along with recommendations for social action associated with the definitions.
You might encounter resistance if you challenge the assumption, encouraged by commer-
cial interests, that many gifts on Christmas indicate the goodness of the child or the love
of the parent or a way to assuage guilt for not spending time with a child (an assumption
supported by values of greed and duplicity).
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The Transformative Paradigm and lts Basic Belief Systems
These are the characteristics that define the transformative paradigm:

e Places central importance on the lives and experiences of communi-
ties that are pushed to society’s margins (e.g., women, racial/ethnic
minorities, people with disabilities, those who are poor, and more
generally, people in nondominant cultural groups).

e Analyzes asymmetric power relationships.
e Links results of social inquiry to action.

e Uses transformative theory to develop the program theory and the
inquiry approach.

The basic beliefs of the transformative paradigm are presented in
Box 2.2. The assumptions associated with the transformative paradigm
include:

e Axiology: Ethical choices in research and evaluation need to include
a realization that discrimination and oppression are pervasive, and that
researchers and evaluators have a moral responsibility to understand the
communities in which they work in order to challenge societal processes
that allow the status quo to continue.

e Ontology: The transformative ontological assumption rejects
cultural relativism in the sense that multiple definitions of reality are
possible. It also investigates issues of power that lead to different defini-
tions, acknowledging that multiple realities are socially constructed, and
that it is necessary to explicitly identify the social, political, cultural,
economic, ethnic, gender, and disability values that underlie definitions
of realities.

e Epistemology: Knowledge is neither absolute nor relative; it is con-
structed in a context of power and privilege with consequences attached
to which version of knowledge is given privilege. In order to know a com-
munity’s realities, it is necessary to establish an interactive link between
the researcher/evaluator and the participants in the study. Knowledge is
socially and historically located within a complex cultural context.

e Methodology: A researcher can choose quantitative or qualitative or
mixed methods. However, there should be an interactive link between the
researcher and participants in determining the definition of the problem;
methods should be adjusted to accommodate cultural complexity; power
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BOX 2.2. Basic Beliefs of the Transformative Paradigm

Axiology: assumptions about
ethics

Ontology: assumptions about
the nature of what exists; what
is reality

Epistemology: assumptions
about the nature of knowledge
and the relationship between
the researcher/evaluator and
the stakeholders needed to
achieve accurate knowledge

Methodology: assumptions
about appropriate methods of
systematic inquiry

Ethical considerations include respect for cultural
norms of interaction; beneficence is defined in terms
of the promotion of human rights and increase in
social justice

Rejects cultural relativism and recognizes the
influence of privilege in determining what is real and
the consequences of accepting one version of reality
over another; multiple realities are shaped by social,
political, cultural, economic, ethnic, gender, disability,
and other values

Recognizes an interactive link between researcher/
evaluator and participants/co-researchers/evaluators;
knowledge is seen as socially and historically situated;
issues of power and privilege are explicitly addressed;
development of a trusting relationship is seen as
critical

Inclusion of qualitative methods (dialogical) is seen

as critical; quantitative and mixed methods can

be used; interactive link recognized between the
researcher/evaluator and participants in the definition
of the focus and questions; methods are adjusted to
accommodate cultural complexity; and contextual
and historical factors are acknowledged, especially as
they relate to discrimination and oppression

First presented in Mertens (1998) and further developed in Mertens (2005).

issues should be addressed explicitly; and issues of discrimination and
oppression should be recognized.

Axiological Assumption

The transformative axiological assumption promotes the principles of
respect, beneficence, and justice on several fronts. Respect is critically
examined in terms of the cultural norms of interaction in diverse com-
munities and across cultural groups. Beneficence is defined in terms of the
promotion of human rights and an increase in social justice. An explicit
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connection is made between the process and outcomes of research and eval-
uation studies and the furtherance of a social justice agenda.

The codes of ethics from relevant professional associations and orga-
nizations provide guidance for researchers and evaluators as to what con-
stitutes ethical practice. As mentioned in Chapter 1, those codes of eth-
ics have been critically reviewed and revised to reflect a greater concern
for principles that reflect the axiological assumptions of the transforma-
tive paradigm. The American Evaluation Association modified its guiding
principles to include an explicit principle related to the role of cultural com-
petence in ethical evaluation practice. The American Psychological Asso-
ciation revised its ethics code in 2002 to strengthen protection of partici-
pants in research that involves deception (Fisher, 2003). Research ethics in
psychology have been extended by Brabeck’s (2000) application of feminist
principles. In addition, the American Psychological Association has pub-
lished several guides for working with and researching in the LGBTQ com-
munity as well as for writing in ways to avoid heterosexual bias (American
Psychological Association, 1991a, 1991b, 2000Db).

Two subgroups of the American Psychological Association also devel-
oped ethical guidelines relevant to the transformative paradigm. The Coun-
cil of National Psychological Associations for the Advancement of Ethnic
Minority Interests (CNPAAEMI) is composed of the presidents of the five
national ethnic/racial minority professional associations: Asian American
Psychological Association, Association of Black Psychologists, National
Hispanic Psychological Association, Society for the Psychological Study of
Ethnic Minority Issues (Division 45 of the American Psychological Asso-
ciation), and the Society of Indian Psychologists, as well as the president
(or his or her designee) of the American Psychological Association (2002).
The CNPAAEMI published “Guidelines for Research in Ethnic Minority
Communities,” and the American Psychological Association’s Joint Task
Force of Division 17 (Counseling Psychology) and Division 45 (Psychologi-
cal Study of Ethnic Minority Issues) published “Guidelines on Multicul-
tural Education, Training, Research, Practice, and Organizational Change
for Psychologists” in 2002.

The American Psychological Association organized the multicultural
guidelines by citing basic principles of ethical practice from the scholarly
literature, from which they derived one principle specifically focused on
research. They then derived implications for practice from the principles
and guideline (see Box 2.3). Applying this guideline to our work as research-
ers and evaluators suggests that we must be wary of the deficit models that
place the blame for social problems in the individual or culture, rather than
in the societal response to the individual or cultural group.
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BOX 2.3. American Psychological Association's Guidelines
for Multicultural Research

PRINCIPLES

I. Recognition of the ways in which the intersection of racial and ethnic group
membership with other dimensions of identity (e.g, gender, age, sexual ori-
entation, disability, religion/spiritual orientation, educational attainment/experi-
ences, and socioeconomic status) enhances the understanding and treatment of
all people. . ..

2. Knowledge of historically derived approaches that have viewed cultural differ-
ences as deficits and have not valued certain social identities helps psychologists
to understand the underrepresentation of ethnic minorities in the profession,
and affirms and values the role of ethnicity and race in developing personal
identity. . . .

3. Psychologists are uniquely able to promote racial equity and social justice. This
is aided by their awareness of their impact on others and the influence of their
personal and professional roles in society. . . .

These principles led to the following guideline for research:

Guideline #4: Culturally sensitive psychological researchers are encouraged to recognize the
importance of conducting culture-centered and ethical psychological research among persons
from ethnic, linguistic, and racial minority backgrounds.

IMPLICATIONS FOR METHOD

Related to the research question is choosing culturally appropriate theories and models
on which to inform theory-driven inquiry. . . . Psychological researchers are encouraged
to be aware of and, if appropriate, to apply indigenous theories when conceptualizing
research studies. They are encouraged to include members of cultural communities when
conceptualizing research, with particular concern for the benefits of the research to the
community. . . .

From American Psychological Association (2002). Copyright 2002 by the American Psychological Associa-
tion. Reprinted by permission.
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The Guidelines for Research in Ethnic Minority Communities con-
tains the following description of the researcher’s ethical responsibilities:

As an agent of prosocial change, the culturally competent psychologist car-
ries the responsibility of combating the damaging effects of racism, prejudice,
bias, and oppression in all their forms, including all of the methods we use to
understand the populations we serve. . .. A consistent theme . . . relates to
the interpretation and dissemination of research findings that are meaning-
ful and relevant to each of the four populations' and that reflect an inherent
understanding of the racial, cultural, and sociopolitical context within which
they exist. (American Psychological Association, 2000b, p. 1)

The concept of cultural competency is explored further in Chapter 3 on
human relations in research and evaluation. Interestingly, the CNPAAEMI
describes the role of the psychologist as an agent of prosocial change; this
is reflective of the axiological assumption of the transformative paradigm
that ethical research and evaluation are defined by their furtherance of
social justice and human rights, all the while being cognizant of those
characteristics associated with diverse populations that impede progress
on these fronts. There are other ethical guidelines associated with various
professional associations, government agencies, and donor agencies (see
Mertens & Ginsberg, 2009). Researcher guidelines are also available from
indigenous communities that provide insights into the ethical grounding of
research and evaluation from that perspective. For example, Cram (2001,
as cited in Smith, 2005, p. 98) provided guidelines for researchers from the
Maori people. These include:

e Respect for people, meaning people are allowed to define their own
space and meet on their own terms.

e Meet people face-to-face: Introduce yourself and the idea for the
research before beginning the research or sending complicated let-
ters or other materials.

e Look and listen: Begin by looking and listening and understanding
in order to find a place from which to speak.

e Sharing, hosting, being generous: These form the basis of a relation-
ship in which researchers acknowledge their role as learners with a
responsibility to give back to the community.

e Be cautious: Harm can come from a lack of political astuteness and
cultural sensitivity, whether the researcher is an insider or an out-
sider.
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e Do not trample on the dignity of a person (mana): Inform people
without being patronizing or impatient. Be wary of Western ways of
expression such as wit, sarcasm, and irony.

e Avoid arrogant flaunting of knowledge: Find ways to be generous
with sharing your knowledge in a way that empowers the commu-
nity.

Ontological Assumption

The ontological assumption of the transformative paradigm holds that what
we can know of what exists, or the reality that we accept as true, is socially
constructed. In addition, the transformative sense of ontology embraces a
conscious awareness that certain individuals occupy positions of greater
power and that individuals with other characteristics may be associated
with a higher likelihood of exclusion from decisions about the accepted
definition of what exists. This assumption has implications for the determi-
nation of the focus of a study, the development of guiding questions, and
other methodological aspects of the inquiry. The transformative ontologi-
cal assumption rejects a perspective of cultural relativism and recognizes
the influence of privilege in determining what is real and the consequences
of accepting different perceptions of reality.

Ontological assumptions rooted in positivist philosophy have been criti-
cized by many groups who have been pushed to the margins in the scholarly
decolonization literature. A critique from Native American communities
notes that “production of meaning from a Eurocentric perspective does not
capture any ‘truth’ of Native and tribal lives but also infiltrates Native life-
worlds in the form of ‘epistemic violence’” (Spivak, 1988, as cited in Duran
& Duran, 2000, p. 96). Furthermore:

Social scientists have been rewriting tribal canonical texts (i.e., ritual) via
anthropology and other disciplines since first contact and therein have pro-
duced meaning that has changed and distorted tribal understandings or
forced them underground. Clinical psychology as well as research-oriented
psychology is extremely narrow-minded. The assumptions of these fields are
based on a utilitarian worldview. . . . Western empirical research is based on
the illusion of objectivity, with a transhistorical, transcultural orientation. It
operates within an a priori essentialist Cartesian model of a unified, rational,
autonomous subject, the construction of which is problematized in the work
of French poststructuralism and German critical theory. (Duran & Duran,
2000, p. 96)
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The ontological assumption asks the question, what is real? In a
research or evaluation context, those conducting the work identify vari-
ables and measure aspects of those variables in an attempt to locate objec-
tive truth, what is real within some level of defined probability, or truth as
defined within a complex cultural context. A transformative lens focuses
the ontological question on an explicit acknowledgment that reality is
socially constructed and that specific characteristics associated with more
or less power determine which version of reality is accepted as “real.” Power
issues pervade the choice of variables and their definitions, determining
what is “researchable” or “evaluable.” Power is implicit in decisions about
which interpretations of reality will be accepted. This point is illustrated
in the power associated with explanations of the achievement gap between
minority and majority students in the United States, as well as in the power
to label others as having a “deficit,” as noted in the following student’s
thoughts.

Student Perspective: The Picture of a Deficit View

It does make a huge difference whether one supports the deficit perspec-
tive or the transformative paradigm since they are two very different and
opposite views. If one supports the deficit perspective, that means they are
focusing on deafness as a defect and it needs to be “fixed” . . . in any way
possible. It seems that those who support the deficit perspective frown on
the deaf. One looks down upon the deaf in society as human beings with
defects. If one supports the transformative paradigm, they understand that
deafness is not a defect and recognize that the deaf have their own language
and culture. One accepts the deaf as equals among society.—Matt Laucka
(September 2004)

O’Connor and Fernandez (2006) describe the results of a National
Research Council (NRC) report that explains the impact of poverty as the
basis for the overrepresentation of minority youth in special education. They
critique this explanation as oversimplifying the concept of compromised
development associated with being poor, and underanalyzing the effect of
culture and the organization of schools that situate minority youth as aca-
demically and behaviorally deficit, thus increasing the probability that they
will be placed in special education. The NRC recognized that children in high-
poverty districts attend schools with less-qualified teachers, a higher degree
of teacher bias, and lower funding. The NRC concludes that these variables
contribute to the higher incidence of disability. In contrast, O’Connor and
Fernandez describe a different reality based on the evidence:
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It is schools and not poverty that place minority students at heightened risk
for special education placement. . . . There is nothing about poverty in and of
itself that places poor children at academic risk; it is a matter of how struc-
tures of opportunity and constraint come to bear on the educational chances
of the poor to either expand or constrain their likelihood of achieving com-
petitive, educational outcomes (O’Connor, 2002). Disproportionality, then,
is the structured probability with which minority youth are more likely to be
“documented” as disabled. (p. 10)

Ladson-Billings (2006) makes a similar argument in her explanation of
the “achievement gap” between minority and disadvantaged students and
their white counterparts. She suggests that a significant amount of research
on the poor, African American, Latina/o, American Indian, and Asian
immigrant students has led to very few solutions. A long history of educa-
tional research and evaluation studies has given privilege to the explana-
tion that race/ethnicity and/or poverty are to blame for a lack of academic
achievement. Might we better explore the historical, economic, sociopoliti-
cal, and moral debt in the United States that results in poor opportunities
for quality educational experiences for those pushed to the margins? “What
we need is a serious investigation of the costs of segregation and the costs
of equitable funding. We need to use our research and evaluation skills to
understand that “a cumulative effect of poor education, poor housing, poor
health care and poor government services create a bifurcated society that
leaves more than its children behind” (Ladson-Billings, 2006, p. 10).

Another ontological example is seen in the common assumptions that
are made by hearing people unfamiliar with deaf culture who have the

power to define reality for deaf people. Consider these assumptions (Harris
et al., 2009):

e All deaf people can be cured by the use of a cochlear implant or a
hearing aid, and all deaf people want to be cured.

e Having an interpreter is sufficient for the hearing person if he or she
does not know the culture or the language, and all interpreters are
good.

When deaf people are in a position to define reality for themselves, these
false assumptions and beliefs will be challenged. Discourse systems, accord-
ing to Ladd (2003), contain their own “unspoken rules as to what can
or cannot be said and how, when and where. Each, therefore, constructs
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canons of ‘truth’ around whatever its participants decide is ‘admissible evi-
dence,” a process that in the case of certain prestigious discourses, such
as those found in universities, medical establishments and communication
medias, can be seen as particularly dangerous when unexamined, for these
then come to determine what counts as knowledge itself” (p. 76).

As mentioned in Chapter 1, Maori scholars write about decentering
whiteness (Cram et al., 2004), and deaf researchers describe a parallel pro-
cess of decentering hearingness. Consider one student’s views.

Student Perspective: Decentering Hearingness

Hearingness is the way hearing people see the world. We need to decenterize
that to allow for everyone to be able to see the world from the lens of differ-
ent people and cultures. For example, at the TISLR 9 [9th Theoretical Issues
of Sign Language Research] conference in Barcelona, I was aghast to see that
the conference was held in a darkly lit, very narrow and long hallway, with
church-style wooden stiff benches and elaborate and dizzingly painstaking
painting from bottom to the ceiling. How were we as deaf people able to see/
watch the interpreter in this kind of setting? It was awful and exhausting on
my eyes. The conference organizers were obviously looking at this conference
from a hearing center—not thinking from “deaf eyes.”—Raychelle Harris
(February 26, 2006)

Epistemological Assumption

The epistemology of the transformative paradigm describes the nature of
knowledge and the type of relationship between the researcher/evaluator
and the participants that are needed to achieve an understanding of what is
valid knowledge within a transformative context. Transformative epistemol-
ogy is characterized by a close collaboration between researchers/evaluators
and the participants of the study, including both community leaders and
members. Communication is achieved by use of the participants’ language
of choice. The research or evaluation purpose, design, implementation, and
utilization are developed and implemented with appropriate cultural sensi-
tivity and awareness. Researchers and evaluators require collaboration with
the host(s) of the community—not necessarily the leaders but people of the
community. The relationship is interactive and empowering.

The epistemology of the post-positivist stance is reflected in the early
work of Donald Campbell, in which he envisioned an “experimenting
society” that would lead to incremental reform as knowledge was gained
through random assignment to alternative treatments (Campbell & Stan-
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ley, 1966). This approach included the notion that researchers and evalua-
tors should be value neutral in order to produce scientifically valid knowl-
edge. Christians (2005) criticizes this post-positivist notion that “a morally
neutral, objective observer will get the facts right” (p. 148). He asserts that
ethical behavior must be cognizant of power relations associated with gen-
der, sexual orientation, class, ethnicity, race, and nationality. (I would add
disability and other dimensions of diversity associated with less power,
depending on context.) What do we gain or lose in our struggle for ethi-
cal behavior by allowing the perspectives of feminists, and others who are
steeped in multivocal and cross-cultural representation, to raise questions
and proffer different considerations in the ethical domain? What do we
gain by having these conversations at the borderlands of ethics in research
and evaluation?

The epistemological assumption raises the issue of the relationship
between the researcher/evaluator and the participants in the study. In the
transformative paradigm, understanding the culture and building trust are
deemed paramount. There are complications associated with this assump-
tion, however. For example, suppose a researcher or evaluator is studying
people who do violence to gay men or lesbian women, or studying a white
supremacist group. What does it mean to understand culture and build
trust in such a context? This is another tension that surfaces in transforma-
tive work. A partial answer comes from an understanding of the notion of
privilege and the investigation of unearned privilege.

Kendall (2006) explains:

The superiority of whiteness is a social construct, created by some white men
but in all our names. This construct informs both the past and the present
and affects each of our lives daily. All of us who are white receive white privi-
leges. . . . We can use [these privileges] in such a way as to dismantle the systems
that keep the superiority of whiteness in place. One of the primary privileges is
having greater influence, power, and resources. . . . As white people, we keep
ourselves central, thereby silencing others. . . . If we look at race in North Amer-
ica as only a black—white construct, we miss the true purpose of the system. We
must be aware of how the power holders oppressed all people of color to shape
the country as they wanted it. Racism is one of several systems of oppression.
Others are class, sexism, heterosexism, the institutionalized primacy of Chris-
tianity, and able-bodiedism. These systems work toward a common goal: to
maintain power and control in the hands of the wealthy, white, heterosexual,
Christian, able-bodied men. Examining the intersections is essential to under-
standing the intentional and finely crafted nature of the system. Finally, this
system is brilliant but not impervious to change. We can dismantle it if we know
it well and work together toward that goal. (pp. 62-63)
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Another source of epistemological tension is introduced when mem-
bers of nondominant cultural groups study members of the dominant cul-
ture. One student’s thoughts follow.

Student Perspective: Research and the Other

Interesting reading about the word research being one of the dirtiest words in
the indigenous world’s vocabulary (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005, p. 1). It made
me realize that research is mostly about “others”—thus all the paradigms or
theories categorize “others”—like feminists, Marxists, ethnic groups, cul-
tural groups, and queers. Are there any studies conducted on the super white
male?—Heidi Holmes (January 29, 2006)

Heron and Reason (2006) ask these important questions:

Isn’t it true that people can fool themselves about their experience? Isn’t this
why we have professional researchers who can be detached and objective? The
answer to this is that certainly people can and do fool themselves, but we find
that they can also develop their attention so they can look at themselves—
their way of being, their intuitions and imaginings, their beliefs and actions—
critically and in this way improve the quality of their claims of knowing. We
call this “critical subjectivity”; it means that we don’t have to throw away
our personal, living knowledge in the search for objectivity, but are able to
build on it and develop it. We can cultivate a high-quality and valid individual
perspective on what there is, in collaboration with others who are doing the
same. (p. 149)

Epistemology and Indigenous Peoples

Gordon (1990) writes about the necessity of considering African Ameri-
can epistemology in educational theory and practice. Wright (2003) sup-
ports the notion of understanding epistemology within the context of the
African American experience when he cites the work of Scheurich and
Young (1997, 1998) on “coloring epistemologies,” Delgado Bernal (1998)
on Chicana feminist epistemology, Ladson-Billings (2000) on an “ethnic
epistemology,” and Dillard (2000a, 2000b) on an “endarkened feminist
epistemology” (p. 198).

Dillard’s “endarkened feminist epistemology“ (2000a, 2000b) is based
on the intersection of race, gender, nationalism, and spirituality as it forms
a sociocultural identity rather than a biological conception of race and
gender. She explicitly acknowledges research as a political and utilitarian
tool associated with an obligation to the black community and as an inter-
vention to disrupt the white hegemonic research paradigm. She speaks of
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“research as a responsibility answerable and obligated to the very persons
and communities being engaged in the inquiry” (Dillard, 2000a, p. 663,
emphasis in original). She calls for a “transformation at the epistemological
level if education research is to truly change or transform” (p. 663). The
concept of endarkened feminist epistemology brings with it a change in the
role of the researcher as a supportive and reflective activist in the commu-

nity, as well as one who challenges the prevailing research establishment
(Dillard, 2000a, as cited in Wright, 2003, p. 202).

Methodological Assumptions

Methodological assumptions create the philosophical basis for making
decisions about appropriate methods of systematic inquiry. Inclusion of a
qualitative dimension in methodological assumptions is critical in trans-
formative research and evaluation as a point of establishing a dialogue
between the researchers/evaluators and the community members. Mixed-
methods designs can be considered to address the informational needs of
the community. However, the methodological decisions are made with a
conscious awareness of contextual and historical factors, especially as they
relate to discrimination and oppression. Thus, the formation of partner-
ships with researchers/evaluators and the community is an important step
in addressing methodological questions in research and evaluation.

Research and evaluation in the transformative paradigm involve mul-
tiple approaches, methods, and techniques, as well as different theories.
The transformative paradigm does not have a specific set of methods or
practices of its own. Richardson and St. Pierre (2005) use the concept of
crystallization as a guiding metaphor for the inclusion of different perspec-
tives, such as fiction, field notes, and scientific articles, because a crystal is
composed of many facets. Researchers and evaluators get more out of their
study by listening to and valuing each member’s “voice” (facet) so that crys-
tallization occurs, not triangulation and its limited three-sided perspective.
Rather, several possible approaches to the interpretation of the study are
welcomed. The concept of crystallization deconstructs the traditional idea
of validity in social science research and conveys the prismatic nature of
transformative work.

Methodologically, the transformative paradigm leads us to reframe
not only the understanding of our worldviews but also our methodological
decisions. Sampling needs to be reframed to reveal the dangers of the myth
of homogeneity, to understand which dimensions of diversity are impor-
tant in a specific context, to avoid additional damage to populations by
using labels such as “at risk” that can be demeaning and self-defeating,
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and to recognize the barriers that exist to being part of a group that can
contribute to the research and evaluation results. The transformative para-
digm also leads us to (1) reconsider data-collection decisions so we are more
inclined to use mixed methods; (2) become consciously aware of the ben-
efits of involving community members in the data-collection decisions and
the appropriateness of methods in relation to the cultural issues involved;
(3) build trust to obtain valid data; (4) make the modifications that may
be necessary to collect valid data from various groups; and (5) tie the data
collected to social action.

QUESTIONS FOR THOUGHT

“Little Red Riding Hood” is a fairy tale that is popular in the United States and is
familiar worldwide. It involves a little girl, Red Riding Hood, who visits her grand-
mother in the woods. To make a short story even shorter, a wolf comes and eats
the grandmother, but a woodsman comes and chops open the wolf and the grand-
mother appears unharmed. The wolf, obviously, is not so lucky. Remember that the
ontological assumption asks, what is reality? The story of Little Red Riding Hood
ends with the familiar phrase: “They all lived happily ever after.” Many people read
that book as a child, or maybe their parents read it to them. | know my parents read
it to me many moons ago, and | read it to my children. A common response to the
ending in my house, and | expect in others, was the acceptance that they lived hap-
pily ever after because the grandmother was saved and the wolf was killed. Right?
Well, what if the wolf were reading the story? Would the wolf agree that the ending
was happy? Well, that depends on which definition of happiness you accept. Box 2.4
provides an opportunity to reflect on these questions as they are examined within
the context of this popular fairy tale.

Trust as Link to Social Action

The transformative paradigm emphasizes the need for trust between the
researcher/evaluator and the participants. This challenge of building trust
and using research and evaluation findings to further justice is exemplified
here by a graduate student at Gallaudet University.

Student Perspective: Building Trust

There is an energy created from people giving their opinions, but there is also
a common downside as well. Many times, people ask for feedback simply

for the sake of asking. It is more of a public relations tool in this sense, with
the decision being reserved for those with administrative power. If this is the
case, which happens often, it will actually undermine the energy created as
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people feel used and judge their time in giving the feedback worthless. This
causes a lack of trust in the process of feedback in general . . . and lack of
desire to participate in any other feedback-giving sessions because their ideas
are never implemented. Therefore, if an administrator intends to solicit this
information, he or she must implement some of the strategies suggested, or

a larger mess will be left behind than when the person started.—Risa Briggs
(2004)

Similar critiques have appeared in scholarly literature from Africa
(Chilisa, 2005) and New Zealand (Smith, 2005). These are explored fur-
ther in Chapter 3.

Validity

Gaventa and Cornwall (2006) argue for the need to evolve new concepts of
validity in participatory research, ones that measure the quality of partici-
pation as well as the quality of knowledge:

This implies a new understanding of participatory ethical concerns regard-
ing such things as confidentiality and protection of research subjects, to ask
questions about who participates in and benefits from research processes,
how information is used and by whom, and how the process transforms or

BOX 2.4. Rasic Beliefs and Various Paradigms: Little Red Riding Hood

The post-positivist paradigm assumes that there is one reality that can be known within
a certain level of probability. If we want to measure the level of happiness at the end of
the story, we might use an instrument called “The Scale of Happiness.” This scale was
developed with a norm group of human beings to measure general happiness. We could
read the story of Little Red Riding Hood to a group of forest dwellers and then ask them
to indicate how happy they feel at the end of the story by taking the Scale of Happiness.
We could then compare their responses to the norm group to see if they are indeed
happy, within a certain probability level. In the transformative paradigm, we would agree
that happiness is a socially constructed concept, but we would want to recognize that
the reality of happiness is influenced by social, political, cultural, economic, ethnic, gender,
and disability values. So, we might ask what influences each character in Little Red Riding
Hood as he or she pursues happiness. Has the forest been clear-cut so that the wolves
no longer have access to their natural prey? Instead of killing the wolf, should thought be
given to reforestation or moving the wolves to better hunting grounds? And, then there
is a pragmatic approach: You are happy if you feel happy, and feeling happy is good, so
don't question it.
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supports power relations. How to evolve such quality standards, and how
to use them to hold differing actors and institutions to account, represents
one of the most important challenges facing participatory research today.
(p- 80)

Chilisa (2005) furthers the conversation about the need for Eurocen-
tric epistemologies, especially the post-positivist ones, to honor their cher-
ished value of multiple realities and to extend it to Third World research
contexts. For instance, whose validity is privileged when there are multiple
realities? If validity is achieved through triangulation, which elements are
triangulated? In countries where the written text was produced by the First
World researchers, how much of it validates invalidity and perpetuates ste-
reotypes about the “other”? Ethics in research should thus include creating
space for other knowledge systems, including the use of local knowledge
as archival sources to identify research problems and to legitimize research
findings.

The concept of validity enters the axiological arena as a critical dimen-
sion in the pursuit of ethical research and evaluation practice. To establish
the validity of social science research and program evaluation through a cul-
tural lens, researchers and evaluators need to address the cultural diversity
through appreciation, awareness, respect, and engagement. As mentioned
in Chapter 1, multicultural validity refers to “the authenticity of under-
standings across multiple, intersecting cultural contexts” (Kirkhart, 20085,
p. 22)—hence the importance of this dimension of validity in research and
evaluation that involves researchers’ understanding of and responsiveness
to culture. The embedded biases of researchers and evaluators toward cul-
turally diverse peoples threaten validity. In contrast, validity is enhanced
by cultural responsiveness.

The use of triangulation in traditional qualitative research allows
researchers to validate their findings through different methods: some com-
bination of interviews, documents, field notes, and member checks, among
others. Richardson and St. Pierre (2005) argue that researchers in creative
analytical ethnographies do not use triangulation because they do not rec-
ognize three sides. Moreover, the metaphor of the prism (crystal) in the
transformative paradigm conveys the central point that knowledge is multi-
faceted, and therefore a triangle is not adequate to the task. Crystallization
includes an “infinite variety of shapes, substances, transmutations, multi-
dimensionalities, and angles of approach” (p. 963). Triangulation suggests
limits, whereas a crystal is a prism that grows, changes, and alters. Acting
from such a transformative stance requires consideration of cultural com-
petency, a topic addressed later in this text.
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Theories Commensurate with the Transformative Paradigm
Feminist Theories

Madison (2005) describes feminist theory as being concerned with wom-
en’s inclusion and access to institutions that historically denied them, as
well as to transform the exclusionary structures relative to discrimination
practices at multiple levels (e.g., women, family, race, sexuality, economic
inequities, and the environment) with a goal of making them more just and
society more equitable. Feminist theory emphasizes the divisions of labor
and the distribution of wealth both nationally and internationally, as well
as how meaning and value (relative to freedom and opportunity) are con-
stituted globally.

Feminist researchers and evaluators problematize systematic relations
of power in the social construction of knowledge, recognizing the central-
ity of gender in such power relations. Feminists make explicit the social
construction of gender with its accompanying power structures and insti-
tutional and interpersonal relations, which translate difference into hierar-
chy and power asymmetries and privilege male over female. Feminists also
recognize the multiple identities that women have and the resultant suscep-
tibility to interlocking discrimination in their lives. For example, women
of color, lesbian women, and women with disabilities encounter multiple
layers of discrimination because of their sexual orientation, race/ethnicity,
and disability. Feminists often disclose their biases, feelings, choices, and
multiple identities in terms of their own location within the research pro-
cess (Maguire, 2006, cited in Reason & Bradbury, 2006Db).

Abbott, Bievenue, Damarin, and Kramarae (2007) brought a feminist
lens to their review of research on gender equity in the uses of technology,
and the impact that the integration of information technology into curri-
cula and course management has had on male and female students’ interest
and engagement at each level of the educational continuum and teacher
preparation. They reported that parity in access to technology exists for
males and females in the United States, but that gaps still exist based on
race/ethnicity and socioeconomic status. They did uncover differential uses
of technology resulting in limitations for females regarding their future
education and career options. Specifically, they examined the reasons why
significantly more males than females take classes in computer science and
programming in terms of the male-dominated computer culture, societal
gender bias, and gender bias in computer software.

Sielbeck-Bowen, Brisolara, Seigart, Tischler, and Whitmore (2002)
presented the following principles of feminist evaluation as they are derived
from Western research literature:
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e The central focus is on gender inequities that lead to social injustice;
every evaluation should be conducted with an eye toward reversing
gender inequities.

e Discrimination or inequality based on gender is systemic and struc-
tural.

e Evaluation is a political activity; the contexts in which evaluations
operate are politicized, and the personal experiences, perspectives,
and characteristics evaluators bring to evaluations lead to a particu-
lar political stance.

e The evaluation process can lead to significant negative or positive
effects on the people involved in the evaluation.

e The evaluator must recognize and explore the unique conditions and
characteristics of the issue under study; critical self-reflection is nec-
essary.

e There are multiple ways of knowing; some ways are privileged over
others.

e Transformative knowledge that emanates from an experiential base
is valued.

Interestingly, when I'shared these principles with evaluators from Africa
who were designing evaluations to address the United Nations’ priorities for
women in Africa, they found them useful but were resistant to using the term
feminist to describe the work they would do in the name of women’s rights
(Whitmore et al., 2006). In that context, feminist is a word associated with
exclusion rather than inclusion. It is seen as reflecting the concerns of white
women rather than the concerns of African women of color. The evaluators
preferred to use the term gender responsive to describe their work.

Critical Race Theory

Parker and Lynn (2002) note that the roots of CRT are embedded in Afri-
can American, Latino/Latina, and Native American critiques of social
thought. Demands for an acknowledgment of racism in society have led
to demands for examination of racism in the research and evaluation com-
munity. However, different perspectives on the character and appearance
of racism in society can lead to different responses to this call to action. If
racism is understood solely as a willful act of aggression against a person
based on skin color or other phenotypic characteristics, then the discussion
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may not examine the deeply embedded racism in U.S. society. One goal of
CRT is to make visible the implicit structural and less visible forms of rac-
ism as a system of oppression. Parker and Lynn (2002) note the following
goals of CRT:

1. To present storytelling and narratives as valid approaches through which
to examine race and racism in the law and in society;

2. To argue for the eradication of racial subjugation while simultaneously
recognizing that race is a social construct; and

3. To draw important relationships between race and other axes of domina-
tion. (p. 10)

Queer Theory

Plummer (2005) locates the emergence of queer theory in the mid- to late-
1980s in North America as a reflection, in part, of the academy’s recogni-
tion of the legitimacy of lesbian and gay studies. Queer theory examines
and addresses concerns of lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, and gender
queer people, challenges the binary conception of male—female in identify-
ing sex or gender, and abandons the view that some forms of sexuality are
deviant.

Postcolonial and Indigenous Theories

Battiste (2000b) explains indigenous theories based on Native American
scholarship; Kawakami, Aton, Cram, Lai, and Porima (2008) do so for
Native Hawaiian and Maori cultures; and Chilisa (2005) contributes to
this theoretical perspective from her location as an African scholar. Of
great import to indigenous and postcolonial scholars is the recognition
of their connection with each other and the world in historical, spiritual,
and physical terms. The power to determine what is investigated, how the
research and evaluation are conducted, and how the results are interpreted
and used rests with the indigenous community members. This approach
requires culturally appropriate and ongoing communications among the
researchers/evaluators and community members, often with community
members assuming the role of lead researcher/evaluator.

Additional theoretical viewpoints have much to offer the transforma-
tive researcher and evaluator, including symbolic interactionism, phenom-
enology, ethnomethodology, neo-Marxism, and semiotics. The Sage Hand-
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book of Qualitative Research (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005) contains several
chapters that explicate these theoretical perspectives.

Politics and Power

What about power relations in research and evaluation? Suppose that two
female coworkers are talking, and one of the women, who is about to have
a baby, wants to know if she’ll have to continue to work overtime after the
baby arrives. Her older, more experienced friend assures her that she will
still be expected to carry on, as usual. However, doing so will call her pri-
orities into question. The young mother-to-be recognizes the pending ten-
sion between motherhood and career that our society often imposes. She
wonders if the mothers can ever win. Her friend sagely acknowledges that
nothing will change until we get “more of our people on the committee.”

What does this vignette suggest about who is “at the table”? What are
the consequences of being at the table or not being at the table? How could
a transformative perspective enter into a study, both in terms of program
design and research and evaluation, associated with that issue? Here are the
thoughts of one student.

Student Perspective: Issues of Power

The paradigm filters the world for us into understandable components.
Therefore it is everything when considering that a researcher filters the
data and transforms them into information. The idea of subjectivity now
concerns me as 1 wonder who can be absolutely objective when interpret-
ing data. Are we not a product of our upbringing, culture, experiences, and
education?

As a minority, this especially concerns me as researchers make assump-
tions about my racial identity and tie it to certain factors regarding the
success that [ am or am not afforded in school and life. Indeed many of the
researchers, often coming from privileged backgrounds do not ascertain the
complexities causing the minority to have a more difficult ascension to a life
the privileged are simply born into. Then I am to subscribe to myself and my
people the understanding that a privileged researcher has filtered through a
lens that 1 will never see nor comprehend. Certainly, who measures success
but the researcher based on some arbitrary understanding that she/he picked
up somewhere other than in my culture?—Risa Briggs (2004)

The political dimension of research “affirms people’s right and ability
to have a say in decisions which affect them and which claim to generate
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knowledge about them. It asserts the importance of liberating the muted
voices of those held down by class structures and neo-colonialism, by pov-
erty, sexism, racism and homophobia. The “pedagogy of the oppressed,”
to borrow Freire’s term, must be matched by a ‘pedagagy of the privileged’
inquiry processes which engage those in positions of power, and those who
are simply members of privileged groups—based on gender, class, profes-
sion, or nation” (Reason & Bradbury, 2006b, p. 10).

Research knowledge authorizes views and perceptions about the
researched. An accumulated body of knowledge on the researched becomes
the point of reference for legitimizing new knowledge (Chilisa, 2005). The
problem of giving legitimacy to research knowledge is that most of the
accessible research was not carried out by the researched. “Even in cases
where there is a collaborative research between the First World researchers
and Third World researchers, the First World researcher’s voice is domi-
nant and imposes the foreign categories of research, hence determining
what type of knowledge can be produced” (Chilisa, 2005, p. 676).

Power is reframed by feminists as energy, strength, effective interac-
tion, and access to resource mobilization for other and self, rather than
as domination of others, whether by money, force, or the cult of personal
leadership and ego (Hartsock, 1974, as cited in Maguire, 2006, p. 67). A
key influence on research and evaluation is the restructuring of the power
dynamics of the inquiry process itself. Based on lived experience, feminists
redefined power in inquiry from their work with the poor and marginalized
in adult education, community development, and development assistance
(Maguire, 2006, p. 67). This issue is further explored in Chapter 3.

QUESTIONS FOR THOUGHT

Reflect on your own ideas regarding where you stand in terms of the transforma-
tive paradigm of research and evaluation. Contemplate the following questions:

e How have you experienced depiction of people who are pushed to the margins
of society in your own life, in the media, or, specifically, in research/evaluation
contexts?

e What evidence have you seen of the deficit perspective with regard to people
who are pushed to the margins?

e What evidence of the transformative paradigm have you seen in the world?

e What difference does it make if you hold a deficit or resilience view of people
who are pushed to the margins and the social systems that surround us?
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A Deeper Reflection

Reflect on your position in reference to the transformative paradigm and indicate
any changes (growth) you feel you have experienced by reading and reflecting on
this paradigm. Specifically, consider:

e How does the concept of paradigm further your understanding of the experi-
ences of people who are pushed to the margins of society?

e To what extent do you find yourself intrigued by, or comfortable with, the trans-
formative paradigm? Do you find yourself somewhat in the middle! Are you
withholding judgment until you know more?

e Use the words axiology, ontology, epistemology, and methodology in your explana-
tion. Discuss your position and give your reasons.

e Discuss methodological challenges you anticipate would be associated with the
transformative paradigm.

Summary

v The meaning of the concept of paradigm is explained in terms of four
basic belief systems: axiology (ethics), ontology (reality), epistemology
(knowledge), and methodology.

v'The meaning of the transformative paradigm is explained in terms of
these four belief systems.

v Axiology—emphasizes human rights and social justice.

v Ontology—rejects cultural relativism and acknowledges the influence
and consequences of power and privilege in what is deemed real.

v Epistemology—advocates culturally competent relations between the
researcher/evaluator and community members.

v Methodology—employs culturally appropriate mixed methods tied to
social action.

v'The importance of trust, validity, and power issues foreshadows further
discussion of these topics in Chapter 3.

v'Commensurate theories such as feminist theories and CRT are pre-
sented.
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MOVING ON TO CHAPTER 3. . .

In the following chapter, issues related to the establishment of trust in
research and evaluation relationships are explored. This process begins
with the development of self-understanding by the researcher or evaluator
and moves to the development of relationships with community members
that focus on creating conditions for transformative work to occur.

" Aprismis grown. Isaac Newton did not understand the intricacies of prisms
because he used too wide a spectrum of light to study them. Scientists who
followed Newton applied a more refined method of study that yielded insights
into the missing bits of information.

Note

1. The American Psychological Association developed guidelines for four spe-
cific groups: Asian American/Pacific Islander populations, persons of African
descent, Hispanics, and American Indian participants.



CHAPTER 3

Self, Partnerships,
and Relationships™

I see having some version of self-reflective practice as a necessary

core for all inquiry. For example, anyone engaging in collaborative

research needs robust, self-questioning discipline as their base.
—MARSHALL (2006, p. 335)

In the absence of detailed conceptual and methodological
guidance from existing approaches to evaluation, therefore, this
last part of the project in India is very much a work in progress.
And at its heart lies a difficult conundrum: For our team of
evaluators to assist in the development and judgement of criteria
related to the transformation of worldviews to accommodate
profoundly systemic perspectives on the world—essentially the
facilitation of stakeholder development as “systemic beings”—we
ourselves need to undergo such an epistemic transformation as a
precondition.

The logic presented here, I believe, dictates that such a
competency is imperative in the face of the complex challenges of
epistemic transformation for systemic development.

—BAWDEN (2006, p. 45)

IN THIS CHAPTER. . .

V¥ The role of human relations in the process of conducting transformative
research and evaluation is examined as a means to enhance validity and
develop respectful partnerships that prioritize ethics and reciprocity.

V¥ Methods that facilitate critical self-reflection in a social justice context are
explored, with specific emphasis on the roles of power and privilege.

¥ Knowing yourself in relation to the community is discussed in terms
of potential bias, membership in the community (or not), and cultural
competence as an essential disposition in conducting transformative work.

70
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V Strategies for developing relationships and partnerships are presented, with a
focus on the concept of trust.

¥ Challenges associated with building respectful and effective partnerships and
relationships are discussed, including issues of language, the will to engage,
ethics, and capacity building.

Honest and respectful relationships among human beings involved in
any inquiry are essential to achieve the goals of transformative research
and evaluation. The development of effective relationships is a multifaceted
endeavor. Establishment of effective relations is fraught with challenges,
including securing the time needed to develop a relationship, dealing with
variations in levels and types of power, addressing mismatched or con-
flicting priorities, and accommodating differences on key characteristics
between researchers/evaluators and participants. The importance of work-
ing through these challenges is critical to the conduct of valid research and
evaluation within the transformative paradigm.

As the opening quotations of this chapter make clear, self-knowledge
is an essential part of establishing effective partnerships and relationships,
as well as for clarifying worldviews. Self-knowledge alone is not sufficient,
however; personal transformation is a necessary part of social transforma-
tion. Combining self-knowledge with cultural knowledge and skills in effec-
tive partnering facilitates (1) the development of the research or evaluation
focus and identification of questions; (2) the development of interventions;
and (3) making decisions about design, measures, samples, data collection,
analysis, interpretation, and use that are in keeping with the philosophical
assumptions of the transformative paradigm. Later chapters address these
specific aspects of the partnership relationship. In this chapter, enhanced
validity is discussed as the basis for justifying a focus on understanding self
and self in relation to community, as are strategies to enhance knowledge
of self, culture, and the synergistic factors intrinsically involved in human
relationships—all of which are essential for the establishment of effective
partnerships and relationships.

QUESTIONS FOR THOUGHT

e What is the place of self-reflection and human relations in research and evalua-
tion?

e What are the ramifications of sharing some salient characteristic of the commu-
nity in which | am researching or evaluating?
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e What are the ramifications of being an “outsider” to that community?
e How do power and privilege affect relations in research and evaluation?

e How can | gain the self-knowledge required to respectfully engage with partici-
pants?

e How can | come to understand a community in its full complexity?

e What are my options if time constraints prevent a prolonged and sustained
involvement with the community?

e How can | create the will to engage in self-reflection, honest understanding of
cultural complexities, and trusting partnerships?

e How can | facilitate the development of transformative partnerships?

Human Relations as Factors Contributing
to Research Validity and Rigor

As mentioned in Chapter 1, Kirkhart (2005) and Lincoln (1995) provide
arguments that support the integral connection between the quality of the
human relations in research and evaluation settings and the validity of the
information that is assembled. In this chapter, the relevant justifications for
focusing on human relations are explored further as a basis for enhanced
validity, especially Kirkhart’s “interpersonal justification” (i.e., the quality
of the interactions between and among participants in the inquiry process),
and Lincoln’s (1995) standards for quality in research and evaluation that
relate to the notion of community and the need to understand the commu-
nity and the effects of the study process and findings on the community.
Kirkhart (2005) notes that “evaluators’ personal characteristics, ori-
entations and identifications, life histories, academic training, and cultural
experiences are inescapably woven into the theoretical understandings
they put forth for consideration” (p. 25). Definitions of validity used in the
world of research and evaluation are themselves culturally constructed con-
structs. Based on Kvale’s (1993, as cited in Kirkhart, 2005) critique of the
cultural boundaries of validity as a social construction, Kirkhart discusses
the gatekeeping function that validity plays in determining what is seen as
legitimate knowledge. If this gatekeeping is used to exclude the views of
the nonmajority communities, then it serves to support the status quo and
disallows challenges to power distributions. Hence, culturally unexamined
constructions of validity can serve as collaborators of oppression and dis-
crimination. Kirkhart (2005) defines validity as “an overall judgment of the
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adequacy and appropriateness of evaluation-based inferences and actions
and their respective consequences” (p. 30). In relation to this inclusive defi-
nition, validity is strengthened by critical self-reflection, especially directed
at assumptions that emanate from a position of majority privilege.

Lincoln’s (1995) standards for rigor in research include the assertion
that the researcher should know the community “well enough” to link the
research results to positive action within that community. This standard
raises the question, what does it mean to know a community well enough?
The work of indigenous research scholars provides insights into possible
answers to this question.

When Maori people discuss the meaning of having researchers come
into their community, they emphasize the need to consult with appropriate
people and to learn the basic principles of interacting in a trustworthy way
within their culture (Cram et al., 2004). Researchers who want to work
within the Maori community need to behave in ways that reflect:

o Whakapapa—Research begins with revealing where you come from
and who your family is; what are your family connections?

e Telling it like it is, to the right people—Researchers must identify
people in the community to engage in the research process and be
honest throughout the research endeavor.

e The importance of both kanohi kit e kanohi (being present) and
kanobi kitea (the seen face)—Researchers must be present and face-
to-face with the people.

e Being knowledgeable about the history of research in this
community—Researchers need to be aware of the history of legisla-
tion, policy, discrimination, and oppression, as well as the commu-
nity’s cultural legacy.

McKenzie (2001) adds the following concepts from the Maori culture:

o Whakaiti means being humble, not standing out from the crowd (a
belief held so strongly by many Maori students that they will dis-
guise their abilities rather than be treated above their peer group)—
Researchers should acknowledge that their knowledge is limited and
they are eager to learn from the community members.

o Whakabhibiisthe opposite, being boastful and bragging—Researchers
should not appear to be boastful or self-praising.
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Smith (1999) added to this list:

o Arobha kit e tangata—show respect for people.

o Titiro, whakarongo . . . korero—Look, listen . . . speak.

e Manaaki kit e tangata—Share and host people; be generous.
e Kia tupato—DBe cautious.

o Kaua e takahia te mana o te tangata—Do not trample over the
mana of the people.

e Kaua e mahaki—Don’t flaunt your knowledge.

These Maori scholars provide us with a way of entering a community
that has the potential of enhancing the validity of our work by engaging
respectfully with the community members. Reciprocity is a key element in
establishing research and evaluation partnerships that can yield valid infor-
mation for all concerned because it helps to address power differentials that
can diminish a willingness to share life experiences in an open way.

Reciprocity and Validity

Broom and Klein (1999) posit that reciprocity is necessary for healthy,
trusting relationships. People need to feel that they are receiving as much
valuable energy as they are giving. Determining reciprocity is a complex
matter because people’s ideas of equity and fair exchange usually involve
varying ideas of right and wrong (or the rules that we use to determine
what is fair or unfair). People usually respond positively if they feel they
are getting enough in return for what they are giving. They may respond
angrily when they feel they are facing bias, unfairness, or injustice. A suc-
cessful exchange depends on an ability to identify the stakes for all the
players. To this end, we can ask the participants: “What kinds of outcomes
do you want for yourself in this exchange?” (p. 85). Broom and Klein
describe six basic types of exchange currencies first proposed by Uriel and
Edna Foa (Foa & Foa, 1974). These include money, tangible goods, intan-
gible service, positive regard, prestige, and sexual gratification. These are
more closely associated with the traditional notion of beneficence than the
transformative notion; this issue is further explored in Chapter 7 in the
section on beneficence.

Native American populations have developed research review pro-
cesses that involve the participating tribes and place a premium on partici-
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patory and collaborative research that balances the needs of the community
and the needs of the researchers (Caldwell et al., 2005). When this bal-
ance is upset, trust may be broken, resulting in problems with the research
study. Authentic partnerships are viewed as give-and-take relationships
and require that both researchers and participants initiate the research and
frame the focus of that research. Establishing an equal partnership requires
reciprocity: that is, if a researcher takes participants’ ideas and time, he or
she is expected to give back in the way of resources, skills, employment, or
training. Caldwell et al. (2005) explain:

It is customary for researchers to describe the anticipated benefits, risks, and
costs of the research when preparing grant proposals and in submissions to
IRBs. Prior to tribal control of research, discussions of anticipated research
benefits in Indian Country tended to be abstract. Requiring researchers to
explicitly outline concrete costs and benefits to the participating tribe(s) tends
to clarify thinking and make assumptions and expectations explicit. In our
experience, this process is beneficial to all parties involved. (p. 9)

Caldwell et al. note that there can be conflicting perspectives on the benefit
of the research to the tribe, based on differing positions within the tribe
and the attitudes of tribal members toward change. Involvement of diverse
members of the tribe in the process can yield improved study acceptance
and benefit; however, it is also possible that the research will become mired
in conflict and abandoned. Or, if the research is carried out without taking
the time to explore and respond to differences, the results of the study may
be rejected.

Ethical Considerations

Cram et al. (2004, p. 158) provide a valuable perspective that integrates
ethical principles with what you need to know about yourself and the com-
munity. A process of writing, reflection, presentation, and community
participation (bui, or Maori ceremonial gathering) was used to develop a
research protocol for doing research that is tika or right. Three themes
emerged from this process:

e The importance of researchers knowing themselves.
e The importance of knowing yourself in relation to your community.

e Growing in one’s ability to function in a culturally competent man-
ner.
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These themes provide a reasonable structure for the remainder of this chap-
ter.

Knowing Yourself

Researchers and evaluators must be critically self-reflexive and able to enter
into a high-quality awareness to understand the psychological state of them-
selves and others thereby enabling participation in dialectical relationships
(Lincoln, 1995). This heightened self-awareness is necessary for personal
transformation and critical subjectivity. Self as instrument is a topic of dis-
cussion in much of the qualitative research literature (Marshall, 2006). In
keeping with the acknowledgment that there are no value-free interactions
between two human beings, knowledge of self is a requirement for doing
any type of valid research or evaluation work, no matter what methods are
used. In the spirit of full disclosure, my story is included as Appendix B,
in which I describe my journey along the road of discovery that led to my
immersion in the transformative paradigm. An explanation of my journey
can be seen in a more succinct way in the illustration of me with my mentor
Eleanor Roosevelt (in spirit) (Box 3.1).

Cram et al. (2004) contribute the Maori perspective on the importance
of knowing yourself in terms of the social, cultural, and political context
in which the research or evaluation is conducted. Specifically, researchers
and evaluators need to be aware of their own expectations and assumptions
and their competence in communicating these to participants in the inquiry
process.

Symonette (2004) examined the importance of self as instrument and
provided guidance in how to increase self-awareness in culturally complex
research and evaluation settings. She wrote:

Culture is dynamic and ever changing, so becoming multicultural is a lifelong
process. Standing still in one’s current repertoire of sociocultural knowledge,
skills and insights automatically starts a downward slide. Complacency in
current understandings breeds and fuels a creeping intercultural incompe-
tence. This “self-in-dynamic-context” learning and development journey is
without end in that it summons ongoing personal homework: notably, ever
deepening awareness and knowledge of self-as-instrument and lifelong project
in process. (pp. 96-97)

How we see ourselves or what we believe we bring to the situation is insuf-
ficient, and possibly inaccurate, self-knowledge. Symonette (2004) calls
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BOX 3.1. Eleanor Roosevelt and Working Together

Eleanor Roosevelt died in 1962 and was buried in Hyde Park next to her husband. Her
contributions to the cause of peace and the welfare of people was expressed clearly by
Adlai Stevenson, former ambassador to the United Nations, at the time of her death:
“What other human being has touched and transformed the existence of so many? . ..
She walked in the slums of the world, not on a tour of inspection . .. but as one who
could not feel contentment when others were hungry. Her glow warmed the world . . .
she embodied the vision and the will to achieve a world in which all men [sic] can walk in
peace and dignity.”
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this unilateral self-awareness and suggests that multilateral self-awareness
is even more essential:

Even more important for the viability, vitality, productivity and trust-building
capacity of a transaction and relationship cultivation is multilateral self aware-
ness: self in context and self as pivotal instrument. Who do those that one is
seeking to communicate with and engage perceive the evaluator as being? . . .
Regardless of the truth value of such perceptions, they still rule until authenti-
cally engaged in ways that speak into the listening. (p. 100)

Bell (2001) developed a modified Johari Window" to enhance self-awareness
of social justice educators. I modified the context and probing questions to
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fit the research/evaluation context. Bell used the following graphic to depict
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the relevant quadrants:

The open area is our comfort zone—I know such-and-such about
myself, and I am comfortable sharing it with others. The open area allows
for personal growth through self-disclosure and receiving feedback from
others. You can use the following questions to expand your open area:

e How open am I about my own process of learning about social jus-

The hidden area represents self-knowledge of which I am conscious
but that I choose not to disclose to others. I may have very good reasons to
keep some personal things private about myself. However, Bell encourages
us to think about what we choose not to disclose by asking ourselves these

Johari Window

Things | know about
myself

Things | don’t know
about myself

Things others know

about me Open area Blind area
Things others don’t
know about me Hidden area Unknown area

tice and my own socialization?

What kinds of things about myself do I share easily with others?

How do I use myself and my experiences in my research?

What is open for discussion in my interactions with others?

questions:

The blind area holds great potential to impede our ability to work
within the transformative paradigm because it contains those things about
ourselves of which we are not conscious but that others notice about us.

What do I avoid disclosing about myself? Why?

What are my motivations for not disclosing certain things?

What do I hide that I might want to disclose?

What do I hide that I think could interfere with good research or

evaluation? Is my rationale clear and conscious?
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These are the things that may be hidden from us by normative socializa-
tion, cultural blindness, and assumptions of privilege. Bell suggests these
questions for this area:

e What am I likely not to perceive due to my own social positioning?
e What have I learned that was previously in my blind area?

e How open am I to feedback and how do I respond when others give
me feedback?

e What important insights/learning have I gained from inviting feed-
back in the past?

Kendall (2006) discusses the blind area in the context of imbalances of
power and privilege. The potential for miscommunication is great and may
result in damage to relationships and suspicion in further contacts. White
people often find it difficult

to accept that a person of color would automatically be suspicious of any
white person they are talking to, just as someone who is nonprivileged in other
areas of identity would be—people with disabilities of able-bodied people;
women of men; lesbian, gay, bisexual, or transgender people of heterosexuals;
poor people of wealthier people. Because so many white people see ourselves
as individuals and as relatively good people, we have a hard time imagining
that we pose a threat to someone we work with or are talking to. We see our-
selves as entering into conversations as just us; usually, the person of color sees
us as a representative of our race, our gender, and our class. (p. 129)

Such a blind spot can lead to good intentions that are belied by behavior
that does not have the desired impact.

The unknown area—of which neither we nor others are aware—
represents a large unexplored area. Bell suggests that this area can be
reduced by self-exploration, education, psychotherapy, and broadening of
life experience. This ongoing self-exploration may reveal reasons for trig-
gers, provide a deeper understanding of our own socialization and personal
psychology, uncover unexplored potentialities, and reveal motivations,
fears, and expectations related to social justice issues. Questions to ask:

e What was previously unknown to me (and to others) which I now
know about myself?

e How did I become aware of this?

e What other puzzles intrigue me and call me to further exploration?
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The Johari Window provides a method for reducing our blind area
by inviting feedback from others, reducing the hidden area as we decide to
disclose things that would be appropriate, and reducing the unknown area
through a process of self-exploration. Symonette (2004) summarizes:

The deepest and richest insights emerge from authentic communications and
deliberations across relevant diversity divides. Again, such communications
require more than facts-and-figures knowledge and skills or do’s-and-taboos
checklists—especially when they are associated with making evaluative judg-
ments about merit, worth, value, congruence, etc. Like any other social rela-
tions, it matters who is carrying what and how in determining the extent
to which assessment and evaluation processes are embraced as a resource or
suspiciously tended to in a perfunctory way. (p. 101)

Self-Checks Built into the Self-Knowledge Process

Guzman (2003) recognizes that evaluators have emotional reactions to
the participants and the community members in their projects. She sug-
gests that evaluators build a process check into their evaluation plans that
would allow the evaluators to have constant discourse with members of the
evaluation team and the community. In this way, evaluators can share their
feelings about their experiences with the participants and obtain feedback
from community members as to how to interpret their own and the partici-
pants’ emotions.

Marshall (2006) also emphasizes the importance of knowing yourself
in terms of taking time to notice how you perceive, make meaning, frame
issues, and make choices to speak or not to speak. She calls this process the
inner arc (p. 335) and recommends that researchers pay attention to their
assumptions, repetitions, patterns, themes, dilemmas, and key phrases that
are charged with energy or that seem to hold multiple meanings. To this
end, she suggests the use of journaling to capture inner streams of inquiry.
She uses different-colored pens and pencils to reflect additional insights
that she gains throughout the duration of her research. She then describes
her reflective processes in terms of exploring outer arcs; that is, by pur-
suing understandings outside of herself in some way. “This might mean
actively questioning, raising issues with others, or seeking ways to test out
my developing ideas. Or it might mean finding ways to turn issues, dilem-
mas or potential worries into cycles of (explicit-to-me) inquiry into action,
perhaps seeking to influence or change something and learning about situa-
tion, self, issues and others in the process” (p. 336). She recommends trying
to keep notes on what people are saying, as verbatim as possible, at least
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of key phrases and ways of formulating meaning. Selective attention is a
known limitation in all research; therefore, this act of writing, reflecting,
and acting becomes a cyclical engagement throughout the research process
as ideas emerge and evolve.

Autoethnography

Autoethnography is one approach with which researchers or evaluators can
come to terms more explicitly with who they are in the inquiry context.
The definition of autoethnography ranges from memoir to recollection to
personal journals to stories, and ethnographic accounts (Charmaz, 2006).
Anderson (2006) identifies five key features of autoethnography:

e The researcher is a complete member of the group that he or she is
studying. However, the researcher plays a dual role as group member and
researcher; hence the necessity of being consciously aware of conversations
and behaviors while simultaneously engaging in those conversations and
behaviors.

o Reflexivity has long been a hallmark of qualitative work, and
involves understanding the reciprocal influence between the researcher and
his or her settings and informants. Autoethnography focuses on trying to
understand both self and others through a reflective examination of one’s
actions and perceptions in dialogue with others.

e The researcher is a highly visible social actor in the written text,
including his or her feelings and experiences and how they changed as vital
data that contribute to understanding the social world being described.

o As the autoethnographic researcher is trying to understand a phe-
nomenon in a complex world, it is important that data be collected through
dialogues with others.

e Analysis of the data should go beyond representation of this single
case toward building theories about the phenomenon.

Charmaz (2006) raises the issue of adding fictional elements to the
narrative as a way of telling the story in order to say something about the
human condition. However, the introduction of fictional elements into a
data-based narrative is problematic. To what extent is the narrative render-
ing an accurate description of the experience versus one that claims veri-
similitude? To what extent has the author taken other perspectives into
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account? To what extent do researchers move beyond their own experiences
when they engage with members of the studied world? Charmaz suggests
that autoethnography can serve to reify stereotypes if the researcher does
not learn of varying perspectives from his or her engagement with others.
Spry (2007) describes authoethnography as a means to achieving per-
sonal transformation when researchers/evaluators place their experiences
within the larger context of society. Autoethnography invites transforma-
tion when it is undertaken as critical self-reflection and as a means to sub-
vert an oppressive dominant discourse. Stimulus questions might include:

What transformative moments in my own life do I recall?

How do those experiences illuminate my experiences in relation to
others?

What was I thinking? What was I feeling?

How do I relate to those experiences now? How do I feel now?

Spry illustrates the power of autoethnography as a tool in research on many
sensitive topics, including the death of a child, parenting a teenage boy,
alcohol or drug abuse, and sexual assault.

Self-Awareness of Power and Privilege

How does sitting in a position of power and privilege influence one’s abil-
ity to develop relationships in a research context? Nairn and McCreanor
(1991) recognized the potential blindness created when those of privilege

try to understand the experience of those with less privilege. Symonette
(2004) also addressed this issue:

Most important is the extent to which the meaning-making transactions and
interpretations are perceived and received as on-target and appropriate by
those on the other side(s) of relevant diversity divides. Those who stand and
sit on the privilege- and power-connected sides of diversity divides typically
have not a clue regarding these dynamics or their implications for social rela-
tions and outcomes. As Kaylynn TwoTrees (1993) puts it, “privilege is a learn-
ing disability.” Consequently, one may look but still not see, listen but still
not hear, touch but still not feel. In contrast, those not so situated within the
power-and-privilege hierarchy maintain high consciousness nearly all of the
time because such consciousness enhances opportunities for access and suc-
cess and more fundamentally enables survival. Such divergent realities often
manifest in persons vigorously talking past each other even when seemingly
using the same words. (2004, pp. 100-101)



Self, Partnerships, and Relationships 83

Unearned Privilege and Personal Work

Kendall (2006) notes that addressing issues of privilege (whether based on
skin color or other characteristics associated with differences in privilege)
is challenging. Many people with privilege (such as myself) find it incredu-
lous when someone initially points out that they do have privilege. My
self-image included a lot of different perspectives, but power and privilege
had not risen to a conscious level for me. Only upon concentrated self-
reflection and interaction with critical friends was I able to begin to address
this issue at a personal level. Kendall acknowledges that there is a need for
clarification as to why we would pursue an undertaking that is difficult
and uncomfortable. When asked why, Kendall (2006) replies: “For many
people the most immediate answer is that it is the right thing to do. If we do
not work to change ourselves and our systems, we continue to be complicit
in the oppression of others whether we mean to or not. We do this explora-
tion because our lives depend on it—our physical, psychological, spiritual,
and economic lives” (p. 23). Bennis and Thomas (2002) call opportunities
for transformative experiences that allow an individual to come to a new or
altered sense of identity “crucibles.” As the word crucible implies, pain can
be associated with this transformative process.

The basic beliefs of the transformative paradigm explicitly recognize
the role of power and privilege in the definition of what is real, the inter-
actions between the researcher/evaluator and the community, and in the
choice of methods for data collection.

The words power and privilege have been increasingly associated with
negative connotations in the world of those who seek social justice. For
example, Symonette (2004) reminds us that “evaluators need enhanced
understandings of related systemic processes of asymmetric power relations
and privilege, not simply awareness and knowledge of difference and diver-
sity. . . . How and to what extent is sociocultural diversity associated with
patterned differences in access, resource opportunities, and life chances?”
(p. 108).

Some people think of power in terms of a dichotomy, such that orga-
nizations and experts have power and the oppressed, grass-roots, mar-
ginalized do not (Gaventa & Cornwall, 2006). Broom and Klein (1999)
acknowledge that when power is viewed as finite, it sets up a situation
wherein one person’s winning means another person’s loss. However, they
propose the conceptualization of power as an infinite game (i.e., any set
of activities that has rules and participants) in which win-win is a pos-
sible outcome. The purpose of playing a win—win game is to continue and
maintain the game, thus neither self-esteem nor identity is at stake. Rather
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playing the game is motivated by curiosity, a love of learning and creativity,
and a valuation of differences. In Broom and Klein’s (1999) words:

In a world operating from the infinite perspective, gender and racial differ-
ences would be viewed not only as spicy additions to the essential sameness
of humankind but also as integral factors in improving the human condition.
The contributions that women and people of color would make if invited to
participate fully with men and whites in the game of power would certainly
be remarkable. Moreover, the mutual learning produced by this perceptual
shift would act as a vital key unlocking the harmonic potential of technolo-
gies, organizations, societies, and perhaps the entire world. We would see
how differences can form harmonic relationships and how conflict can move
toward resolution; in this way, we would appreciate the beauty of diver-
sity just as we might appreciate the beauty of music, its forms comprising
tonal differences linked in concordant ways. However, as the infinite view is
eminently practical, we would most appreciate the transformative power of
creating harmony from differences—the real improvements that can result.

(p. 19)

For effective partnerships to evolve, the issue of power differences
needs to be recognized. Chilisa (2005) comments on inequity in power
relations:

Collaborative research between First and Third World researchers invariably
begins with a contract that positions each researcher within a hierarchical
structure. . . . First World researchers are invariably referred to as team lead-
ers, lead researchers, or research co-coordinators. They bring certain methods
to be learnt and applied by the Third World. As leaders they are also assigned
the responsibility of producing the final document. The assumption is that
they are better researchers in comparison with the “other” because their edu-
cational background is superior in comparison with the . . . “other” and also
because research is communicated in their language at which they are masters
and of which the “others” should be masters. The framework goes back to
established colonial times, when the colonized were regarded as empty vessels
to be filled. But it also indicates the colonial ideology that seeks to fashion the
world into sameness. The draft of the contract agreement between the First
World researchers and the Third World researchers was clear on who was
producing and controlling knowledge. (p. 676)

The contract read thus: “Any and all intellectual property including copy-
right in the final and other reports arising from the work under this agree-
ment will be property of the University of X.” Chilisa (2005) describes her
growing self-awareness that was sparked by these contractual terms as well
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as by the conflicts she felt between the Western-based research methods
and their results and her knowledge and lived experience of Botswana cul-
ture. She writes:

I... describe my journey into the empire and back as one who has stud-
ied in the Western centers. Returning to my own communities, cultures
and languages brings me to realize the gap between my training and my
culture. I therefore wish to reflect and narrate on the lessons I learnt as an
indigenous, Western educated intellectual, co-opted into the dominant First
World epistemologies on HIV/AIDS and participating in the naming and
description of the “other.” The discussion is based on a critique of research
studies that I conducted, along with researchers from the so-called First
World. T found myself troubled by the standard topics and language in the
research on HIV/AIDS because they trivialized the core values that define
my identity such as the totem and taboos that I continue to practice without
question. Worse still, these topics and languages are in most cases further
entrenched through data-gathering instruments such as the questionnaire
survey that makes it impossible to escape from Western perceptions on
HIV/AIDS. (p. 668)

Recognition of power differentials in the research and evaluation
context contributes to the process of knowing yourself as a researcher
or evaluator. It also adds credence to a view of power as productive and
relational (Foucault, 1979). Gaventa and Cornwall (2006) extend Fou-
cault’s conception of power to include the effect of power on those who
are relatively powerful and those who are relatively less powerful: “Power
can exist in the micro-politics of the relationship for the researcher to the
researched, as well as in broader social and political relationships; power
affects actors at every level of organizational and institutional relation-
ships, not just those who are excluded or at the bottom of such rela-
tionships” (p. 73). Thus, Gaventa and Cornwall suggest a need not just
to study the “pedagogy of the oppressed” (Freire, 1970b), but also the
“pedagogy of the oppressor” and the relation between the two. Questions
to consider include:

e How do we understand the dynamics of the power when participa-
tory methods are employed by the powerful?

e Whose voices are raised and whose are heard?

e How are these voices mediated as issues of representation become
more complex with the use of participatory methods in larger-scale
planning and consultation exercises?
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Knowing Yourself in Relation to the Community

This section explores the issues of power and privilege in relation to indig-
enous perspectives, and touches on ways to enhance methodological rigor
through the development of partnerships. Questions arise: What if I am
a member of the researched or evaluated community? What if I am not
a member of the community? To what extent is there a need to reflect
the demographic characteristics of the community in the person of the
researcher/evaluator? Is the validity of research/evaluation work threat-
ened if it is conducted by a member of the community? (I find it mildly
amusing that the question of allowing researchers’ or evaluators’ personal
biases to sway perception and judgments arises in the context of indigenous
researchers, when my perception tells me that there are no value-free inter-
actions between two human beings. So, I’ll add the question: Is the validity
of research/evaluation work threatened if it is conducted by someone who
does not share salient characteristics of diversity with the participants in
the study?)

The term insider research is something of a misnomer in most circum-
stances as even if researchers belong to the community they are research-
ing, they are obliged, within a relationship ethic, to establish and maintain
a role as a researcher (Smith, 2004, as cited in Cram et al., 2004, p. 162).
For example, when Cram returned home (New Zealand) to do her disserta-
tion research, she experienced conflicts; she did not fit in at home at this
point, whereas she did fit in the academic community where she had spent
several years. She realized the importance of reconnecting with the people
in her home community through visits, talk, and sharing in the everyday
rituals of drinking and eating. Even though she was from this community,
she needed to spend time reestablishing relationships over a 2-year period
in a Maori-respectful way before she could proceed with her research.

A critical and implicit concept in the journey to understanding self
in terms of community is the notion of respect. Smith (2004, as cited in
Cram et al., 2004) noted that misinterpretations in partnerships sometimes
result from clashes in cultural views as to the meaning of respect. Respect
in research and evaluation in U.S. contexts means respect for the individual
and his or her autonomous decision-making capacities. In Maori culture,
respect in a research context is conveyed by how you greet someone, how
you choose to dress, and how you spend a few months establishing a rela-
tionship.

The evaluation framework developed at the Howard University Cen-
ter for Research on the Education of Students Placed at Risk (CRESPAR)
and the Talent Development (TD) Model of School Reform includes direct
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recognition of the importance of matching salient characteristics of the
evaluation team with the participants. Butty, Reid, and LaPoint (2004) cite
Frierson, Hood, and Hughes (2002) in their discussion of the self as instru-
ment and the need for shared vantage points in order to obtain quality data.
They state:

Therefore, an instrument (or individual) that is an improper measure provides
invalid data. In other words, if those who are collecting and recording the
data are not attuned to the cultural context in which the program is situated,
the collected data could be invalid. As individuals with a shared racial back-
ground with the stakeholders, TD (Talent Development) project team mem-
bers went into the urban school context with an increased level of sensitivity
and awareness to the plight and lived experiences of the various stakeholder
groups. (p. 44)

In the evaluation of a school-based family, school, and community
partnership program (part of the TD CRESPAR initiative), LaPoint and
Jackson (2004) also identified the deliberate matching of similarities
between the evaluation team and the school community as a facilitating
factor in the establishment of a trusting relationship. They attempted to
match race, ethnicity, gender, age, social class, and cultural similarity or
familiarity between the evaluators and the participants. They also indi-
cated that the evaluation staff had several years of experience in work-
ing with low-income, black participants in research, policy, program, and
advocacy activities in a variety of settings.

Thomas (2004) affirmed the benefits associated with the sharing of
salient characteristics between researcher/evaluator and the participants in
the evaluation of an urban school setting in which many of the students
were African Americans from low-income homes. At the same time, she
recognized that diversity goes deeper than race in such situations, citing
dimensions such as social class, education level, gender, status, and needs
that relate to power differentials in the setting.

Heron and Reason (2006) suggest the following procedures as a means
of removing the distortion of uncritical subjectivity from the various ways
of knowing that emerge:

e Research cycling. Participants should be prepared to go through the
inquiry process several times, cycling between action and reflection,
thereby refining their understandings and reducing distortions.

o Divergence and convergence. Convergence is a strategy that
allows participants to revisit the same research focus several times;
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divergence means that the group moves on to a new research focus
as a result of what they learned in earlier cycles of the inquiry pro-
cess.

o Authentic collaboration. The inquiry group needs to develop an
authentic form of collaboration based on egalitarian relationships.
People need to sustain their involvement in the group throughout
the cycles of research, in a way that allows every group member to
express his or her views and be heard.

o Challenging consensus collusion. Any group member can challenge
the assumptions that underlie the knowledge being created or any
part of the process by which it is created.

o Managing distress. The group needs to develop mechanisms that
allow distress to surface and that process the distress in a respectful
way.

e Reflection and action. A balance between reflection and action is
necessary so that participants can move through the cycle of action
and reflection.

e Chaos and order. Balance needs to be maintained and restored as
necessary, given that divergence of thought is encouraged. Yet, an
inordinate degree of confusion and ambiguity may result in stalling
a group’s progress. Thus groups need to be prepared to deal with
differences in a constructive manner, without exercising premature
closure for the purpose of maintaining peace.

Who Can Research or Evaluate Whom?

bell hooks (1990) raised this question of voice by asking: Who can research
whom? Who speaks for whom? Who speaks for those who do not have
access to the academy? The researcher/evaluator has an obligation to seek
out and involve those who are silent or pushed to the margins.

Spivak (1988) framed the question of voice in this way: “Can the sub-
altern speak?” (p. 217). Chilisa (2005) notes that the subaltern does speak
with a discourse of resistance. And, if research or evaluation excludes the
indigenous ways of knowing, it is likely to fail to come up with results that
can enhance the quality of life of the communities. Feminists raised the
question of who can research whom many years ago. Can women only
study women? Men only men? Extending the idea: Africans only Africans?
Deaf only deaf? Maori only Maori?
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The argument that one must share a particular salient characteristic to
do research or evaluation with a community has merit. This merit persists,
despite examples of individuals who do not share such characteristics who
have contributed to our understanding of discrimination and oppression
in the context of furthering social justice. Jonathon Kozol (2005) comes to
mind as a white, hearing, able-bodied man with a degree from a prestigious
university who chooses to teach in the poorest county in the United States
and writes books that graphically depict the conditions of life under which
children who live in poverty are expected to learn. Hence, sharing a salient
characteristic has the potential to add validity to a study; however, this is
not the only possible strategy for transformative research and evaluation.

Bias: Everyone Can Have It

Tensions are created in a complex cultural context when researchers and
evaluators attempt to be part of the process of social change. Accuracy in
representation is critical. The outsider supposedly looks at things with an
objective, neutral eye. The insider supposedly looks at things with a higher
degree of cultural sensitivity and can thus yield data of higher validity. This
tension has been discussed and debated for many years. The resolution of
the tension seems to lie in the notion of partnership and methodological
rigor. The topic of partnership is addressed in this chapter; the topic of
methodological rigor is the essence of this entire book. As a foretaste of
things to come, consider Thomas’s (2004) advice on triangulation in Box
3.2. Heidi Holmes (personal communication, 2006) suggested the addition
of multicultural triangulation that would include language, race/ethnicity,
and socioeconomic status (SES).

Cultural Competence

Cultural competence is an integral concept for those working within the
philosophical assumptions of the transformative paradigm (Mertens, 2005).
Multiple definitions of cultural competence exist in the scholarly literature
(see Box 3.3). Some of these definitions were developed by professional
associations and others by scholars working in indigenous communities.
Cultural competence is a critical disposition that is related to the
researcher’s or evaluator’s ability to accurately represent reality in cultur-
ally complex communities. Symonette (2004) makes explicit the implica-
tion that culturally competent researchers and evaluators must understand



90 TRANSFORMATIVE RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

BOX 3.2. Veronica Thomas's Advice on Triangulation

Investigator triangulation: Create a research/evaluation team of members with
shared interests in a topic and diverse perspectives and areas of expertise regarding
the topic (e.g., a multidisciplinary study team including a sociologist, anthropologist, social
worker, and psychologist).

Multiple operationalism: Use different ways to measure a single concept in an effort
to gather multiple perspectives and a deeper understanding of the issue (e.g., measure
student achievement in terms of standardized test scores, grades, and teachers' ratings).

Methodological triangulation: Use more than one method or data-collection tech-
nique that may assess different dimensions of a problem (e.g., quantitative and qualita-
tive).

Target-person triangulation: Collect data from more than one person on a par-
ticular issue (e.g., gathering student behavioral data from students, family members, and
teachers).

Analysis triangulation: Use more than one strategy or statistical technique to analyze
the same data.

Adapted from Thomas (2004, p. 4). Raychelle Harris asked: “Should there also be ethnicity triangulation?
Linguistic triangulation? SES triangulation? Is there a term that incorporates all those? Transformative trian-

themselves in relation to the community in question. Cultural competence
is not a static state. It is a journey in which the researcher/evaluator devel-
ops increased understanding, through self-reflection and interaction with
members of the community, of the reality of differential access to power
and privilege (Symonette, 2004; Sue & Sue, 2003). The benefits of cultural
competence and culturally responsive evaluation approaches include, but
are not limited to, the ability to transform interventions so that they are
perceived as legitimate by the community (Guzman, 2003), and the ability
to serve as an agent of prosocial change to combat racism, prejudice, bias,
and oppression in all their forms (American Psychological Association,
2000Db). To this end, the culturally competent researcher or evaluator is able
to build rapport across differences, gain the trust of community members,
and self-reflect and recognize one’s own biases (Endo, Joh, & Yu, 2003).
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QUESTIONS FOR THOUGHT

e In your world of experience, how would you define cultural competence in
research and evaluation?

e How would you modify the meaning of cultural competence as presented here
to capture a more particular meaning in your context?

e What is the importance of understanding the meaning of this concept in the
context in which you do research and evaluation?

e How can improved understandings be linked to social justice?

Additional questions that community members and researchers or evalua-
tors can ask when considering the development of a partnership are listed
in Box 3.4.

BOX 3.3. Definitions of Cultural Competence

0 “Cultural competence refers to an ability to provide services that are perceived
as legitimate for problems experienced by culturally diverse populations. This definition
denotes the ability to transform knowledge and cultural awareness into interventions that
support and sustain healthy participant-system functioning within the appropriate cultural
context” (Guzman, 2003, p. I71).

O Many health and evaluation leaders are careful to point out that cultural com-
petence cannot be determined by a simple checklist, but rather it is an attribute that
develops over time. The root of cultural competency in evaluation is a genuine respect for
communities being studied and openness to seek depth in understanding different cultural
contexts, practices, and paradigms of thinking. This includes being creative and flexible to
capture different cultural contexts, and a heightened awareness of power differentials that
exist in an evaluation context. Important skills include: ability to build rapport across dif-
ference, gain the trust of community members, and self-reflect and recognize one’s own
biases (Endo et al., 2003).

O Cultural competence in evaluation can be broadly defined as a systematic,
responsive inquiry that is actively cognizant, understanding, and appreciative of the cul-
tural context in which the evaluation takes place; that frames and articulates the episte-
mology of the evaluative endeavor; that employs culturally and contextually appropriate
methodology; and that uses stakeholder-generated, interpretive means to arrive at the
results and further use of the findings (SenGupta et al., 2004).
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BOX 3.4. uestions Communities and Researchers/Evaluators Can Ask
in a Proposed Partnership

Questions for
the community

Questions for
the researcher/evaluator

I. As a community member, have you been
adequately informed about the focus of
the proposed study?

2. As a community member, have you
been invited to assist in the design of
the project and is that project likely to
benefit your community?

3. Has consideration been given to how the
study can be designed so that the results
are more likely to be directly applicable
to pressing problems of concern to the
community?

4. As a community member, have you been
invited to participate in an equal way
in all of the steps in the research or
evaluation cycle—from the development
of the focus to the application of the
findings to addressing current problems?

5. What are the consequences of
the research or evaluation on the
community and its members?

6. What are important priorities for the
community that researchers/evaluators
may need to understand and work with?

7. What are all of the community’s assets
and liabilities?

8. What are the constraints on the
research/evaluation from the
community’s perspective?

Based on Kret (2006).

I. What questions should you ask
yourself before beginning a study
with underserved groups?

2. How do you access community
resources and information? Are you
planning to do so without involving
community members or leaders?

3. What benefits might result from
working with community members
when you conduct a study? What
obstacles might be overcome?

4. What ethical issues should you take
into consideration before doing a
study?

5. Do you want to achieve a
well-balanced, well-designed
questionnaire and implementation
plan?

6. What are the community’s cultural
traditions?

7. What impact will the research/
evaluation have on the community?

8. Will the benefits apply to the
community or only to researchers/
evaluators?

9. Will you expect positive or negative
changes in the community? Will
the community experience bias,
stigma, or prejudice because of the
research/evaluation?
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Strategies for Developing Partnerships/Relationships

Kendall (2006) describes the importance of developing an alliance as a
form of partnership, noting:

Allies are committed to the never-ending personal growth required to be
genuinely supportive. . . . Allies are able to articulate how various patterns
of oppression have served to keep them in privileged positions or to withhold
opportunities they might otherwise have. For many of us, this means explor-
ing and owning our dual roles as oppressor and oppressed, as uncomfortable
as that might be. . . . Sharing the power of decision making about what will
happen is essential. (pp. 150-151)

Broom and Klein (1999, pp. 134-135) offer a five-step method to building
effective partnerships:

1.

Make your primary goal the building of a relationship of high mutual
equity.

Check out your assumptions about other people (i.e., have a conversation
that starts with checking on assumptions as a way to clear the air and
revise assumptions to be in line with expressed positions).

Seek to increase other people’s equity before increasing yours. (Be curious
about, interested in, and appreciative of other people’s feelings, assump-
tions, and goals).

Get clear about what you want and ask for it (don’t not ask for fear of
being ignored, the object of anger, or otherwise being made more vulner-

able).

Discuss and negotiate, discuss and negotiate until you reach a resolution
that will lead to high equity for all parties. Use patience, passion, and per-
sistence.

Box 3.5 provides a glimpse into the importance of forming partnerships in
school reform initiatives.

If one considers that researcher/evaluators’ relationships with commu-
nity members may not be characterized by full trust on either side, and
that both sides may have a reason to withhold full disclosure, the question
arises, what strategies can be used to foster a will to engage in a trusting
transformative partnership?
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BOX 3.3. Reflections on Forming Partnerships

Transforming a school to be more responsive to students’ needs requires a culture change
in which both teachers and students believe they are valued. In the midst of significant
change toward school improvement, the rate of accepting change will vary from teacher
to teacher, and differences in approaches and teaching philosophies will come to light.
When teachers are involved in decision-making, they develop greater ownership and the
partnership necessary to sustain the effort begins to unfold.

From Academy for Educational Development—Middle Start Initiative, March 2003, www.WKKF.org.

Trust

Reina and Reina (2006), in Trust and Betrayal in the Workplace, have pro-
vided a comprehensive framework for trust-building work along with a bat-
tery of assessment instruments for individuals, teams, and organizations.
They identify transactional (interpersonal) trust components as contractual
trust (trust of character), competency trust (trust of capability), and com-
munication trust (trust of disclosure). Contractual trust means that we will
do what we say we will do—provide a service, share information, attend a
meeting. This type of trust is facilitated by making expectations clear, estab-
lishing boundaries, appropriately delegating responsibilities, honoring agree-
ments, and being consistent. Communication trust includes sharing informa-
tion, being honest, admitting mistakes, maintaining confidentiality, giving
and sharing feedback, avoiding gossip, and speaking openly and construc-
tively about what is on our minds. Competency trust includes demonstrat-
ing respect for people’s knowledge, skills, abilities, and judgments, involving
others and seeking their input, and helping people learn the necessary skills.
These three components of transactional trust provide the basis for the
development of transformative trust in organizations. Organizations have
achieved transformative trust when they reach a critical point where trust
between people takes on a dynamic energy and force of its own. People feel
believed in and therefore they believe in what they are doing. When people
feel acknowledged and respected, they continue to work together because
they know what they are doing makes a difference. See Reina and Reina’s
website (www.trustinworkplace.com) and book for more information.

Promises Made

Part of trust is being aware of the consequences of making promises that we
may not be able to keep, as illustrated in this passage:
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Desires for social change usually have repercussions within a wider society
and are often fought because they have resource implications. And so often
it’s around multiple levels of why we do research, being very clear about what
research can achieve and being honest about why we may be committed to
social change. Sometimes it’s very difficult for research to achieve social
change because when research challenges a power structure, it’s invariably
looked at really, really closely and unpicked by those who want to dispute the
findings and the (resulting) request for social change. We’ve seen that time
and time again. . . . So I think that it’s a tricky thing that we do sometimes. I
got over a long time ago ever promising anyone that research would result in
change. (Fiona Cram, in Cram et al., 2004, p. 162)

Building Trust and Community

Cardoza Clayson, Castaneda, Sanchez, and Brindis (2002) provide an exam-
ple of factors that need to be considered in building trust in the context of
culturally diverse communities. They worked with members of a Hispanic
community and saw their role as serving as interpreters between the native
stakeholders and the mainstream stakeholders. This role involved much
more than translating from Spanish to English; rather, it revolved around
establishing communications that were viewed as trustworthy by all par-
ties involved. They recognized the multilayered nature of trust while taking
into consideration the participants’ country of origin outside of the United
States. They found that trust, for Latinos in the United States, is based on
mutual support and fluctuates depending on the potential threat of depor-
tation. The Latinos may trust the researchers or evaluators to discuss who
watches their children or where they work, but they would not feel safe
disclosing that they do not have documents to work in the United States.
Cardoza Clayson et al. held this up as an example of how economic and
political contexts within a particular cultural group define levels of trust.

According to Cram et al. (2004), a relationship ethic encompasses the
notion of researchers and participants as journeying together in a spirit of
reciprocity; of participants’ control over decisions and processes affecting
them; and of researcher accountability (p. 160). If you are not a member of
the community, then it is critically important to consult with trustworthy
community people who can facilitate entry, clarify the relationship ethic,
and safeguard the researcher. These community people can adopt various
roles, such as caretakers, mentors, teachers, and protectors.

Working with a community can bring challenges, as seen in Wilson’s
(2005) work in the deaf community in Jamaica, in which she started the
explication of her research focus based on her personal experience in inter-
national contexts and the limited scholarly literature available about U.S.
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organizations that provide assistance for programs for people with disabili-
ties in developing countries. U.S. programs designed to assist people with
disabilities are rare and even fewer of these programs are designed to assist
deaf people. Although research focused on best practices for U.S. organi-
zations working with deaf communities in developing countries was not
available, Wilson derived seven factors from the literature on the effective-
ness of such programs for the general field of disabilities and development.
Prior to traveling to Jamaica, Wilson contacted four Jamaican organiza-
tions that provide assistance to deaf people in that country, as well as the
leadership of the indigenous deaf association. She also consulted with a
deaf Jamaican leader, identified by the deaf community, and an American
hearing administrator who had resided in Jamaica for 4 years, to obtain the
benefit of their wisdom before traveling to the country to collect data. This
groundwork was necessary, not only because of the dearth of literature,
but also because of the need to build trust with the significant informants.
These early contacts allowed Wilson to shape her research focus in a way
that was consonant with the life experiences of the Jamaican deaf com-
munity.

Language and Building Trust

Hall and Hood (2005) discuss the importance of language as a means to
building trust amongst stakeholder groups as well as to unlock meanings
that would remain inaccessible if underlying assumptions were not accu-
rately shared. Variations in language use are important both across and
within groups; researchers and evaluators should not make the mistake
of assuming homogeneity within a cultural group. For example, Wilson
(2005) is an advanced American Sign Language (ASL) user. She learned
Jamaican Sign Language (JSL) in order to communicate with the deaf
Jamaican participants. JSL is used widely throughout the island. It is based
on American signs; native JSL users who know ASL estimate that 80-90%
of JSL consists of American signs. That being said, this is not meant to
imply that knowing a language is sufficient to ensure that culturally com-
petent transformative studies will be conducted.

The Will to Engage

To address the willingness of communities to build partnerships, Symon-
ette (2004) suggests a strategy that fosters a willingness in the community
to believe that assessment and evaluation are worth the time and effort.
In her work with the University of Wisconsin’s Design for Diversity on
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27 campuses in that system, she described the process of cultivating that
willingness as the result of “a student-centered and campus-centered focus
organized around perceived campus needs and values. We have aimed to
maximize the natural utility of program data collection, evaluation and
reporting as a campus staff resource” (p. 103).

Ethical Partnership Strategies

Silka (2005) notes that as communities become more involved in research,
ethical dilemmas arise at each stage in the research. These dilemmas include
questions such as who decides the research agenda, who has the power in
the research relationship, how will a partnership be formed and how can
it work fairly, and who owns the data? The Center for Family, Work and
Community at the University of Massachusetts, Lowell, developed strate-
gies for building participatory research partnerships between the university
and underserved communities. They developed tip sheets as a part of work-
shops on ethical issues in partnership-based research. The topics of the tip
sheets and their web accessibility are included in Box 3.6.

Types of Partnerships/Relationships
Research Partnership Model

Silka (2005) worked with a consortium of universities to develop the
research partnership model as an approach that utilizes a research cycle
with ongoing relationships in the community as opposed to one-shot stud-
ies. The importance of having such a model was evident as she worked
in research partnerships with immigrants and refugees new to the United
States. Representation of newcomers is often accompanied by such chal-
lenges as researchers’ inability to speak the home-country language, and
immigrants’ limited resources, and immigrants’ unfamiliarity with U.S.
laws and protections.

Partnerships to Relationships: Group Processes as Research
and Evaluation Venues

Indigenous peoples’ traditional group gatherings have been held up as mod-
els for research and evaluation venues rooted in respect for human beings
and their cultural norms. Native Americans place a high value on relation-
ships that result from interactions with the group and with all of creation
(Little Bear, 2000, p. 79). A strong sense of connection among all creatures
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BOX 3.6. Ethical Partnership Tips

Initiating partnerships: Gathering the players. This is the initial step in the process of act-
ing on a felt need, identifying others who share a concern in the community and in the
research or evaluation world, finding appropriate ways to contact and communicate with
potential partners, and planning to have a community meeting to discuss the potential
partnership (Boyer, 2004).

Ethical considerations in participatory research: The researcher’s point of view. Researchers
need to be aware of the diversity of perceptions as to what constitutes ethical practice
in various communities (Costello, 2004). The questions that appear in Box 3.10 further
illustrate how questions about ethics can be asked at all stages of the research/evaluation
process.

Questions to ask about community-based research partnerships. A modification of these
questions to ask about community-based research partnerships is displayed in Box 3.4.

Partnership-based research: How the community balances power within a research partner-
ship. Partnerships should be arranged so that both researchers and participants are recog-
nized as having power in that context (Serait, 2004).

Everything you always wanted to know about IRBs. IRBs, Institutional Review Boards, were
mandated by U.S. federal legislation for any organization that receives federal funds to do
research (Chiev, 2004). Communities can institute IRBs of their own with membership
from within their cultural group. Ethical review boards are discussed more extensively in
Chapter 7.

Overcoming the roadblocks to partnership. Communities can ensure that they derive bene-
fits from proposed research or evaluation by forming community advisory boards, actively
participating in the planning process, and considering successful models of partnerships
that might transfer to their own situation (Martinelli, 2004).

“Science shops” in Lowell?. The Southeast Asian Environmental Justice Partnership is pro-
vided as an example of how universities and communities can form ethical partnerships
(Pharmer, 2004).

Knowledge creation in research partnerships. Work together to create knowledge in a man-
ner that respects differences between and within groups (Garbani, 2004).

These tip sheets can be accessed at the website of the Center for Family, Work and Community at the
University of Massachusetts, Lowell: www.uml.edu/centers/CFWC/programs/researchethics/research_ethics|.
htm; the Center’s home page is www.uml.edu/centers/CFWC.
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of the earth speaks not just to the interchange of material goods but also,
more importantly, to the strength to create and sustain “good feelings.”
Maintaining good feelings is one reason why a sense of humor pervades
aboriginal societies. Sharing also brings harmony, which sustains strength
and balance. Native American use of group processes is illustrated by their
Medicine Wheel (Battiste, 2000b) and other approaches. The Maori have
a group process called hui; in Botswana, the group process is called kgotal
(gathering of community members by the chief).

The Maori see partnership ethics as necessary to counter the nonin-
digenous researchers’ desire to conduct research on Maori. When Maori
scholars describe “by Maori, for Maori, with Maori” (Kaupapa Maori)
research, they speak of relationship ethics. The Maori recognize the impor-
tance of their people leading the way in the research context. The essence of
relationship is whakapapa—or the notion that we are connected with each
other by where we are from and who our people are, all the while recog-
nizing similarities and differences between people. Each gathering to dis-
cuss research/evaluation would begin with a recognition of whakapapa as
a means to establish a safe and comfortable place to speak. Maori scholars
distinguish a partnership between the researcher/evaluator and the com-
munity from a relationship among participants and researchers or evalua-
tors (see Box 3.7).

Conducting research or evaluation within the Kaupapa Maori frame-
work does not mean that the academy of researchers is excluded from par-
ticipation in indigenous research (see Box 3.8). Rather, it means that non-
Maori researchers and evaluators conduct studies at the invitation of, and
in partnership with, the Maori community. Many types of transformative
partnerships are possible. The W. K. Kellogg Foundation supported the
development of 10 university—community partnerships that took different
forms, depending on the context (Parsons, Hammond-Hanson, & Bosser-
man, 1998). The overall goal of the partnerships was to improve family
and community development practices using a values-driven agenda. The
partnerships shared the characteristics of focusing on strengths (not defi-
cits), emphasizing self-determination and responsibility, engaging commu-
nity members in culturally appropriate ways that respected their values,
and focusing on action-based results. The program evaluators identified the
positive contributions such partnerships can make to social change, as well
as some of the challenges in such partnerships.
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BOX 3.7. From Partnership to Relationship

RELATIONSHIPS: BUILDING, MAINTAINING, FURTHERING

In research protocols, often developed to guide nonindigenous researchers wanting to
undertake research with indigenous peoples, the term partnership ethic has been coined.
More so than a partnership ethic, a relationship ethic guides those who do "by Maori, for
Maori, with Maori” research. Whereas “partnerships ... must be founded on mutual
understanding and trust” (Association of Canadian Universities for Northern Studies,
1997), the essence of a relationship ethic is whakapapa (G. Smith, 1995). The question
“No hea koe?” connects us together at multiple levels—where we are from, who our
people are—while acknowledging both similarities and differences. Russell Bishop (1996,
p. 152) describes this as “identifying, through culturally appropriate means, your bodily
linkage, your engagement, your connectedness, and therefore unspoken but implicit con-
nectedness to other people.”

A relationship ethic also encompasses notions of researchers and participants
journeying together, learning from one another in the context of participant control and
researcher accountability.

Adapted from Cram, Ormond, and Carter (2004, pp. 159-160).

BOX 3.8. The Relationship between the Academy
and Indigenous Researchers

I would emphasize the importance of retaining the connections between the academy of
researchers, the diverse indigenous communities, and the larger political struggle of decol-
onization because the disconnection of that relationship reinforces the colonial approach
to education as divisive and destructive. This is not to suggests that such a relationship is,
has been, or ever will be harmonious and idyllic; rather, it suggests that the connections,
for all their turbulence, offer the best possibility for a transformative agenda that moves
indigenous communities to someplace better than where they are now. Research is not
just a highly moral and civilized search for knowledge; it is a set of very human activi-
ties that reproduces particular social relations of power. Decolonizing research, then, is
not simply about challenging or making refinements to qualitative research. It is a much
broader but still purposeful agenda for transforming the institution of research, the deep
underlying structures and taken-for-granted ways of organizing, conducting, and dissemi-
nating research and knowledge.

L. Smith (2005, p. 88).
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Challenges in Partnerships/Relationships

Challenges are associated with partnerships/relationships in the context of
research whether or not the researcher or evaluator is a member of the
community. Ormond, for example, described challenges associated with
working in one’s home community, noting: “It’s very hard working in your
home community. . . . They really hold you to what you say and it’s not
just that they hold you, you hold yourself because you just have this real
sense of responsibility. To do what is right for them, represent them in a
way that is fine with them and fine with the institution. It’s a lot of work in
your mind to get that settled so that you’re at peace with it” (Cram et al.,
2004, p. 165).

Partnerships: Cultural Clash Solutions

Chiu (2003) conducted a study in which community health educators inter-
acted with primary health care professionals in the delivery of cervical
cancer screening services to women from eight minority language groups.
During the fieldwork, the community health educators indicated that they
were experiencing difficulties in forming effective partnerships with the
professionals. The issue was brought to focus groups as part of this study
and was resolved by directly addressing solutions to redress the underly-
ing power imbalance between the educators and the professionals. These
included disseminating a clear explanation of the educators’ roles to all
program participants, providing official badges for the educators, and pro-
viding assertiveness training to the educators. The result was an enhanced
capacity on the part of the educators to negotiate a more equal relationship
with the medical professionals in the clinic.

Kirkhart (2005) identified the following components of ensuring mul-
ticultural validity that are relevant to the establishment of transformative
partnerships:

o It takes time to reflect multicultural perspectives soundly; many
evaluations are conducted in compressed time frames and on lim-
ited budgets, thus constraining the ability of the evaluator to become
aware of, and sensitive to, the complexity of multicultural dimen-
sions.

e Cultural sophistication needs to be demonstrated on cognitive,
affective, and skill dimensions.
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e The evaluator must be able to achieve positive interpersonal connec-
tions, conceptualize and facilitate culturally congruent change, and
make appropriate cultural assumptions in the design and implemen-
tation of the evaluation.

e The evaluator must avoid cultural arrogance that is reflected in pre-
mature cognitive commitments to a particular cultural understand-
ing as well as to any given model of evaluation.

LaPoint and Jackson (2004) identified several challenges that arose
in the human relations arena when transformative partnerships were inte-
grated into an ongoing program evaluation effort in an urban school set-
ting. Partnerships can be tested by conflicting agendas between program
evaluators and school staff and changes in those agendas throughout the
process of the study. Changes in personnel in urban school settings occur
frequently and can be disruptive to a partnership. School-level participants
(including parents) may have a history of negative experiences in the school
setting, as well as with other program evaluation efforts. Strategies to
address these concerns are described in this and subsequent chapters.

Recognizing the Complexity of Culturally Competent Work

Accurate and appropriate representation of stakeholders is not without its
challenges, some of which have been discussed earlier in this chapter. Inclu-
sion of multicultural constituencies may be accompanied by disagreements
among the stakeholders, which may slow or derail the research or evalu-
ation. Different cultural groups, by definition, hold different values and
expectations. Thus, the search for common ground is a challenge. This issue
also involves the complexity of the community with which the researcher or
evaluator is working.

Exposing Incompetence

King, Nielsen, and Colby (2004) noted tensions when trying to provide
accurate and balanced reporting and protection of human participants
in a study that exposed incompetence or resistance to implementation of
a program. How can an evaluator present a balanced report (identifying
both strengths and weaknesses), treat stakeholders with respect, and avoid
harming them when evaluating levels of competence? King et al. wrestled
with this ethical dilemma in their evaluation of a multicultural education
program that placed social justice issues in the foreground. As is typical in
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many such programs, a continuum in the implementation of the intervention
was found. The evaluators identified these challenges: How can they report
on the differences in implementation without attacking individuals? From a
social justice perspective, what do they do with the anger that is expressed
by some of the participants because they see some of their colleagues as
choosing not to reform their instructional practices to incorporate the mul-
ticultural principles? What do they do with the demands of some of the
stakeholders that names be made public, thereby exposing “their colleagues
with the hope of bringing them into alignment with the initiative’s goals”
(p. 74). What do they do when the lead decision maker rejects their care-
fully crafted, inclusive, stakeholder representative data and instead asks for
a one-page checklist that principals can use to “check off . .. ideas they
should think about to raise the visibility of multicultural issues in the build-
ing. Something really short that won’t make anyone mad” (p. 76).

King et al. (2004) provide this summary: “[Demonstrating] multi-
cultural competence in evaluation necessarily involves [giving] explicit
attention to articulation of stakeholder values, especially when they have
the potential to conflict, and to the likely tensions and necessary trade-
offs among propriety, utility, and feasibility, and social action concerns”
(p. 78). They hypothesize that evaluators may be more successful if they
give explicit attention to value differences and necessary trade-offs in the
steering committee, coupled with purposeful conflict resolution or media-
tion.

Dilemma: Budget/Time Constraints

What about research/evaluation that is conducted under severe budget/
time constraints? Based on their work with funding agencies that bring
the researcher/evaluator into a country for a short period of time, Bam-
berger et al. (2006) addressed this challenge through the use of Real World
Evaluations (RWEs). RWEs involve adapting research/evaluation designs to
meet the constraints imposed by the funding agency while still being aware
of the cultural complexities in the current research context. Bamberger et
al. describe time-saving strategies to apply when an outside consultant is
brought in to work with a local consultant. The local consultant can be
commissioned to collect background data and conduct exploratory studies
prior to the arrival of the outside consultant. This work might involve the
preparation of initial reports on the social and economic characteristics of
the target groups or communities, describing the key features of the pro-
grams to be studied, how they operate, and how they are perceived. The
local consultant may also provide a list of potential key informants and
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participants for focus groups. Additional design and data-collection strate-
gies for RWE are explored in later chapters.

Purposes of Partnerships

Partnerships/relationships can be implemented in a variety of ways for a
variety of purposes. Community members can be chosen to sit on an advi-
sory board, frame the research/evaluation and identify appropriate inter-
ventions, implement the intervention, interpret results, and provide impli-
cations for follow-up actions. In a study of the accessibility of court systems
for deaf and hard-of-hearing people in the United States, representatives
of a diverse range of deaf community members and their advocates were
employed at all of these levels (Mertens, 2000). An advisory board included
two deaf judges (one used a cochlear implant, the other read lips), deaf and
hearing attorneys who worked with deaf clients, judicial educators, and
members of various advocacy teams for deaf people, including interpret-
ers employed by police departments. This group guided the selection of
members for focus groups that would represent the diversity of the deaf and
hard-of-hearing communities. The focus group data were used as a basis for
designing training that was provided to judges, other court personnel, and
deaf people. Members of the deaf and hard-of-hearing communities par-
ticipated in videos that were part of the training and disseminated widely,
and they also participated personally in the training sessions. Finally, court
personnel and deaf community members and advocates were involved in
the development and implementation of an action plan and in the evalua-
tion follow-up data collection.

Examples of Points of Interaction in the Research Process
Interactions with community members can occur at any point in the research
and evaluation work. As noted above, this might include identification of
needs, development of an intervention, or reaching an understanding of the
current status of a phenomenon, among others, as illustrated in Box 3.9.

Building Capacity

Smith (2005) emphasizes the importance of building indigenous research
capacity by developing and mentoring researchers and providing spaces
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BOX 3.9. Puoints of Interaction in the Research/Evaluation Process

Community feedback and input on:

0O Research/evaluation planning

O Research/evaluation types or questions

0O Research/evaluation implementation

O Evaluation of research or evaluation study (meta-evaluation)

O Research/evaluation findings or results

Based on Kret (2006).

and support for their involvement in research. This type of effort must be
accomplished without co-opting indigenous ways of knowing and of con-
structing knowledge. Transnational and international conversations serve
to inform indigenous groups around the world of methodologies that have
arisen in a variety of contexts. Indigenous researchers need to be trained
in such methodologies, work in research contexts to deepen their skills,
and be given opportunities to participate in a variety of research projects
that use different kinds of approaches and methods. The group processes
and cyclical models of research and evaluation described in Chapters 4 and
5 further elaborate on capacity-building opportunities and strategies for
strengthening indigenous peoples’ presence in the world of research and
evaluation.

Indigenous Research/Evaluation Teams: Native American

Caldwell et al. (2005) recognized the training and employment of tribal
members as research or evaluation staff as being a facet of reciprocity in
the research process. While the researchers set this as a priority for the
research or evaluation that would occur in the tribal setting, they also iden-
tified potential problems with participant anonymity and confidentiality as
a tension that needed to be addressed. In small communities, use of local
researchers needs to be approached with great sensitivity to long-term per-
sonal relationships.
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Summary

v'Researchers and evaluators can enhance the validity of their results by
engaging in critical self-reflection that not only examines their own per-
sonal biases and assumptions but also their relationship to the commu-
nity.

v'Issues of power and privilege need to be addressed explicitly in order
to build trusting and respectful partnerships and relationships between
researchers and evaluators and community members.

v Challenges inevitably arise in the development of such partnerships and
relationships; researchers and evaluators can benefit from the wisdom of
indigenous scholars and others who have worked in culturally complex
communities in this regard.

MOVING ON TO CHAPTER 4 . . .

In Chapter 4 the development of the research and evaluation focus and
questions is explored. The exercises in self-awareness, self in relation to
community, and development of partnerships and relationships from Chap-
ter 3 form a key link in the subsequent research or evaluation planning,
implementation, and use. Useful questions to ask about the challenges
inherent in partnerships at various phases of the research or evaluation are
displayed in Box 3.10.

people around us in their rich complexity?

vT We are all multifaceted. How can we see our own multiple facets and those of the

Notes

1. Tam indebted to Hazel Symonette and Bagele Chilisa, who raised my conscious-
ness about the importance of this topic as critical to the conduct of transfor-
mative research and evaluation. I also want to thank my graduate students at
Gallaudet University, Raychelle Harris and Heidi Holmes, for their valuable
feedback on earlier drafts of this chapter.

2. The specific regulations that govern the protection of human participants in
research are embodied in the work of institutional review boards. The history,
principles, and processes of IRBs are explained in Chapter 7.
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BOX 3.10. Questions to Ask Ourselves about Partnership
at Various Phases of the Research/Evaluation Study

In the project planning stages:
O At what point am | involving the community?
O How is the community approached?
O What's the benefit for the community?

0 How are the cultures and traditions of the community respected?

In the information-gathering stage of the project:
O How are participants recruited?
O How (and by whom) are research/evaluation questions selected?

0 How are the privacy and confidentiality of the involved individuals and communi-
ties protected?

O What kinds of methods are being used (and how are they chosen)?

0 How is the information going to be used?

In the data-analysis stage:

0 How is the information that is gathered going to be analyzed or interpreted?

O What input does the community have in the analysis process?

At the end of the project:

O Is any sustainable change going to be stimulated by research/evaluation results?

O What are the roles of researcher/evaluator and community in determining what
change looks like?

Based on Costello (2004).

3. www.12manage.com/methods_luft_ingham_johari_window.html. The Johari
Window was developed by Joseph Luft and Harry Ingham (hence: Joseph &
Harry = Johari) in the 1950s when they were researching group dynamics. It is
still used as a model to understand and teach self-awareness, for personal devel-
opment, and to improve communications, interpersonal relationships, group
dynamics, team development, and intergroup relationships.



CHAPTER 4

Developing the Focus
of Research/Evaluation Studies

Racism contributes to local and international racial disparities.
These disparities are commonly found throughout virtually all
areas of health, education, income, imprisonment and the like.
Given the magnitude of the gaping racial disparities both within
and between nations, the question needs to be asked: Why is it
that researchers, evaluators, program and policy planners and
those who implement societal programs seeking to reduce today’s
racial disparities generally fail to include serious investigations of
racism as a potential contributor to such disparities?

—BROOKS (2006)

INTHIS CHAPTER. . .

V Influences of a transformative worldview on strategies to gather a knowledge
base to determine areas in need of research/evaluation are explored:

V¥ Funding agency priorities, traditional scholarly literature, and web-based
resources available on many topics are illustrated in terms of potential
sources, strategies for searching, benefits, and limitations.

Vv Knowledge from the transformative theoretical framework, in the form of
fugitive (grey) literature and lived experience, is highlighted as a source for
understanding issues from the perspective of those who historically have
not been in the privileged position of presenting their views.

V¥ Group and individual strategies are explained, including focus groups and
individual surveys, as well as use of indigenous methods such as the Maori
hui and the Native American medicine wheel.

v Examples of research/evaluation questions are presented from studies that
use a transformative lens.

Brooks (2006) suggests that disparities on the basis of race in all areas
of society are worthy of inclusion in research and evaluation studies. She

108
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further suggests that the social issues closely associated with racial dis-
parities are often framed without a conscious inclusion of the concept of
racism. In keeping with the transformative paradigm, identification of the
research/evaluation focus inherently includes not only acknowledgment
of racism, but also of sexism, classism, able-ism, and other dimensions of
diversity that are associated with barriers to accessing privilege in society.
See Box 4.1 for an example of how a researcher came to the decision that
race needed to be a focal point in her study.

In many research and evaluation texts, this chapter might be called Lit-
erature Review and Research/Evaluation Questions and include an intro-
ductory question: What is the research or evaluation problem? In the trans-
formative mode, this view of research and evaluation as being focused on
a “problem” is reframed to suggest that research and evaluation serve the
information needs of the community. Thus, instead of focusing on research
or evaluation problems and limiting our search to scholarly literature, the
focus shifts to identifying the pluralistic conditions that provide a justifica-
tion for the conduct of the research and evaluation and the resources avail-
able to address those conditions. So, instead of using the word problem, we
would say: What is the research or evaluation focus? What factor indicates
a need for this research or evaluation? How does a researcher or evaluator
delve into the relevance, importance, and nature of conditions that support
the need for a research/evaluation study from a transformative stance?

In evaluation texts, considerable attention is given to the process of
identifying needs in a community, as well as to methods of examining a
program or project in its formative stages. A needs assessment (Altschuld,
1999; Witkin & Altschuld, 1995) involves a detailed process of determin-
ing a community’s needs. Formative evaluation, a term coined by Scriven

BOX 4.1, Deciding That Race Should Be a Focal Point in Research

Williamson (2007) illuminates issues related to the transition of African American deaf
and hard-of-hearing adolescents from high school through post-secondary education. Wil-
liamson chose this topic following her review of high school yearbooks of deaf residential
schools and noticing that pictures of graduating classes rarely included African Americans.
She developed a model of factors that contribute to success of deaf African Americans
based on a qualitative study of individuals’ perceptions of variables that contributed to
their success, and the obstacles that confronted them and how they overcame them. She
has worked with numerous school systems to identify strategies that they can implement
to capitalize on those variables that foster resilience.
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(1967), describes a type of evaluation conducted during the planning and
early stages of a program or project for the purpose of providing feed-
back for changes during the course of the intervention. When used within
a transformative context, the community’s voices are critical to determin-
ing the focus of the needs assessment and the planning and use of forma-
tive evaluation data. The actual strategies employed in needs sensing and
formative evaluations are similar to those described throughout this text,
including literature review, use of extant data, surveys, small trials, and
group processes such as focus groups.

Purposes for the Gathering of Information
at This Stage of the Inquiry

A variety of information-gathering methods at this stage of the inquiry are
discussed in this chapter. The following statement captures reasons for this
step in the process through a description of a review of literature by Slavin
and Cheung (2003):

The purpose of this review is to examine the evidence on reading programs for
English language learners to discover how much of a scientific basis there is
for competing claims about effects of various programs. Our purpose is both
to inform practitioners and policymakers about the tools they have at hand
to help all English language learners learn to read, and to inform research-
ers about the current state of the evidence on this topic as well as gaps in the
knowledge base in need of further scientific investigation. (p. 2)

This statement includes many of the reasons that researchers and
evaluators begin their process by trying to understand what research and
evaluation studies have already told us and what else needs to be done.
In addition, the practitioners, policymakers, and community members can
serve as the audience for reviews in terms of the available knowledge base
on a topic.

Sources That Support the Need for Research and Evaluation

Research and evaluation needs can surface and be articulated through a
number of means. The lines between these sources may overlap at times,
but it is nonetheless useful to think about the type of information most
likely to surface from the different approaches:



Developing the Focus of Studies 1

e Funding agencies can define research and evaluation areas that they
deem to be worthy of investigation.

e Scholarly literature is accessible through a number of databases in
the major disciplinary areas. These generally yield published research and
evaluation articles. Published articles frequently end with the author’s iden-
tification of areas in need of additional investigation.

e Theoretical frameworks that undergird the research or evaluation
approach or that provide a basis for program development can lead to the
formulation of research and evaluation foci.

e The World Wide Web can be searched to provide access to sources
that might partially overlap with scholarly databases, but that certainly
provide a wider scope of information.

e Grey (or fugitive) literature! is generally that which is not peer
reviewed and is disseminated outside the traditional peer-reviewed journals
or scholarly books. Such literature may be more difficult to find than the
literature that is accessible via electronic databases or published journals.
Examples include conference papers, research and evaluation reports, pol-
icy statements, standards, newsletters, magazines, newspapers, brochures,
fact sheets, annual reports, and more.

e As noted in Chapter 3, individuals rooted in a community have
the advantage of a cultural and historical heritage that can contribute to
the understanding of areas in need of research and evaluation, especially
when scholarly literature is not adequate. Strategies for building trust in a
community (e.g., focus groups, individual interviews, social networks, and
other indigenous methodologies) can be used with a transformative lens
to understand the research/evaluation needs accurately within a culturally
complex community.

Whatever the sources used during this information-gathering stage of
research or evaluation, whether scholarly or grey literature, the lived expe-
riences of community members, theoretical stances, or funding agency pri-
orities, all must be critically examined to determine the presence of cultural
biases embedded in them.

Funding Agency Priorities

An important question to ask when starting to determine a research or
evaluation focus relates to funding. This question can represent a tension
for the researcher or evaluator if his or her heart is in one place and the
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money is earmarked for other priorities. On the other hand, it is difficult to
do research and evaluation when there is no financial support, and so one
can hope that there will be a convergence between what the funding agen-
cies want to support and what the researcher/evaluator, in conjunction with
the community, deem as worthy of inquiry.

Major government agencies and foundations have web-based postings
of their current grants and contracts, as well as announcements of those that
are open or expected to open within a short period of time. Organizations
or individuals can electronically find and apply for more than $400 billion
in federal grants at www.grants.gov. This website is a single access point
for over 1,000 grant programs offered by all U.S. federal grant-making
agencies. Other agencies have their own web presence that you can access
directly, such as the U.S. Department of Education’s database of discretion-
ary and formula grants made from 2003 to 2006 (www.ed.gov/fund/data/
award/grntawd.html).

Having funds to support your research and evaluation activities is
good, obviously. When funds are obtained based on funding agency priori-
ties, however, it is possible that several strings will be attached, as seen in
the examples of federal government agencies statements of funding pro-
grams in Box 4.2. Foundations also offer potential funding opportunities
that sometimes come with a less prescriptive approach than those found in
government funding opportunities. A gateway into the funding world can
be found at fdncenter.org; the larger foundations can be found at this web-
site. The information in Box 4.3 illustrates the type of statements issued by
foundations. Foundations tend to have priority interest areas and are often
approached through a letter of inquiry, rather than submission of a full
proposal. Specific foundation requirements can be found at their websites.

Cheek (2005) suggests that before accepting funds, researchers and
evaluators ask these questions to determine the expectations and assump-
tions of the funders:

e Who owns the data and what can you do with the data?

e What if the funder wants to suppress results of the study? Or, wants
to exclude parts of the results?

o What exactly is the deliverable (e.g., product expected by the
funder)?

e In what time frame?
e Reporting requirements?

e What if there is a disagreement about the way the research or evalu-
ation should proceed?
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BOX 4.2. Sample Funding Statements from U.S. Government Agencies

The ... priority is for applicants serving children with limited English proficiency (LEP).
The Secretary is especially interested in those applicants including a specific plan for the
development of English language proficiency for these children from the start of their
preschool experience. Among other components explained in the invitational priority,
the Secretary encourages applicants to include in these plans intensive professional devel-
opment for instructors and paraprofessionals on the development of English language
proficiency. The Early Reading First program is designed to prepare children to enter
kindergarten with the necessary cognitive, early language, and literacy skills for success in
school. That success, in turn, often is dependent on each child entering kindergarten being
as proficient as possible in English so that the child can best benefit from the formal read-
ing instruction in English when the child starts school.

From U.S. Department of Education, Office of Elementary and Secondary Education, Early Reading First
Program (2006; www.ed.gov/programs/earlyreading/2006-35%9a.doc). About 1,500 school districts have
received $4.8 billion in Reading First grants. An independent report from the U.S. Department of Educa-
tion's Office of Inspector General found that illegal and unethical standards were used to steer money to
the Reading First program. The Secretary of Education has promised to investigate (Feller, 2006). The U.S.
Department of Education released a report on May |, 2008, that reported that students who used Reading
First scored no better on reading tests than did students who had no access to the program (United States
Department of Education, 2008). An article in the Washington Post quoted the director of the U.S. Depart-
ment of Education’s Institute of Education Statistics as saying: “There was no statistically significant impact
on reading comprehension scores in grades one, two or three,” although students in both groups made gains
(Glod, 2008, p. AOI). Congress is once again concerned about the financial ties between federal officials
who oversee the program and the publishers of Reading First.

The Office for the Promotion of Human Rights and Democracy of the Bureau of Democ-
racy, Human Rights and Labor (DRL) announces a call for Statements of Interest (SOls)
from educational institutions, humanitarian groups, and nongovernmental organizations
to support the advancement of democracy and human rights inside Iran. The Bureau of
Democracy, Human Rights and Labor (DRL) invites organizations to submit statements
of interest outlining program concepts and capacity to manage projects that will address
the following priorities: * Political Party Development: Projects that provide institutional
capacity building. Projects should assist in developing competitive and representational
political movements, help political movements participate effectively in elections and gov-
ern responsibly. Programs that establish structures of political parties to enable more rep-
resentative internal democratic practices. Projects that work with political movements in
their role as the opposition.  Labor: Projects should support basic human and labor rights
by assisting workers in their efforts to gain a voice in the political system. Such programs
should help unions’ participation in the reform process and assist members in the promo-
tion of transparency and political reform. * Civil Society: Projects should support NGO
development, networking, advocacy as it pertains to democracy, political empowerment

(continued)
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BOX4.2. (continued)

and increasing overall citizen participation in the political process. Promote capacity build-
ing and/or networks of women or women’s organizations. Working with students/sup-
porting student movements. * Human Rights and the Rule of Law: Projects that promote
respect for human rights, including tolerance and the fight against discrimination in all its
forms, advocacy training, monitoring and reporting on law enforcement abuses and com-
bating law enforcement abuses. Projects that promote respect for women'’s rights and
those of other disadvantaged groups.

From U.S. Department of State, Office for the Promotion of Human Rights and Democracy of the Bureau
of Democracy, Human Rights and Labor, Grant: DRLPHD-06-GR-003-NEA-060301, March 2006 (www.
grants.gov/search/search.do?mode=VIEW&oppld=8214).

The purpose of the Demonstration Grants for Indian Children program is to provide
financial assistance to projects that develop, test, and demonstrate the effectiveness of
services and programs to improve the educational opportunities and achievement of pre-
school, elementary, and secondary Indian students. To meet the purposes of the No Child
Left Behind Act of 2001, this program will focus project services on (I) increasing school
readiness skills of three- and four-year-old American Indian and Alaska Native children;
and (2) enabling American Indian and Alaska Native high school graduates to transition
successfully to postsecondary education by increasing their competency and skills in chal-
lenging subjects, including mathematics and science.

From Office of Elementary and Secondary Education; Overview Information; Office of Indian Education—
Demonstration Grants for Indian Children (2006).

CDC’s Procurement and Grants Office has published a new funding opportunity entitled,
“ldentifying Ground-Breaking Behavioral Interventions to Prevent Human Immunodefi-
ciency Virus (HIV) Transmission in High-Risk Groups.” Approximately $800,000 will be
available in FY2006 to fund four awards to develop and pilot test “ground-breaking”
behavioral interventions that reduce the risk for HIV transmission among high-risk popula-
tions for whom few or no evidence-based interventions are identified. All interventions
must include promotion of abstinence, faithful monogamy, and correct, consistent con-
dom use (ABC).

From Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, February 23, 2006 (www.grants.gov/search/search.
do?mode=VIEW&oppld=8140).
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BOX4.3. Priority Statements from Foundations

Demonstrating the effectiveness and feasibility of HIV prevention strategies by supporting
large-scale prevention initiatives, both in countries with emerging epidemics such as India,
and in countries with high HIV prevalence such as Botswana. Grants will be awarded to
support innovative social science and community-specific research that is expected to
lead to the creation of more successful HIV prevention efforts in Nigeria.

Poverty is an issue that cuts across all our areas of giving. Our home state of Wash-
ington has among the nation's highest rates of poverty, unemployment, and hunger. The
Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation supports non-profit organizations in Washington state
and Greater Portland, Oregon that provide human services to vulnerable children and
families.

Through Community Grants, we invest in non-profit organizations that help dis-
advantaged communities access the resources they need to survive and thrive. Priority
populations include at-risk youth, low-income women and families, communities of color,
immigrants, and refugees.

From Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, March 2, 2006 (www.gatesfoundation.org).

Ford's trustees and staff try to advance human welfare by making grants to develop new
ideas or strengthen key organizations that address poverty and injustice, and also pro-
mote democratic values, international cooperation and human achievement. Within these
broad aims, we focus our grants on fields within Asset Building & Community Development,
Peace & Social Justice and Knowledge, Creativity & Freedom. . . . Once the board approves
work in a substantive or geographic area, program staff consult broadly with practitioners,
researchers, policy makers and others to identify foundation initiatives that might contrib-
ute to progress, specific work grantees would undertake, benchmarks for change, and
costs. When the program officer has completed this analysis, he or she presents the ideas
in a memorandum reviewed by peers, a supervisor and at least two foundation officers.
When approved, the program officer begins to make grants within the broad parameters
of the approved memorandum and a two-year budget allocation. Grant-making staff are
encouraged to make tentative plans for about 65 percent of their budget allocation and
to leave 35 percent free for unanticipated proposals. Staff regularly provide reports to the
board about grants made and ongoing lines of work.

From Ford Foundation, Guidelines for Grant Seekers, March 2, 2006 (www.fordfound.org/about/guideline.
cfm).

(continued)
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BOX4.3. (continued)

The W. K. Kellogg Foundation funds in the following categories:

O Cross Programming O Kellogg Health Fellows

O Special Opportunities O W. K. Kellogg Foundation General

0 Health 3O Philanthropy and Volunteerism

O Youth and Education O Food Systems and Rural Development
O Greater Battle Creek O Latin America and the Caribbean

O Southern Africa O Learning Opportunities

Under “active projects,” the following excerpt illustrates the problem sensing and direc-
tion of a grant funded under WKKF's Youth and Education category:

Middle Start gave Parkside teachers a crack at retooling their methods and curriculum to
connect with vulnerable students, and provided a venue for them to pull together as a school
community. When teachers decided on a collective goal (to produce capable, confident read-
ers) the school leadership team got busy researching teaching strategies and tools. Parkside’s
school-wide literacy program is the result. Now one class period each day is dedicated to
improving literacy skills, and every teacher and student in the building participates.

From www.wkkf.org.

Bamberger, Rugh, and Mabry (2006) identify funding agency con-
straints (e.g., budget, time, data, political considerations) that factor into
evaluators’ decision making about whether or not to conduct an evalua-
tion. They identify the following constraints and strategies for dealing with
them:

e Budget. Funds for evaluation may not have been included in the
original project budget. Thus, design and data-collection strategies
need to be tailored to available resources.

e Time. Funders may not call for an evaluation until the program is
well underway. Thus, collection of longitudinal data is eclipsed,
and the evaluation may need to be conducted in a compressed time
frame.

e Data constraints. Baseline data may not have been collected; funders
may not be interested in collecting data from groups with whom
they are not working (e.g., collection of data from nonparticipants
as a comparison measure).
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e Politics. Programs are conducted for the public good; expanding one
project may mean reducing or cutting another project. Projects often
serve to advance a political agenda for one group or another.

Scholarly Literature

The development of the research or evaluation focus can be based on the
synthesis of what is known and not yet known about your topic of interest.
These gaps in our knowledge can be substantiated by a review of published
literature on your topic. Many funding agencies expect to see a review
of the literature as evidence of your understanding of the topic at hand.
Access to scholarly literature has become easier (at least in the developed
world) with the use of searchable databases available anywhere an Internet
connection is possible. People working at universities with electronic collec-
tions have the easiest access to such databases. Box 4.4 lists various data-
bases of scholarly materials that are accessible through universities, and to
the general population, usually for a small fee per document.

Several options are possible for searching such databases, such as by
author, title, and key words in the abstract and full text, for some publica-
tions. Instructions for searching the various databases are available by click-
ing on icons or hot links at the database website. Some databases include
only abstracts, others have the full text, but not the tables, and some are
saved in a format that saves all the information just as you would see it in a
published journal. Three sample review strategies are presented here.

Language-Minority Students

“Research assistants at the Center for Applied Linguistics (CAL) in Wash-
ington, D.C. searched ERIC and other databases for all studies involving lan-
guage minority students, English language learners, and related descriptors.
Citations in other reviews and articles were also obtained. From this set, we
selected studies that met the criteria . . .” (Slavin & Cheung, 2003, p. 7).

Combining Quantitative and Qualitative Methods

Bryman (2004) conducted a literature review to investigate ways that quan-
titative and qualitative research is combined in published journal articles.
Only published journal articles were included, not conference papers or
books. The search process used the Social Sciences Citation Index (SSCI)
using key words or phrases such as quantitative and qualitative or multi-
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BOX 4.4. Scholarly Literature: Electronic Databases
PSYCHOLOGY

The American Psychological Association (APA) produces the following databases:

O PsycARTICLES. This database contains full text articles from 42 journals that APA
and other related organizations publish. The dates of coverage vary; earliest articles are
from 1988, but APA is developing PsycArchives, which promises nearly 100 years of con-
tent coverage.

O PsycINFO. This database indexes and abstracts over 1,300 journals, books, and
book chapters in psychology and related disciplines (1887—present).

O PsycBOOKS. Textbooks published by APA and selected classic books from other
publishers are found in this database.

O PsycEXTRA. This database adds access to literature that is outside the peer-
reviewed journals included in the PsycARTICLES database.

O PsycCRITIQUES. This database contains book reviews of over 6,000 contempo-
rary books and plans to make reviews accessible that date back to the 1950s.

SOCIAL SCIENCE

0O Social Science Journals (ProQuest). Social science journal articles published
1994—present.

O Sociofile. A subset of Sociological Abstracts, distinguished only by dates of cover-
age: 1974 to the present.

O Sociological Abstracts. The premier online resource for researchers, profession-
als, and students in sociology and related disciplines. Sociological Abstracts includes
citations and abstracts from over 2,000 journals, plus relevant dissertation listings,
abstracts of conference papers and selected books, citations of book reviews and
other media, and citations and abstracts from Social Planning/Policy and Development
Abstracts.

O Social Work Abstracts. Index to articles “from social work and other related
journals on topics such as homelessness, AIDS, child and family welfare, aging, substance
abuse, legislation, community organization, and more.”

O Education Complete (ProQuest). Indexes more than 750 titles on education, includ-
ing primary-, secondary-, and university-level topics. Almost 500 titles include full text.
Includes the indexing and abstracts from H. W. Wilson's Education Abstracts.

(continued)
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BOX4.4. (continued)

O ERIC (Educational Resources Information Center). The premier bibliographic data-
base covering the U.S. literature on education; a key source for researchers, teachers,
policymakers, librarians, journalists, students, parents, and the general public. Accessible
to the public at www.eric.ed.gov.

O ProQuest Dissertations and Theses. Dissertations and theses published in the
United States and internationally.

GREY LITERATURE

O PsycEXTRA. A companion to the scholarly PsycINFO database. It supplies clini-
cians, information professionals, policymakers, researchers, and consumers with a wide
variety of credible information in psychology, behavioral science, and health. Most of the
coverage is material written for professionals and disseminated outside of peer-reviewed
journals. Documents include newsletters, magazines, newspapers, technical and annual
reports, government reports, consumer brochures, and more. PsycEXTRA is different
from PsycINFO in its coverage, and also in its format, because it includes abstracts and
citations plus full text for a major portion of the records. There is no coverage overlap
with PsycINFO.

From www.apa.org/psycextra.

method or mixed method or triangulation that appeared in the title, key
words, or abstract. Five fields were included: sociology; social psychology;
human, social, and cultural geography; management and organizational
behavior; and media and cultural studies. The search was limited to the
years 1994-2003. Articles were excluded if they did not use a truly qualita-
tive approach, e.g., articles that claimed to use both quantitative and quali-
tative methods, but only analyzed responses to open-ended questions as the
qualitative part of the study. Results: 232 articles that were then content
analyzed (Bryman, 2004).

Mixed-Methods Research and Evaluation Approaches

Niglas (2004) employed mixed methods in her methodological aspects of
published literature review of research papers in education. The search
used leading academic educational research journals where both qualita-
tive and quantitative aspects of methodology were used in 1999-2001. A
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mixed-methods approach was used with purposeful sampling, resulting in
a sample size of 145 research studies. Niglas used qualitative analysis to
establish categories, and a follow-up quantitative analysis of the study’s
characteristics (Niglas, 2004).

Information needed to establish a focus for a research or evaluation
study is rarely, if ever, accurately or completely reflected in the scholarly
literature. For example, Chilisa’s (2005) critique of a needs assessment that
served as the basis for the development of an HIV/AIDS prevention program
in Botswana illustrates the application of the transformative paradigm to
an evaluation study in a culturally complex community. The leader and
several members of the evaluation team, from a European university, were
contracted to work in a collaborative relationship with in-country evalua-
tors. (Chilisa is an indigenous Botswanan with a PhD from a U.S. univer-
sity.) The needs assessment preceded program development and consisted
of a literature review and a standardized survey. Chilisa provides numer-
ous examples of ontological, epistemological, and methodological tensions
that arose when indigenous knowledge was ignored by the evaluation and
program development teams. For instance, the literature review included
the statement: “A high acceptance of multiple sexual partners both before
marriage and after marriage is a feature of Botswana society” (p. 676).
Working from a transformative framework, Chilisa recognized that reali-
ties are constructed and shaped by social, political, cultural, economic, and
ethnic values, and that power is an important determinant of which real-
ity is given privilege. When she saw this statement in the literature review
regarding the sexual promiscuity of people in Botswana, she notified the
European evaluation team members that these statements were in conflict
with her knowledge of the norms of the society. In response, the First World
evaluators stated that they would not change the statement, but that they
would add additional literature citations to support it. Chilisa asks: “which
literature, generated by which researchers and using which research frame-
works? . . . What if the researched do not own a description of the self that
they are supposed to have constructed?” (p. 677). This example illustrates
the depiction of reality when viewed from a transformative stance with that
of a team of evaluators who choose to ignore the cultural complexity inher-
ent in indigenous voices and realities.

World Wide Web

The World Wide Web has certainly revolutionized access to information,
especially in the developed world. The major search engines make it pos-
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sible to type in a word, a thought, a phrase, or a lengthy quotation, and find
sources of information unimaginable just a decade ago. The major search
engines of today may or may not be the major search engines of tomor-
row. Nevertheless, the following are recognized as being major sources cur-
rently:

e Google (www.google.com). Google currently holds the distinction
of holding the top position for web-searching sites. This is a service that
searches across documents that are posted on the web. It also has search
icons that allow you to seek out images, weather, news, discussion groups,
and products with a click of a mouse.

e Yahoo (www.yahoo.com). Launched in 1994, Yahoo is also a search
engine that organizes the listings for its main results. In addition to search
results, you can use tabs above the search box on the Yahoo home page to
seek images, telephone listings, or shopping sites. The Yahoo Search home
page offers even more specialized search options.

How Do Google and Yahoo Differ?

Many searches that use both Google and Yahoo yield quite similar results.
However, when a searcher is looking for more complex information, Yahoo
may yield results that are more directly tied to the topic (Sherman, 2004).
Both Yahoo and Google use similar algorithms, but Yahoo has consider-
ably more experience filtering out spam because of its history in the e-mail
business, and is more sensitive to keeping such unwanted sites out of the
search results.

The reader needs to be critical about the information that is obtained
online. Criteria such as the academic credentials of the author, the date of
the posting, and the verifiability of the information are important to keep
in mind when using information from the web.

Grey Literature

Much of what is accessible through the World Wide Web is considered to
be grey literature. However, documents that do not make it onto the web
still have the potential to provide insights into the development of a focus
statement. For example, the American Psychological Association’s list of
grey literature is found in Box 4.5.
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BOX 4.5. American Psychological Association Grey Literature

O Research reports O Consumer brochures
O Policy statements O Newsletters

O Annual reports O Pamphlets

O Curricula 3 Directories

0O Standards O Popular magazines
0 Videos O White papers

O Conference papers and abstracts O Grant information

0 Fact sheets

From www.apa.org/psycextra.

Community Members/Stakeholders

Attenborough (2007, p. 80) recommended the following set of questions
to guide the identification of stakeholders in a community in the United
Kingdom in which steel mills had closed:

Who are the main victims or beneficiaries?

What are their experiences and views? Their needs and aspirations?
Who will “do the doing,” make things happen?

What are their experiences and views?

What possible transformation processes are there (i.e., input to out-
put)?

What are all the steps in the process that transforms inputs into out-
puts?

What are the inputs, and where from?

What are the outputs, and what happens to them next?

Whose worldview are we talking about? Have I tried all possibilities?
What is my own worldview and what influence does it have here?

Who has the power to stop the process or situation? Could this
change?

Can the owner(s) help or hinder?

What are the constraints, e.g., funding, legislation, time, power?
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Through using this set of questions, Attenborough was able to identify a
diverse set of stakeholders and establish a transformative focus, including:

Redevelopment of contaminated land
Reduction in unemployment
Reduction in youth trouble

Acquisition of new skills for workers affected by the closure of steel
plants

Greater community control by transfer of some power to the com-
munity

Group Processes

Social scientists have developed a number of methods and processes that
might help you formulate a research or evaluation focus and approach. Tro-
chim, Milstein, Wood, Jackson, and Pressler (2004) list a number of strate-
gies for group processes, such as: brainstorming, focus groups, and qualita-
tive text analysis. Trochim also developed a method called concept mapping,
which is especially useful at the early stages of formulation and illustrates
some of the advantages of applying social-science methods to conceptual-
izing a research or evaluation focus.? The Open University in the United
Kingdom has a course in systems thinking that includes examples of a variety
of diagramming strategies, including spray diagrams, rich pictures, systems
maps, influence diagrams, multiple-cause diagrams, and sign graphs (Open
University, 2007). Interested readers are encouraged to go to the university’s
website (systems.open.ac.uk) to see examples of these strategies.

Balch and Mertens (1999) used focus groups with diverse groups of
deaf and hard-of-hearing individuals as a basis for devising an intervention
for judges to improve accessibility to court systems throughout the United
States. The advantage to conducting these focus groups lay not only in get-
ting the perspective of issues related to court access from the “voices” of
those who had that lived experience, but also in the ability to witness group
dynamics in the provision of information from the cultural perspective of
deaf and hard-of-hearing individuals and court personnel.

Community/Indigenous Perspectives

As previously mentioned, individuals rooted in a community have the
advantage of a cultural and historical heritage that can contribute to the
understanding of areas in need of research and evaluation, especially when
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scholarly literature is not adequate. Strategies for building trust in a com-
munity (explained in Chapter 3; e.g., focus groups, individual interviews,
demonstrating knowledge of cultural and social networks and indigenous
methodologies that must be respected) can be used with a transformative
lens to accurately understand the focus of the research/evaluation within a
culturally complex community. Although accurately revealing the commu-
nity’s perspectives is very important, once again, this process should not be
undertaken with an uncritical eye. Just because information comes from a
community member does not make it de facto more valid than information
from other sources. As discussed in Chapter 1, there is a need to not over-
romanticize indigenous or community knowledge. It is possible that local
knowledge is based on ignorance, misunderstanding, or lack of histori-
cal context of cultural standpoints (Kirkhart, 2005). Key considerations
include who is included and under what conditions and with what group
dynamics.

The transformative researcher/evaluator needs to be prepared to chal-
lenge the definition of the focus of the inquiry if it is apparent that those
with power have framed the “problem” in a way that leaves those who
could be negatively impacted by the study at a greater disadvantage. The
sexual abuse study (Mertens, 1996) discussed in Chapter 1 provides an
example of how those in power can try to divert attention from the central
issue in an emotionally charged context. The consulting firm that initially
got the contract suggested that I ask two questions concerning the sexual
abuse episodes: Can the students lock their doors at night? And, do they
have sex education in the curriculum? When I arrived at the school and met
with the administrators, they suggested that I look at the quality of the cur-
riculum as it compared to schools for hearing children and the administra-
tive structure of the school. I insisted that the issue of sexual abuse was the
reason that stimulated the need for my presence there and that I needed to
address that issue directly. I also agreed to address other issues of curricu-
lum and administration that they had requested, although as a secondary
focus of my work.

Lowell, Massachusetts, has one of the largest Cambodian commu-
nities in the United States, as well as a significant Laotian community.
Silka (2002) and her colleagues engaged in community conversations as
a method of identifying concerns in the Cambodian and Laotian refugee
communities to determine perceptions of environmental threats and effec-
tiveness of environmental communications. Cambodians, Laotians, health
care providers, and university researchers discussed the role of fishing in
their lives as a way of bridging the gap they experience between the Lowell
culture and the South East Asian culture. Participants told stories about
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their love of catching and eating fish. In addition, issues arose related to
environmental risks and ways of communicating about those risks to fish-
ing families. The university-based representatives learned that the Laotians
commonly fished at night, making it difficult for them to read posted signs
about environmental risks. Moreover, the signs were written in English so
that even if the fishing families could see the signs, they most likely would
not be able to read them. These conversations served as a starting point to
identify research foci and to suggest potential avenues for the development
of effective interventions.

Based on scholarly literature and community voices, Duran and Duran
(2000) present a focus area for research in the Native American community
by noting that most of the literature having to do with Native Americans
continues to focus on the lack of relevant approaches to psychological treat-
ment as well as to paint a very grim picture of the extent of the problems
afflicting the Native American community. Most approaches implemented
with Native people constitute ongoing attempts at gaining further hege-
mony over their aboriginal worldview. Alcoholism, chemical dependence,
and high rates of suicide continue to plague these communities. Programs
responsible for addressing these problems appear impotent in the face of
such a Herculean task, although there are some isolated instances of treat-
ment success.

Native American writers describe the centered awareness that charac-
terizes their historical relationship with the world (Duran & Duran, 2000).
They live in harmony with the world seen in their collective tribal way of
life, as compared to the individualistic Eurocentric approach. Native Amer-
icans exhibit harmony through acceptance and being part of the mystery
of existence, in contrast to the ongoing struggle to understand the world
through a logical positivistic approach.

Community-based knowledge traditionally has been associated with
spaces where dialogue can occur regarding the power relations between the
facilitator and the participants (Chilisa & Preece, 2005). In most African
societies, group gatherings such as the Botswana kgotla (village council
or community assembly) take place in the main village where the facilita-
tor of knowledge is the chief or the chief’s assistance. In smaller villages,
the kgotla is held with the headman as the facilitator. Other gatherings,
occurring at lower levels, are facilitated by the headman’s assistant or by
an extended family, in which uncles and aunts have important roles to play.
The process is community centered and democratic and allows for the iden-
tification, definition, and discussion of problems and solutions, as well as
the dissemination of findings, through involvement of the entire commu-
nity. The process involves a pitso (a call) and a morero (dialogue). The pitso
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is made by community-selected dignitaries and serves as an invitation to
morero. Chilisa and Preece note that the kgotla serves a valuable purpose;
however, it has traditionally excluded women and youths. In keeping with
the transformative paradigm, they suggest that researchers look for ways
to support the legitimate inclusion of women and youths in these group
processes.

Cram et al. (2004) offer a note of caution when relying on commu-
nity involvement for the identification of the research focus. To avoid hav-
ing only the articulate express themselves in a gathering, they recommend
that

an interpretive framework be provided to readers or listeners so that voices
will not go unheard or be misinterpreted. This insures that a diversity of
voices are heard, rather than just the most articulate whose words can be left
to stand on their own without analysis. If a person is articulate and speaks
in a way the researcher expects, then that person’s voice may be given greater
attention as compared to the person with the real lived experience who is not
used to articulating it in a way that the researcher is accustomed to. (p. 163)

Other group strategies are described in subsequent chapters on research
and evaluation methodologies, such as the Maori hui, participatory action
research conferences, and Native American talking circles.

Theoretical Frameworks

Depending on the depth and breadth of your background knowledge with
regard to theories (such as those discussed in the previous chapter), you
may encounter theoretical frameworks that strike you as having benefit
for your inquiry. For example, Clarke and McCreanor (2006) explicitly set
their research within the indigenous research theory known as Kaupapa
Maori research (Smith, 1999), which legitimizes and values the articula-
tion of experience in a variety of ways. As mentioned elsewhere, the Kau-
papa Maori approach is a methodology that is “by Maori, for Maori, with
Maori,” with a positive outcome for Maori people as a goal. The theory
leads to the telling of counter-stories that subvert the reality of the domi-
nant group. This is a proactive theory that recognizes the history as well as
the future for the Maori people, as explained by Smith (2003): “In moving
to transformative politics we need to understand the history of colonisation
but the bulk of our work and focus must be on what it is we want, what
it is that we are about and to ‘imagine’ our future” (as cited in Clarke &
McCreanor, 2006, p. 30). Thus, their research uses this theoretical frame-
work as a way to build confirmatory and transformational knowledge for
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Maori. When dominant theoretical frameworks are presented uncritically,
they can do damage to the interests of groups who are pushed to the mar-
gins.

Student Perspective: Theory and Power

I believe we can find plenty of research that is hearing centered. For exam-
ple, a dissertation on the applicability of the speech act theory to ASL was
awfully bearing centered because it relied on English glosses as translations
of ASL sentences and ended the paper with “yes, the speech act theory is
applicable to ASL.” Why does every theory invented by a hearing-centered
person have to be “tested” on ASL? Why doesn’t ASL have its own theory
because it is obviously very different from English? There’s also debate on a
new theory of reading for deaf people because they obviously read differently
than bhearing people. It’s typical and common for researchers to try to apply
hearing theories to deaf people without thinking about the ramifications of
doing so. It’s like trying to put a cube into a circular peg.—Raychelle Harris
(2006)

Theoretical frameworks can be derived from social science as well as
lived experience (Kirkhart, 2005). If social science theory has been devel-
oped on the basis of a majority perspective, it is possible that it may system-
atically exclude cultural standpoints. Researchers and evaluators need to
examine the assumptions that underlie social science theory for its cultural
validity. Kirkhart suggests the following questions as examples of critically
assessing the transfer of theory to programs: “How does a plausible solu-
tion or intervention strategy make the leap from controlled environment to
culturally contextualized service delivery setting, replete with resources,
constraints, and implementation challenges? As social science theory is
translated into program theory, what is lost or gained in the translation?”
(p. 28).

As discussed in Chapter 2, feminist theory can also be used as a pro-
ductive framework to guide transformative research and evaluation proj-
ects. Clewell and Campbell (2002) examined four theories to explain differ-
ences in science, math, engineering, and technology (SMET) course taking,
performance, degree attainment, and workforce participation between
males and females, including test-taking theories, biologically based the-
ories, social-psychological theories, and cognitive theories. Their review
of research on this topic revealed that only small differences on national
tests and college entrance exams between boys and girls were evident using
1999 data, suggesting that precollege experiences for boys and girls are
not very different. However, women choose SMET college majors at less
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than half the rate of men—a rate that has remained fairly stable since 1989.
The disparity is greatest in fields of engineering, physics, and computer sci-
ence. They also noted that relatively few African American, Hispanic, and
Native American students, male or female, graduate from high school with
the necessary educational experiences to enter a SMET program in college.
Based on feminist theory, they suggest that a critical examination of inter-
ventions and the context in which they are implemented can shed light on
ways to reduce these disparities.

Critical race theory was also discussed in the preceding chapter as a
compatible framework for transformative research and evaluation. Smith-
Maddox and Solorzano (2002) conducted research designed to interrupt
racism in teacher preparation programs. They list the benefits of using CRT
as a theoretical frame in research on teacher preparation as follows:

e Foreground race and racism in the curriculum;

e Challenge the traditional paradigms, methods, texts, and separate discourse
on race, gender, and class by showing how these social constructs intersect
to affect communities of color;

e Focus on the racialized and gendered experiences of communities of color;

e Offer a liberatory and transformative method when examining racial, gen-
der, and class discrimination;

e Use the transdisciplinary knowledge and methodological base of ethnic
studies, women’s studies, sociology, history, and the law to better under-
stand the various forms of discrimination. (pp. 68—69)

Making Use of Sources

What do you do with the knowledge you’ve gained from identifying the
focus of the research or evaluation?

1. First, summarize the knowledge gained through this search process
in terms of both the areas in need of research and evaluation and
promising methodological approaches.

2. Second, develop a statement of the research or evaluation focus.

3. Develop a theory as to how a program works or what is required to
reach the desired goals (see Chapter 6 on methodologies associated
with intervention research and evaluation).

4. Use sources of information to develop an intervention to address
inequities (described in Chapter 6).
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And, in a nonlinear way, as you are undertaking these steps, check your
perceptions with members of the community, using their perceptions to
make revisions along the way.

Analyzing Scholarly Literature

A variety of strategies can be used to analyze scholarly literature. Slavin
and Cheung (2003) recommend the “best-evidence synthesis” approach
(Slavin, 1986). In their study, they described the process as follows:

This section focuses on research comparing immersion and bilingual reading
programs applied with English language learners, with measures of English
reading as the outcomes. The review uses a quantitative synthesis method
called “best-evidence synthesis” (Slavin, 1986). It uses the systematic inclu-
sion criteria and effect size computations typical of meta-analysis (see Cooper,
1998; Cooper & Hedges, 1994), but discusses the findings of critical studies
in a form more typical of narrative reviews. This strategy is particularly well
suited to the literature on reading programs for English language learners,
because this body of literature is too small and too diverse, both substantively
and methodologically, to lend itself to formal meta-analysis. (p. 7)

Strategies for Deciding Which Articles to Include and Exclude

Researchers and evaluators, in consultation with community members, need
to develop criteria that provide guidance as to which studies to include and
exclude from the synthesis. The following criteria were set for the Slavin
and Cheung (2003) review:

1. Comparative studies of children in bilingual classes and in English
immersion classes were required.

2. Random assignment to conditions or pretesting or other matching
criteria with statistical controls for preintervention differences were
used.

3. Only studies with premeasures before the treatment began were

included.

4. All subjects must be English language learners in elementary or
secondary schools in English-speaking countries.

5. Quantitative measures of reading were available, such as standard-
ized tests and informal reading inventories.

6. Treatment duration had to be at least a year to be included.
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Even with these criteria and their rigorous application, the researchers
needed to acknowledge the limitations of their review. Their research stud-
ies did not include any qualitative or case studies. They focused only on
improvement of reading scores, not on other possible measures, such as
interest in reading or reading behaviors outside of school. Many of the
studies were quite old, and social and political contexts around bilingual
and immersion programs have changed over that time.

Research or Evaluation Proposal Development

Research and evaluation proposals commonly start with a concept paper
that the researcher or evaluator (including students) writes to articulate
first thoughts about the inquiry’s focus. The concept paper can include a
brief description of the paradigm and its assumptions, as well as ways the
researcher or evaluator is interacting with the community in the develop-
ment of the project. Knowledge gained from preliminary focus activities
such as the literature review and group processes can be used to prepare
the concept paper, which can then serve as a discussion starter to further
develop research and evaluation ideas.

A proposal commonly starts with an overview of the research or evalu-
ation focus, paradigm choice, and discussion of group processes that are
used to bring focus to the inquiry. The sections that follow can include
preliminary research or evaluation questions and ways to select and engage
participants. A part of this process is to spell out how to address ethical
concerns.

Student Perspective: Ethical Concerns in the Proposal

I think that having a separate section for ethics in the dissertation proposal is
necessary—to justify the ethical questions that might arise in my study and
to address the validity of my study as well. I want to cover all of the bases
when it comes to ethics of my qualitative study—so I can have supporting
evidence of how I define myself as the instrument of measurement, how
qualified 1 am as a researcher-participant, how would I address the tensions
that might arise, how well protected are the participants (including their con-
fidentiality) in the study—to name a few here. We as qualitative researchers
need to think through our plan of study thoroughly.—Heidi Holmes (March
3, 2006)
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Research or Evaluation Questions

Preliminary identification of research or evaluation questions usually
emerges from the actions described herein toward crystallizing the focus of
the proposed study. Box 4.6 gives examples of transformative research and
evaluation questions from published literature.

Attenborough (2007) explained the multiple sources of information
she consulted before she formed her initial evaluation questions in a study
of a community’s response to regeneration of an old steel work area in the
United Kingdom. She used “business plans, performance information, gos-
sip, memos, minutes, reports, the Internet (for comparative data), statistics,
survey findings, anything relevant that I can lay my hands on” (p. 77). She
describes the results of her focusing activities:

Within the first week, I found satisfied funders and developers, a community
forum (one of two created by the authorities because the first one did not
work as intended), committed and vocal community activists, disenchanted
residents who had not benefited from the developments, and my employing
organization perceived as a threat by two local community forums. (p. 77)

She conducted the evaluation as one major regeneration project was ending,
with an intended focus on the evaluation of the next project of a similar
intervention that was imminent. The evaluation questions that she gen-
erated based on this body of information included (Attenborough, 2007,
p- 78):

e Why were funders and authorities proclaiming the regeneration scheme an
unqualified success when the people infrastructure was falling apart, and
residents were disaffected?

e What were the tasks to be carried out and the issues to be addressed in any
future programmes?

Reason and Bradbury (2006b) present a five-question framework for
action research that has applicability to the more broadly construed trans-
formative research and evaluation venue. They suggest the following types
of questions:

1. Questions about emergence and enduring consequence: What are
the consequences associated with the current course of action in the
community? What is the potential or realization of a sustainable
change in the community?
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BOX 4.6. Examples of Transformative Research and Evaluation Questions

How does an urban area move from recognizing the legacy of past industrial contam-
ination to creating new economic opportunities that not only avoid further environ-
mental degradation but also blend in economic approaches, markets, and resources
brought by immigrants? (Silka, 2002)

What barriers confront deaf and hard-of-hearing people in their access to the justice
system, and how can those barriers be overcome? (Mertens, 2000)

How can technology be used to improve the school experience and outcomes of
deaf and hard-of-hearing students? (Johnson & Mertens, 2006). What is the role of
deaf community involvement in the technology project? What strategies can be used
to increase the diversity of the teaching pool for deaf and hard-of-hearing students?

How can indigenous beliefs and methodologies be used as a basis for effective pro-
grams to address the prevention and treatment of HIV/AIDS in Botswana? (Chilisa,
2005)

How can science and math research-based educational practices and curricula be
localized to reflect the cultural complexity of the Puerto Rican community? (Mertens
& Hopson, 2006)

In a co-constructed” school-to-career intervention for ninth-grade students in a
predominately African American urban school setting, how are student knowledge,
attitudes, and practices affected as students make the transition from middle to high
school? What are the students’ perceptions of the materials used, what kinds of new
and relevant learning are students engaged in, and how do students report how they
would use this learning as they move on to high school? (Butty et al., 2004)

Using a feminist and antiracist framework, how can schools that serve primarily poor,
working-class youths of varying racial and ethnic backgrounds provide a safe space
for critically examining how girls can prevent or delay the onset of sexual activity,
build self-esteem, and increase self-sufficiency through participation in an abstinence-
based, gender-specific prevention education program? (Weis & Fine, 2004)

How can culturally relevant and research-proven practices be used to enhance
instruction in beneficial ways for African American and other students of color to
facilitate literacy acquisition and development? (King, 2005)

What is the impact of the cut flower export industry on women'’s income and
employment and on the division of domestic tasks between husband and wife in one
region in Ecuador? (Bamberger et al.,, 2006, p. 105)

What is the impact of micro-credit on women'’s savings, household consumption and
investment, and fertility behavior in Bangladesh? (Bamberger et al., 2006, p. 105)

(continued)
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BOX4.8. (continued)

[1. What kind of intervention addressing domestic violence in Native American com-
munities will reflect indigenous traditions and beliefs? (Yazzie, 2000)

|2, How should schools be structured and content developed and delivered to offer
equitable outcomes for aboriginal peoples in Canada? (Battiste, 2000b)

“'Co-construction is defined as evaluators’ collaborating and forming genuine partnerships with key urban
school stakeholder groups (educators, school administrators, students, families, and communities and Talent
Development [TD] project designers and implementers) in order to conceptualize, implement, and evaluate
school reform efforts in a manner that is responsive to the school's context. Co-construction, by necessity,
involves a redistribution of power, assuming a kind of equality among different stakeholders. It also seeks to
democratize power dynamics between evaluators and project stakeholders” (Thomas, 2004, p. 9).

2. Questions about outcomes and practice: What are the outcomes of
the research or evaluation? Do they work? What are the processes
of inquiry? Are they authentic/life enhancing? What dimensions of
an extended epistemology are emphasized in the inquiry, and are
these appropriate?

3. Questions about multiple ways of knowing: What are the validity
claims for different forms of knowing and the relationship between
different ways of knowing?

4. Questions about relational practice: What is the quality of interac-
tions that has been developed in the inquiry and the political forms
that have been developed to sustain the inquiry? How have the val-
ues of democracy been actualized in practice? What is the relation-
ship between initiators and participants? What are the implications
for infrastructure and political structures?

5. Questions about significance: What is worthwhile? What values
have been actualized in the inquiry? To what extent have we cre-
ated an inquiry process that is truly worthy of human aspirations?

The Transformative Approach in Formulating Questions

Clewell and Campbell (2002) propose a transformative research agenda
that is based in feminist theory to address issues related to disparities
between men and women and dominant and minority racial/ethnic groups.
They recommend research that investigates:
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1. The provision of quality-advanced mathematics and lab-based sci-
ence courses taught by knowledgeable teachers for African Ameri-
can, Hispanic, and American Indian girls and boys.

2. Interventions at a precollege level that focus on generating interest
in science by hands-on activities, role models through mentoring
and internships, and career field trips.

3. Implications of using one’s own problem-solving strategies versus
“following the rules” and adults’ responses to boys and girls who
do develop their own strategies.

4. Workplace conditions that contribute to a feeling of comfort and
support for both males and females in science and engineering.

When the concept of unearned privilege is consciously addressed in
research and evaluation, the question might be: How do sexism, racism,
able-bodiedism, audism, and classism serve to create barriers for women,
indigenous peoples, people of color, people with disabilities, or people who
are deaf?

Summary

v'Traditional sources of information about knowledge of social issues and
community needs, such as funding priorities and literature reviews, are
useful for transformative research and evaluation, especially if looked at
with a critical eye and an acknowledgment is made of their limitations in
terms of those whose voices are given privilege through these pathways.

v'Additional sources of information that can provide access to voices
that are often excluded from traditional pathways include web-based
resources, grey literature, and the lived experiences of community mem-
bers.

v Group and individual strategies, such as focus groups and indigenous
gatherings, provide strategies to bring the voices of those pushed to the
margins into the conversation about the focus of the inquiry.

v Examples of research and evaluation questions that are framed within
a transformative context take into account the community voices, as
well as contextual factors such as power, privilege, discrimination, and
oppression, are essential components of framing the inquiry.
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MOVING ON TO CHAPTER a.. . .

A model of transformative research and evaluation is presented that pro-
vides a graphic depiction of community involvement, points of decision
making in the research and evaluation process, and recommendations for
overall methodological approaches for transformative work.

" Multiple sources of information are available to engage researchers and
evaluators and community members in establishing the focus and questions for
the inquiry. Going beyond traditional sources such as published literature allows
for the emergence of important community-based facets of knowledge.

Note

1. Grey literature is defined as “information produced on all levels of government,
academics, business and industry in electronic and print formats not controlled
by commercial publishing i.e. where publishing is not the primary activity of
the producing body” (Luxembourg, 1997; expanded in New York, 2004; see
www.greynet.org/pages/1/index.htm. Retrieved March 2, 2006. The Grey
Literature Network Service was founded in 1993. The goal of GreyNet is to
facilitate dialogue, research, and communication between persons and organi-
zations in the field of grey literature. GreyNet further seeks to identify and dis-
tribute information on and about grey literature in networked environments. Its
main activities include the International Conference Series on Grey Literature,
the creation and maintenance of web-based resources, a moderated listserv, a
combined distribution list, and The Grey Journal (TG]J). December 4, 2005.

2. Both focus groups and concept mapping are discussed in detail in Chapter 8.



CHAPTER 5

A Transformative Research
and Evaluation Model

Methodologically, the transformative paradigm leads us to reframe

not only the understanding of our worldviews, but also to understand
that subsequent methodological decisions need to be reframed as

well. A researcher or evaluator may work in a setting that permits an
ongoing relationship with the participants and thus could choose a
cyclical approach to the inquiry. Or, researchers and evaluators may be
constrained by realities of time and money such that they are limited to a
shorter-term project. Within either approach, researchers and evaluators
can use quantitative, qualitative, or mixed methods. However, there
would be an interactive link between the researcher/evaluator and
participants in determining the focus of the inquiry, methods would be
adjusted to accommodate cultural complexity, power issues would be
addressed explicitly, and issues of discrimination and oppression would
be recognized. The researcher/evaluator would also work consciously to
energize the strengths that exist in the culturally rich community.

INTHIS CHAPTER. . .

V¥ A transformative model for research and evaluation is presented that
illustrates the importance of community involvement, use of a cyclical
strategy where possible, and options for choices of approaches and methods.

V Possibilities of descriptive, causal, comparative, correlational, and
interventionist approaches are presented within the context of the
transformative paradigm.

The transformative paradigm’s methodological assumption holds that
decisions about methods are made in partnership with the researcher/evalu-
ator and members of the community in which the inquiry takes place. The
degree and nature of involvement will vary depending on the context of the
inquiry. The type of involvement can range from consultation with represen-
tatives from the impacted community to full involvement with the power of
decision making about all aspects of the research or evaluation resting with

136
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the community. When the transformative research or evaluation accords full
power to the community, the approach resembles that described by Reason
and Bradbury (2006b) and Kemmis (2006) in participatory action research
(PAR), as well as Maori research based on the principles of “by Maori, for
Maori, with Maori” (Smith, 2005). The transformative paradigm, with its
broad scope that encompasses research and evaluation done for the pur-
poses of social justice and human rights, embraces such approaches whether
or not PAR or indigenous methodologies are used.!

Transformative approaches vary along several dimensions in terms
of the type and level of community involvement, the nature and length
of involvement with the community, the type of research or evaluation
(descriptive—needs sensing or process inquiry; or development and/or test-
ing of interventions), and the type of data collected (quantitative, qualita-
tive). The researcher/evaluator might guide the identification of community
needs and present options for approaches that community members can
consider and adapt to their own needs for information; or the researcher/
evaluator may take on a partnership role by listening to community mem-
bers regarding their thoughts about methodology; or the community itself
may take the leadership role in partnership with the researcher/evaluator,
with community members holding the reins of power as to how the inquiry
is conducted. As is clear from the preceding narrative, the transformative
paradigm provides opportunities for the emergence of many models of
research and evaluation. Figure 5.1 provides a graphic representation of
one transformative model for research and evaluation.

Figure 5.1 depicts the nonlinear nature of the flow of decisions in plan-
ning and conducting transformative research and evaluation from a meth-
odological perspective. The type of research or evaluation needed is deter-
mined through an interactive relationship with community members and
researchers/evaluators. Broad types of transformative research and evalu-
ation are discussed in this chapter: descriptive, causal, comparative, and
correlational (e.g., needs sensing, policy analysis, group comparisons on
variables that are not manipulated, or as process research/evaluation), and
interventionist research or evaluation (e.g., development of interventions
and determination of their impact). As there is no neat line that divides
these types, especially when the inquiry process is viewed in cyclical terms,
it is possible (and sometimes desirable) to use more than one of these
approaches concurrently in the same study or in a series of related studies.

Given the partnership context of decisions about the research and
evaluation focus and methods, the transformative research and evaluation
model depicted in Figure 5.1 is based on a cyclical approach whereby the
researcher/evaluator has an ongoing relationship with community mem-
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FIGURE 5.1. A transformative research and evaluation model.

bers such that the results of one cycle of inquiry feed into decision making
regarding the next cycle. When real-world constraints such as time, money,
or politics prohibit the use of the cyclical approach, short-term approaches
can be designed in the spirit of this transformative model by engaging with
community members as much as possible and providing clear recommenda-
tions for next steps in the inquiry process.

QUESTIONS FOR THOUGHT

e What are your experiences in involving communities in social action, in research
or evaluation, or in some other contexts?

e What challenges did you experience or do you imagine you would experience by
bringing community members into the research or evaluation process?

e What are the implications of taking a completely participatory approach, wherein
the inquiry is conducted by, for, and with the community of interest, versus a
partnership approach?

e How can the capacities of community members be enhanced to facilitate their
involvement in the research or evaluation study?
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Cyclical Models: Indigenous Peoples

Cyclical models of inquiry have been articulated by peoples who hold
knowledge about ancient customs of various indigenous communities and
have applied that knowledge to the research or evaluation context. For
example, the Maori use group gatherings, called hui, for communal expres-
sion of ideas (Cram et al., 2004; Smith, 2005). The hui can be used for vari-
ous purposes, but Maori scholars present it as a mechanism for participant
involvement in the “by Maori, for Maori, with Maori” research that they
advocate. Bishop (2005) describes the hui gatherings in this way:

Whakawhanaungatanga is the process of establishing whanau (extended fam-
ily) relationships, literally by means of identifying, through culturally appro-
priate means, your bodily linkage, your engagement, your connectedness,
and, therefore, an unspoken but implicit commitment to other people. For
example, a mibimihu (formal ritualized introduction) at a hui (Maori cer-
emonial gathering) involves stating your own whakapapa in order to establish
relationships with the hosts/others/visitors. A mihimihi does not identify you
in terms of your work, in terms of your academic rank, or title, for example.
Rather a mihimihi is a statement of where you are from and of how you can
be related and connected to these other people and the land, in both the past
and the present. (p. 118)

The hui can serve as a venue for (1) building the capacities of indigenous
researchers and evaluators to do research and evaluation (as mentioned
in Chapter 3), (2) the generation of research and evaluation questions, (3)
development of methodologies and protocols, (4) providing support to
individuals and communities, (5) conversations about indigenous research
organizations, (6) presentation and interpretation of results, and (7) plans
for continued research (Smith, 2005).

African researchers and evaluators identify sources that help to build
educational research and evaluation theories, models, and practices embed-
ded in the indigenous knowledge systems, and worldviews. African com-
munities with particular reference to Botswana have had a long history of
diverse ways of processing and producing knowledge in locations such as the
kgotla (chief’s palace), shrines, and religious centers (Chilisa, 2005, p. 679).
When chiefs recognize a problem in the community, they call a pitso (a
gathering of community members) and present an agenda. The chief serves
as an open-minded facilitator who listens to all voices. Botswanans work
on the basis of mmua leve oa bo a bua la gagwe, which means, every voice
must be heard. Conclusions are reached by consensus; thus knowledge is
communally owned. This knowledge is then disseminated to the rest of the
community through songs, plays, poems, dance, theater, and storytelling.
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Student Perspective: Deaf Clubs as Communal Gatherings

Fascinating, indeed, how similar the Botswana people and Maori are with
their pitso and hui gathering in talking about problems and issues, respec-
tively. Are deaf clubs the arena for gatherings like this in the deaf world?
—Raychelle Harris (February 8, 2006)

Battiste (2000b) offers a model from the First Nations of Canada and
many of the Native Nations in the United States based on the Medicine
Wheel: “The Medicine Wheel illustrates symbolically that all things are
interconnected and related, spiritual, complex, and powerful” (p. xxii).
From Native American roots, Graveline (2000) suggests the medicine wheel
as a metaphor for recursive research. She writes:

I envision a fluid pattern
Medicine Wheel as “paradigm.”
Paradigms are beliefs that Guide “action taken in connection with
disciplined inquiry,” Guba says (1990, p. 17).
Teachings of the Sacred Circle.
Circular
Flowing
Integrative
Honoring Interconnectedness of All
Balancing Mental
Spiritual
Emotional
Physical Dimensions
How do I get from here to there?
Pray to the Grandmothers. (p. 364)

African Americans and Africans also provide cyclical models framed as
culturally sensitive research and evaluation (Chilisa, 2005; Tillman, 2006;
Hood et al., 2005). Tillman (2006) modified Kershaw’s (1992) proposed
Africentric emancipatory methodology and applied it to contemporary
issues in the African American community. She cites the following charac-
teristics as being a part of a culturally sensitive approach: (1) use of quali-
tative methods to understand the important forces in African American’s
lives; (2) use of those understandings to identify realities in terms of rela-
tionships; (3) identification of convergence and contradictions in realities
based on understandings and “objective reality”; (4) use of a participatory
approach to presenting findings and tools to empower the individuals; and
(5) conduct of research that generates practical and emancipatory knowl-
edge. Tillman emphasizes the value of maintaining ongoing and meaning-
ful engagement with study participants.
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De Jesus and Lykes (2004) present the following principles for trans-
formative research based on their work in indigenous communities of Mex-
ico:

e Recognizing and critically examining local, regional, and national racial
dynamics, with particular focus on how racism and white privilege create
and sustain oppressive structural inequalities;

e Situating oneself as “other” and questioning one’s own identity politics and
privilege within a praxis of solidarity with oppressed communities;

e Engaging with a more radical peace-building agenda by accompanying
oppressed communities in social change efforts that seek to transform insti-
tutionalized racism and cultural and economic exploitation in order to pro-
mote a lasting peace with justice;

e Collaborating with local oppressed communities in combining creative
resources and traditional indigenous practices toward action research that
analyzes root causes of social oppression; and

e Actively contributing toward the co-development of community-based pro-
grams that transform structures of institutional racism and cultural and
economic exploitation. (pp. 341-342)

These principles demand that researchers/evaluators adopt a role of learner
within their communities, examine their own identities in the context of
racism and privilege, align themselves with community groups who have
a social justice agenda, examine root causes of oppression, and contribute
to the co-development of interventions to further human rights. This set of
principles implies the need for a cyclical approach as the researchers/evalu-
ators and community members move through this process.

Cyclical Model: PAR

From the European roots of PAR in the 1980s comes the description of
dialogue conferences (Gustavsen, 2006). In Sweden, a series of conferences
were structured to allow small-group discussion of specific topics related
to economic development, with a report back to a plenary session, and
then a repetition of that process as members of the groups were rotated by
topic. The goal was not to reach a single solution but to bring out a plural-
ity of possibilities while building relationships that would be revisited in a
sequence of conferences.

Deliberative democratic dialogue, based on Habermas’s (1996, as cited
in Kemmis, 2006, p. 102) theory of communicative action, is the most
common format used by action researchers to work, collaborate, gather,
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and reflect on data. Habermas identified three features of communicative
action: an orientation toward mutual understanding, a goal of achieving an
unforced consensus about what to do, and the creation of a communicative
space. The communicative space is created by bringing people together with
a shared orientation toward mutual understanding and consensus to con-
sider topical concerns, problems, and issues. As obvious as this might seem,
creating a communicative space requires that people are brought together
in meetings, in the media, in conversations with friends and colleagues,
etc. Working with groups that have a prior existence, without critically
examining the totality of the group, may result in the exclusion of impor-
tant voices. Thus, Kemmis (2006) cites the first and central step in action
research as the formation of a communicative space “which is embodied in
networks of actual persons, though the group itself cannot and should not
be treated as a totality (as an exclusive whole). A communicative space is
constituted as issues or problems are opened up for discussion and when
participants experience their interaction as fostering the democratic expres-
sion of divergent views” (p. 103).

PAR principles have been applied in a wide range of contexts, some of
which have a transformative intent. Box 5.1 presents a number of examples
in which researchers called for and implemented PAR in communities.

Cyclical Models: Immigrant Communities

Silka (2005) and her colleagues at the Center for Family, Work, and Com-
munity developed a research cycle model that is designed to (1) involve
community members in the decision-making process, (2) provide an ongo-
ing relationship between researchers and community members, and (3) pro-
tect individuals who might be overwhelmed by well-intentioned researchers
who descend on their communities because they represent the latest “exot-
ica” in a researcher’s world. Silka developed the research cycle in conjunc-
tion with a partnership with the Hmong people in Lowell, Massachusetts,
and its surrounding areas to further social justice through applied research
with that community. The research cycle involves joint determination of the
research question and approach, followed by data collection, analysis, and
interpretation. Findings from earlier studies are used as a basis for decision
making for the next round of research. Thus, community members are part
of a cycle of research that addresses their needs, rather than spectators
as a researcher takes data from them for purposes of knowledge creation
(e.g., publication in a journal), without regard for the implications of that
research for community members.
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BOX 5.I. Participatory Action Research Examples

NATIVE AMERICAN INDIANS

This article presents a call for systematic change in how research and program evaluation
are conducted in Indian Country. The authors do not intend to offer innovative research
and evaluation methods; rather, we draw upon our collective experience, much of it
based on working with individuals who have chronic illnesses and disabilities, to offer
consolidated documentation for requiring that research and program evaluation in Indian
Country be participatory. (Caldwell et al., 2005, p. )

LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL, AND TRANSGENDER YOUTHS

PAR is an approach to research which empowers the community to define their own
questions, lead the process of investigation, and create their own solutions for change.
Through this process, the community builds skills and capacity, is able to participate in
decisions affecting their lives, and engages in interactions and relationship building—all
of which are the defining conditions of social inclusion. In this way PAR offers a concrete
methodology to build socially inclusive policy. (Amsden & VanWynsberghe, 2005, p. 359)

POVERTY

The methods used in this study were adapted from Participatory Poverty Assessments,
part of a family of participatory methodologies which have had a long association with
international development work (Ros & Craig, 1997). Participatory Poverty Assessments
(PPA) use participatory tools to engage households who are poor in an assessment of
their own living conditions. The methods are deliberately non-technical and accessible.
Visual methods are used such as mapping exercises, seasonality diagrams, timelines, and
ranking exercises. Focus groups and semi-structured interviews are undertaken to draw
out perceptions of well-being. The purpose of drawing on the expertise of households
who are poor is not just to improve understanding, but to demonstrate the micro-effects
of macro-policy (Booth, 1998). An additional purpose is to enable local people to analyse
their own situation and develop the confidence to make decisions and take action to
improve their circumstances. (Collins, 2005, p. 13)
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The cyclical approach to researching for transformative purposes is
illustrated in Silka’s (2002) research on models of interdisciplinary environ-
mental work with refugee and immigrant groups underway at the University
of Massachusetts at Lowell. These models incorporate cultural traditions,
environmental outreach, and economic development. Three multilevel part-
nership projects in which the university is involved—the Southeast Asian
Environmental Justice Partnership, the Urban Aquaculture Initiative, and
the Immigrant Communities Clean Production Initiative—are focused on
understanding the promise and challenges that lie ahead in terms of devel-
oping community—university partnerships. The use of organized commu-
nity conversations as a means to focusing the research and evaluation stud-
ies is discussed in Chapter 4.

Student Perspective: Silka’s Research Cycle Model

I enjoyed the research cycle model . . . [and] the questions we should always
ask about our research. The most critical area is the conflict of research
purpose between the researchers and the research participants—the purpose
for both are quite different: One may just want to graduate with a doctoral
degree, the other wants to solve a problem in his or her community. I believe
a research project can be closely aligned to everyone’s purpose so everyone
comes out of it satisfied. One missing aspect of this, I believe, is money.
Money controls research time, design, people, etc. And who controls the
money, actually controls the research.—Raychelle Harris (February 8, 2006)

I agree that time is a huge factor when doing research. We all are pressed

for time. Do grants and financial assistance put burdens on researchers—to
complete their research within the deadline? 1 experienced being stressed for
a time when 1 did the pilot study last year [that had to be completed within
the time constraints of one semester|. I could understand that I might not
have done a very thorough job of my pilot study, but with the time in the
way, 1 did the best I could. Do the researchers feel the same?—Heidi Holmes
(February 8, 2006)

The issues of money, purpose, time, and control are issues that cannot be
ignored. Bamberger et al. (2006) wrestled with these issues when these fac-
tors constrained a long-term cyclical approach to research and evaluation,
as discussed in the next section.
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Short-Term Research and Evaluation

As was mentioned previously, researchers and evaluators who work in inter-
national development or are awarded a contract with specifically defined
methodologies often find themselves working under severe time constraints
(from the donor agency or other funding source) that preclude the use of
a longitudinal, cyclical approach.? Bamberger et al. (2006) address ways
to incorporate the views of groups who are difficult to reach or relatively
invisible (e.g., sex workers, drug or alcohol users, illegal residents, absent
fathers, migrant workers, persons with HIV/AIDS, ethnic minorities, or the
homeless) and how to capture data on sensitive topics (e.g., domestic vio-
lence, contraceptive use, teen gangs) while working under such constraints.
The transformative spirit can still be manifest in the way the contact is
made with communities in culturally appropriate ways, providing access
to findings for all stakeholders, and making clear recommendations for
possible future actions with regard to programs, policies, and the need for
additional research or evaluation.

QUESTIONS FOR THOUGHT

e What are the implications of using a cyclical approach to research and evaluation
as compared to a short-term approach?

e What are your thoughts regarding appropriate strategies when time, money, or
political constraints do not allow for an ongoing cycle of research?

e What would you do if the community did not want to sustain their involvement
with you as a researcher or evaluator?

Types of Transformative Research and Evaluation

Transformative research and evaluation can be descriptive, causal-
comparative, correlational, or interventionist. Descriptive inquiries are
conducted to get an overview of the current status, to determine needs,
to document the process of a program or intervention, and/or to inform
decisions about interventions. Causal-comparative approaches allow for
the comparison of groups based on characteristics that the researcher or
evaluator cannot manipulate (e.g., gender, race). Correlational approaches
consider characteristics in terms of strength and direction of relationship
(e.g., number of hours of participation in an educational experience and
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amount of learning that occurs). Interventionist research and evaluation
examine the development and impact of a program or treatment in relation
to a desired outcome.

Transformative Descriptive Research and Evaluation

Inquiries conducted to provide a snapshot in time for a community com-
prise descriptive research or evaluation. Heron and Reason (2006) reject
the dichotomy that research purposes can be either informative (descrip-
tive) or transformative. If the goal of descriptive research and evaluation is
to provide a picture of current conditions, then that exercise in itself can be
the impetus for transformational change. Thus, it is possible to start with a
descriptive intent that evolves into a transformative agenda.

In some circumstances, descriptive research and evaluation can be put
to the purpose of needs sensing. Various approaches can be used in a descrip-
tive study, some of which are described in more detail in Chapter 8. One
of the most common purposes of descriptive transformative research and
evaluation is the collection of needs assessment data before an intervention
has been implemented or when a potential revision of a program may be
planned. This descriptive study of a community can be accomplished via a
literature review, examination of artifacts and documents, interviews with
key informants, a survey of members, or through mechanisms of group
participation, some of which are rooted in ancient community traditions.
The use of literature reviews and other means of focusing the research or
evaluation are described in Chapter 4. In this chapter examples are pro-
vided of the use of focus groups and surveys as needs sensing instruments
to be used as a basis for the design of an intervention; more specific strate-
gies for developing and implementing focus groups and surveys as a data-
collection tool appear in Chapter 7. Examples of other group participation
approaches rooted in community practice appear in this chapter.

Descriptive Research and Evaluation as a Basis for an Intervention:
Critique of a Needs Assessment in Africa

Chilisa (2005) critiqued a needs assessment survey that was conducted
using standardized procedures with a printed form that contained closed-
ended questions, written in English, and using terminology based on West-
ern scientific language about HIV/AIDS prevention and transmission in
Botswana. Tensions arose when evaluators chose to ignore the assumptions
of the transformative paradigm that accurate reflection of stakeholders’
understandings need to be conveyed in ways that facilitate involvement
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of the participant community, with recognition of and responsiveness to
appropriate dimensions of diversity.
Chilisa makes four critical points:

1. In Botswana, important dimensions of diversity include the multi-
ethnic nature of the population, with most of the people speaking
one of 25 ethnic languages.

2. The highest rate of HIV/AIDS infection occurs in the most vulner-
able populations in Botswana—that is, those living in poverty with
the least amount of privilege and education.

3. The highest mortality rates were found among industrial class
workers (women and girls especially) who earn the lowest wages
and have the lowest education in comparison to the more economi-
cally privileged classes.

4. The meaning of HIV/AIDS (revealed in focus groups conducted by
Chilisa and her African colleagues) differs from First World defi-
nitions. Botswana people have three meanings for what Western-
ers call HIV/AIDS that vary depending on the age at which one is
infected and the mode of transmission.

Thus the needs assessment data did not accurately reflect the indig-
enous realities of HIV/AIDS in Botswana, nor were they responsive to the
cultural complexity of the stakeholders. Nevertheless, the data were used
as a basis for a prevention program that reflected a view of the Africans as
a homogeneous mass for whom context-specific differences such as occu-
pation, education, literacy levels, language, and social class were deemed
irrelevant. Designing a prevention program based on the needs assessment
data, these researchers made the assumption that everyone was middle class
and could therefore read English. An educational campaign was developed
that used billboards with text such as: “Don’t be stupid, condomize” and
“Are you careless, ignorant, and stupid?” Chilisa (2005) concluded: “The
lack of representation of appropriate stakeholders in the determination of
communication strategies resulted in messages that were offensive, degrad-
ing, and written from the perspective of a superior who casts the recipients
of the message as ignorant” (p. 673). The consequence of this ill-conceived
research was to delay progress in combating HIV/AIDS for the most vul-
nerable populations.

Chilisa (2005) recommends that the point of reference for legitimat-
ing research results should be the accumulated body of knowledge that is
created by the people impacted by the program. It is incumbent upon the
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researcher to interact with all stakeholder groups, including the less power-
ful stakeholders, to determine the local meanings attached to experiences.
She recommends that researchers work from an ethics protocol that insists
that the local language is used throughout the design of the project, the
development and implementation of the intervention, and in the presenta-
tion of the findings—especially when the less powerful stakeholders are not
familiar with English. In addition, theories, models, and practices should
be embedded in the indigenous knowledge systems and worldviews. The
diverse ways of processing and producing knowledge in Botswana involve
the proverbs, folklore, songs, and myths of that society. As Chilisa (2005)
notes, the consequences of ignoring the multiple realities, especially those
realities as they are perceived by the less powerful, is death. This example
from Botswana illustrates the importance of cultural competence in evalu-
ation work in order to accurately reflect the needs of stakeholders in cultur-
ally complex communities.

Descriptive Research and Evaluation as a Basis for an Intervention:
Needs Sensing in the Transformative Spirit

Firme (2006) describes a needs sensing study that led to an intervention
in the favelas (slums) of Brazil. The main purpose of the initiative was to
improve the quality of the residents’ lives. The evaluation team placed high
priority on the community members’ ability to identify their own needs.
Firme conducted a situation analysis to determine the demographics of the
community, as well as specific information about the needs of different
segments of the community. The results of the situation analysis were used
as the basis for designing a program called “Betting on the Future.” Com-
munity members identified the following priorities: the need for attention
to children, ages 0-3, in the form of a day care center and courses for com-
munity mothers; the need for the development of a digital inclusion project
that was educational for children and adolescents and improved adults’
access to the computers and the Internet; and provision of a cultural sports
and leisure activities center for people of all ages.

The American Judicature Society (AJS) is an advocacy organization
that focuses on ethical practice within the United States judiciary. The soci-
ety was approached by deaf lawyers who served primarily deaf clients with
regard to inequities in their clients’ experiences in court. In response, AJS
obtained funding from the W. K. Kellogg Foundation to conduct a study
of deaf and hard-of-hearing peoples’ experiences in court and the implica-
tions for professional development of judges. I conducted a transformative
evaluation of the project that began with the establishment of an advisory
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board with broad representation from the deaf, hard-of-hearing, and judi-
cial communities (Mertens, 2000). The advisory board included judges,
attorneys, judicial educators, court interpreters, and police officers who
were hearing, hard-of-hearing, or deaf and used a variety of communica-
tion modes and assistive listening devices, including lip reading, speaking,
cochlear implants, hearing aids, and American Sign Language (ASL). Based
on the recommendations of the advisory board, focus groups were held that
represented different dimensions of diversity within the deaf and hard-of-
hearing communities served by the courts. These included:

Highly educated deaf professionals who used ASL

Deaf people with less education and more communication chal-
lenges, such as deaf-blind, deaf without knowledge of ASL (i.e.,
dependent on gestures and limited use of signs)

Hard-of-hearing people who used assistive listening devices

Mexican Sign Language users

For each of these groups, a different support system was needed to
facilitate communication. For example, deaf-blind individuals needed
interpreters who could sign into their hands so that they could feel the
signs and respond to the focus group’s comments and the moderator’s ques-
tions. Deaf individuals with limited language had an interpreter who was
deaf himself and who acted out the comments of the group members and
the moderator’s questions using gestures, pantomimes, and some signs. In
addition, deaf and hearing moderators ran the group and an ASL inter-
preter provided translation from spoken English to sign, and vice versa, as
needed. Real-time captions in English were provided on television screens
visible to all group members.

The results of the focus groups were used in a number of ways through-
out the lifetime of the project. To begin with, the results formed the basis
for the development of training materials for judges and deaf people and
their advocates that was provided at different locations throughout the
United States. Members of the focus groups were invited to appear in
a video that was part of the training program, titled Silent Justice, that
depicted challenges and strategies for improving access for deaf and hard-
of-hearing people in the court system. Deaf and hard-of-hearing people
were also invited to attend the training programs both as presenters and as
participants. Each court system was asked to send a judge, a deaf or hard-
of-hearing person, and any other court personnel thought to benefit from
the training. The training ended with a session in which representatives
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from specific court systems developed a plan to make their courts more
accessible for deaf and hard-of-hearing people. The evaluation concluded
with visits from the evaluator to selected sites to determine what progress
had been made in implementing the plans.

Descriptive Research and Evaluation: Short Term

When time constraints prevent a cyclical approach to needs sensing, Bam-
berger et al. (2006) recommend the use of rapid ethnographic methods.
Beebe (2001) describes rapid assessment process (RAP; a type of rapid eth-
nography) as a process that takes between 4 days and 6 weeks and can be
used when results are needed in a very short time frame. RAP uses strate-
gies similar to those of the ethnographer; however, it is most commonly a
team-based inquiry and uses multiple data sources and collection strate-
gies, as well as iterative data analysis.

Causal-Comparative and Correlational Approaches

Causal-comparative and correlational approaches are commonly used
when researchers and evaluators are not able to implement a treatment or
program or have an interest in some inherent characteristic of individu-
als and another variable, such as income level, educational success, etc.
Relational approaches investigate either the strength and direction of the
relationship between or among variables, or group differences based on
an extant characteristic (e.g., gender, hearing status, type of disability).
Causal-comparative approaches are based on group differences (e.g., male/
female; hearing/deaf; African American/Latino). Surveys are frequently
used to gather data about such variables. When the data from surveys are
treated as continuous data that are analyzed in terms of their strength and
direction of relationships, they fit into the correlational category. However,
when the data are used to test for group differences, they fit into the causal-
comparative category.

Irwin (2005) used a longitudinal, causal-comparative survey design
to address possible solutions to the troubles in Northern Ireland that have
burdened that country with civil unrest for centuries. Irwin provides an
example in which adversarial political parties constitute the key dimension
of diversity; thus the causal-comparative independent variable was political
party membership. He wrestled with the representation of stakeholders in
the politically charged atmosphere of Northern Ireland in his use of public
opinion polls. His preliminary work suggested that innovations that might
lead to peace in that region were supported by a majority of the people;
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however, they were being blocked by religious and political elites who were
benefiting from maintaining social divisions and the status quo. Irwin con-
tacted recently elected politicians from 10 different political parties and
asked them to nominate a member of their team to work with him and his
colleagues to write questions and run polls on any matters of concern to
them. Thus, parties from across the political spectrum, representing loy-
alist and republican paramilitary groups, mainstream democratic parties,
and cross-community parties, all agreed on the questions to be asked, the
methods to be used, and the timing and mode of publication. The specific
options on the survey constituted the dependent variables. The group con-
ducted nine different polls, progressively identifying more specifically the
choices for government that would be acceptable to the majority of the
people. A basis for peace was found as the two groups moved from their
ideal extremes to a workable middle solution.

Transformative Intervention Approaches

Intervention approaches can be used either to develop an intervention or
to measure the quality and impact of an intervention (or both). The inter-
vention may be defined by the funding agency, or it may emerge based on
community needs (see Box 5.2 for examples of prescribed and emergent
descriptions of interventions).

Transformative researchers/evaluators have a role to play in the devel-
opment of interventions compatible with the values and traditions of a com-
munity. Battiste (2000b) emphasizes the need for theory-based educational
interventions that are congruent with the culture of the community:

What is apparent to Aboriginal peoples is the need for a serious and far-
reaching examination of the assumptions inherent in modern educational the-
ory. How these assumptions create the moral and intellectual foundations of
modern society and culture has to be studied and written about by Aboriginal
people to allow space for Aboriginal consciousness, language, and identity to
flourish without ethnocentric or racist interpretation. The current educational
shortcomings may or may not be in the curriculum, or in finance, or in test-
ing, or in community involvement, but no one will ever know this—nor the
changes necessary for improvement—without a deeper philosophical analysis
of modern thought and educational practice. (p. 197)

Guzman (2003) notes that studies of interventions conducted in a
transformative manner may require adjustments during the course of the
investigation. Interactions between individuals and group dynamics may
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BOX 5.2. Independent and Dependent Variables: Prescribed or Emergent

PRESCRIBED: SCIENTIFICALLY BASED RESEARCH

As part of Good Start, Grow Smart, the ultimate goal of the Early Reading First program
is to improve the school readiness of our nation’s young children, especially those from
low-income families, by providing support for early childhood education programs serving
preschool-age children so that the programs may become preschool centers of educa-
tional excellence. Many of America’s young children face daunting challenges as they enter
kindergarten lacking the essential reading readiness skills necessary to succeed. Through
improvements in instruction and the classroom environment that are grounded in scientif-
ically based reading research, Early Reading First helps children develop the oral language
skills, phonological awareness, print awareness, and alphabet knowledge that will prepare
them for later school success. Early Reading First offers an exciting opportunity to ensure
that children are provided with high-quality preschool education.

From U.S. Department of Education, Office of Elementary and Secondary Education, Early Reading First
Program (2006a; www.ed.gov/programs/earlyreading/2006-359a.doc).

EMERGENT: INDEPENDENT VARIABLE IN WKKF YOUTH AND EDUCATION INITIATIVE

Middle Start began as a comprehensive middle-grades improvement initiative in Michigan
in 1994. Although formal funding ends in 2005, partnerships formed and lessons learned
continue to spread across the United States. The Academy for Educational Development
(AED) supports the Michigan Middle Start Partnership, and its National Middle Start
Center acts as a clearinghouse for schools, universities, and nonprofits seeking informa-
tion and resources.

Middle Start turns middle schools into learning communities by helping middle-
grades educators establish working teams and access student-focused instructional meth-
ods. "“This is not a cookie-cutter approach to school improvement,” says Patrick Mon-
tesano, director of the Middle Start National Center at AED. But it is an adaptive tool
that many schools are plying to reverse the slide in middle school student progress. “The
middle grades are the time with the last-best chance to grab these kids, to help them suc-
ceed in school before it's too late,” Montesano says.

Middle Start connects teachers within a school, schools in a district, and middle
schools nationwide. It ends the isolation of individual teachers trying to turn students
around and draws whole schools into a growing “web of support.” Before Middle Start,

(continued)
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BOX3.2. (continued)

Montesano says, “You'd have one or two teachers doing terrific work, but you couldn’t
spread it throughout the school.” Concentrating resources on student achievement opens
classroom doors and gives teachers allies down the hall. Ronald Boyle, a Parkside faculty
member, speaks to the value of building-wide collaboration: *“Everyone experiences prob-
lems, no matter how long you've been teaching,” he says. “If you grow to trust a group
you're working with, you don't feel so vulnerable; if everybody is participating, you're not
aloner”

From www.wkkf.org.

lead to a better understanding of the intervention. The intervention itself
may be changed by the context or by the participants, resulting in variable
effects of the intervention. She writes:

This suggests that change is not so easily assessed or engineered, but rather
that it is a nonlinear process that involves the introduction of new informa-
tion, and the constant reassessment of the meaning of that information in
relation to the culture being examined. This interaction complicates how we
create evaluation plans and how we interpret the findings of our work. As
culturally competent evaluators, we must be ready to constantly reassess our
evaluation plans in order to account for the never-ending changes in ecologi-
cal contexts. This may mean that evaluation plans will continually change as
a process of the evaluation. (p. 174)

Data-collection methods may need to be modified to capture the effects of
the interventions. And, the evaluators need to be conscious of the implica-
tions of such dynamic and responsive changes in the inferences about pro-
gram impact. As can be seen in the examples presented here, the researcher/
evaluator role ranges from asking questions that solicit deeper critical think-
ing on the part of the program developers, to working beside the program
developers in a shared role.

Examples of Intervention Development
Africans and HIV/AIDS

Chilisa and Preece (2005) provide examples of how stories, poems, and
songs are used in African communities to collect, analyze, deposit, retrieve,
and disseminate information. They recommend the use of community sto-
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ries as a basis to understand how communities have defined their prob-
lems and match solutions to the communities’ perceptions. In the HIV/
AIDS study that Chilisa (2005) critiqued, she poses the question: How can
researchers use the communities’ stories on the meaning of HIV/AIDS to
conduct community-centered research? The researcher would work through
a dialogue with the communities to start the research from their frame of
reference.

Native Americans and Education

Native Americans provide models for the development of interventions in
education and psychology. Battiste (2000b) writes:

Little classroom research has been done on the effects of teaching students
about their culture, history, and languages, as well as about oppression, rac-
ism, and differences in worldviews, but consciousness raising classes and
courses at the elementary and junior high school levels, and at the college
and university levels, have brought to the surface new hopes and dreams and
have raised the aspirations and educational successes of Aboriginal students.
Our people are slowly coming to understand that poverty and oppression are
not their fault and are not the result of their faulty language, consciousness,
or culture. They have begun to understand that poverty and oppression are
tools created by modern society to maintain the status quo and to foster and
legitimize racism and class divisions. As band [First Nations| schools offer
courses in Aboriginal language and thought, and as economic opportunities
are made available to Aboriginal peoples on reserves through education, rac-
ism and its residual effects in the non-Native community and family are being
exposed. (p. 206)

If an educational intervention is designed to improve learning for
Native Americans, it needs to reflect the culture of the aboriginal peoples.
Researchers and evaluators can work with program developers and encour-
age responsiveness by raising such questions as: What do teaching and
learning look like in a traditional aboriginal setting? Little Bear (2000)
provides the following answer: For the most part, education and socializa-
tion are achieved through praise, reward, recognition, and renewal cer-
emonies and by example, actual experience, and storytelling. Children are
greatly valued and are considered gifts from the creator. From the moment
of birth, children are the objects of love and kindness from a large circle
of relatives and friends. They are strictly trained but in a “sea” of love and
kindness. As they grow, children are given praise and recognition for their
achievements both by the extended family and by the group as a whole.
Group recognition manifests itself in public ceremonies performed for a
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child, giveaways in a child’s honor, and songs created and sung in a child’s
honor. Children are seldom physically punished, but they are sternly lec-
tured about the implications of wrongful and unacceptable behavior.

Teaching through actual experience is done by relatives: for example,
aunts teaching girls and uncles teaching boys. One relative usually takes a
young child under his or her wing, assuming responsibility for teaching the
child all he or she knows about the culture and survival. This person makes
ongoing progress reports to the group, friends, relatives, and parents, result-
ing in praise and recognition for the child. There are many people involved
in the education and socialization of a child. Anyone can participate in the
education of a child because education is a collective responsibility.

Storytelling is a very important part of the educational process. It is
through stories that customs and values are taught and shared. In most
aboriginal societies, there are hundreds of stories of spirits, creation, cus-
toms, and values.

Native Americans and Mental Health Services

Duran and Duran (2000) assert that most of the attempts to provide
mental health services to Native American people have ended in failure
because they do not provide relevant forms of treatment to ethnic popula-
tions. Sociohistorical factors have had a devastating effect on the dynamics
of Native American families. In order to be successful, interventions that
address family violence for Native American peoples need to reflect aware-
ness of the devastating effects of such policies as the boarding school policy
in the late 1800s, which led to the systematic destruction of the Native
American family system. Duran and Duran (2000) explain:

Skepticism concerning the applicability of a purely psychological model to
represent problems of family violence for Native American peoples do not
mean denying the need for or the contribution of psychology in the prevention
or treatment of behavioral problems. Rather, our purpose is to look deeper
into the multidimensional nature of mental health for fresh perspectives and
empowering interventions instead of privileging a universal scientific dis-
course over the voice of the subjects. A richer perspective is vital in the work
of mental health professionals involved in reeducation and resocialization into
appropriate family behaviors. (p. 97)

Yazzie (2000) provides an example of an approach to the provision
of services, rooted in their cultural traditions, for the problem of domes-
tic violence in Native American communities. He contrasts the peacemak-
ing model with the Western process of responding to domestic violence by
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reporting a crime, possibly issuing a restraining order or an arrest, requiring
courtroom appearances, and in some cases, enforcing punishment and jail
time. However, this Western intervention does not address the offender’s
attitude or teach him or her the appropriate way to behave. Navajo meth-
ods of justice address these salient areas: They help people take a look at
themselves and examine their own conduct; they foster communication of
feelings; they involve everyone who is affected by the harm; and they teach
proper behavior (p. 44). Yazzie (2000) describes the Navajo peacemaking
tradition as a vehicle for addressing issues of domestic violence in a way that
is constructive and harmonious with Native American ways of knowing:

Peacemaking is a “walk-in” service in which a woman can request a tradi-
tional peacemaking session at a local court. The court then sends the case to
a peacemaker, who invites everyone involved to attend, including the woman
and her relatives, the man and his relatives, neighbours, and even social ser-
vices workers. The session opens with a prayer said by the peacemaker or a
respected family member. Prayer is important because peacemaking is actu-
ally a healing ceremony, and prayer gets people to commit to the peacemaking
process. Now, the people who are gathered start “talking out” their problem.
(p. 44)

Both husband and wife are able to express their reasons for their concerns
and behaviors. False excuses such as “If my wife had dinner on the table
when I got home, I would not beat her” or “I was drunk” are addressed by
the peacemaker and members of the extended family who are present. The
abuser is reminded of the Navajo wedding ceremony, in which the relation-
ship between man and woman is one of reciprocity between equals. Group
members discuss what should be done, including dealing with alcohol and
drug abuse and possibly making use of Western treatment programs. Duran
(1990) states that evaluations of such a model in mental health services for
Native Americans indicate positive results.

African Americans and Education

The Talent Development (TD) Model of School Reform provides an example
of a cyclical evaluation conducted from a transformative stance with spe-
cific attention to dimensions of race/ethnicity. Designed to enhance the edu-
cational experiences of students in urban schools, the majority of whom are
from racial/ethnic minority groups (Boykin, 2000), this model was devel-
oped by the Center for Research on Education of Students Placed at Risk
(CRESPAR), a collaborative effort between Howard University and Johns
Hopkins University, as an alternative to educational reform approaches
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that ignore contextual and cultural issues. With an overtly transforma-
tive agenda, the evaluation of Talent Development interventions incorpo-
rates both scientific methodological and political-activist criteria (Thomas,
2004). The transformative evaluation was designed to provide information
to enlighten and empower those who have been oppressed by, or marginal-
ized in, school systems. A key element in the quality of the evaluation is the
engagement of stakeholders who may have had negative or even traumatic
occurrences with the school system in their youth. Evaluators demonstrate
respect for the stakeholders, who have traditionally had less powerful roles
in discussions of urban school reform, and create opportunities for their
voices to be heard. The evaluators facilitate authentic engagement of all
concerned by holding multiple meetings with the field implementers and
key stakeholder groups, with the intention of obtaining genuine buy-in by
these groups. To the extent possible, stakeholder suggestions are incorpo-
rated into the Talent Development activities and the evaluation.

The intervention in a TD school is an evolving entity that is developed
through a co-constructive process involving the evaluators, school staff,
parents, and students (Thomas, 2004). Thomas describes this process as a
challenge to the conventional role of an evaluator, such that the boundary
between evaluator and program designer is blurred. TD evaluators can be
involved in the decision making about interventions because they have in-
depth knowledge of the setting and participants, and they share the respon-
sibility of program development, implementation, and evaluation with the
program designers and implementers.

The TD evaluators also place a premium on cultural competence in
the context of the urban school. To that end, they seek evaluators of color
or from underrepresented groups. When this is not possible, evaluators are
required to obtain a fundamental understanding of the cultural norms and
experiences of the stakeholders by means of building relationships with key
informants, interpreters, or friends critical to the evaluation. TD evaluators
are encouraged to engage in ongoing self-reflection and to immerse them-
selves in the life stream of the urban school through informal discussions,
attendance at meetings and school functions such as fundraisers or parent
information nights. These are strategies that increase stakeholders’ access
to the evaluators and program implementers, with the goal being improved
school performance for those who are placed at risk.

A specific application of the TD model of evaluation is described by
LaPoint and Jackson (2004) in the Family School Community Partnership
Program (FSCPP). Student success in high school was the desired outcome.
The program staff and community members worked with the evaluator to
design interventions based on the following principles: positive parenting,
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communication, volunteerism, at-home learning, collective decision mak-
ing, and collaboration with the community.

Theory-Driven Evaluation and Logic Models

Theory-Driven Evaluation (TDE) involves an examination of the mecha-
nisms that mediate the process and outcomes of a program or evaluand
(i.e., program, policy, service, or other setting that is evaluated). It com-
bines the use of scientific and stakeholder theory to make visible the inner
workings of a program and how those workings are related to the desired
outcomes (Donaldson, 2001). Logic models are tools used in some TDEs to
depict the logical expectations in outcomes, given the context, resources,
and interventions that are implemented with a specific group of participants
(Bledsoe, 2001). Logic models provide a graphic picture as an answer to
the question: “How do you expect to achieve the desired outcome?” They
can involve rather simple specifications of the context, resources, activities,
participants/stakeholders, outcomes, and more far-reaching impacts. Fig-
ure 5.2 is an example of a logic model for a training program.

Logic models are sometimes criticized as too simple and too linear, as
not recognizing the full complexity of the context, not lending themselves
to emerging designs, as possibly constraining the types of data collected,
and as missing important unintended outcomes (Bledsoe, 2005). Be that
as it may, a logic model can be a useful way to get a picture of what a
program is intended to do and why the stakeholders believe it will, or will
not, achieve the desired goals. Bledsoe notes that the development of a logic
model (in a TDE) may elicit stakeholders’ theories (stakeholders who might
otherwise be ignored, such as those from communities of color) about what
the program is intended to do and what is needed to accomplish the desired
outcomes. It can also be used to surface links that are needed for the pro-
gram to function, such as cultural influences, and it allows the benefit of
looking at other programs and literatures to encourage a broader scope in
planning and evaluating a program.

A TDE that uses a logic model usually involves a number of steps. For
example, Bledsoe and Graham (2005) used a TDE approach to study an
urban literacy program, where their procedures included the development
of a logic model, formulation of evaluation questions, use of stakeholder
program theory, and testing of appropriate evaluation questions. Bledsoe
and Graham noted the usefulness of the process in terms of bringing to
the surface interrelationships between dominant and minority groups, as
well as relations between historically underserved African American and
Latino communities. They needed to deal with the competition between
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members of different minority groups in terms of access to valued commu-
nity resources such as education.

Bledsoe and Graham (2005) made use of previous research that linked
in-home reading with the development of preliteracy skills, thus enhancing
school readiness. Program administrators also articulated their theory on
the development of pre-literacy skills as identifying cognitive stimulation,
reduced parental stress, and increased nurturing interactions as variables
that influence in-home reading. They also added moderating variables to
the logical framework such as English as a Second Language (which in this
case meant Spanish and Polish languages in addition to English), culture,
and accessibility to the weekly activities.

Brazil and the Favelas

The procedures for developing interventions and evaluation strategies in the
Brazilian favelas (slum areas) emphasized social justice, capacity building,
and transformation. In addition, the evaluation process had to be subtle,
approaching the right people at the right time, making sure no harm was
done either to the evaluation team or the community. Because these com-
munities are severely affected by violence, mainly caused by drug traffick-
ing, great risks were involved in the giving and collecting of information.
The evaluation team emphasized the inclusion of all communities affected
by the decisions. “In this context, the role of the evaluator was a proactive
one in the sense of intervening to change the elements that favor social jus-
tice” (Firme, 2006, p. ).

Theory-Driven Evaluation and Critical Systems Analysis

In Bawden’s (2006) historical review of systems analysis and proposal for
the integration of systems analysis with program evaluation, he describes
the current state of critical systems thinking as embracing

the idea of systems of intervention that involves stakeholder critiques of, and
actions to remedy, both the social conditions in which different categories
of stakeholders find themselves embedded and the boundary and value judg-
ments that are being made, ostensibly on their behalf, by social planners or
other interventionists. The focus of improvements under these circumstances
results from communicative actions that deliberately confront coercive and
otherwise power-limiting constraints. (p. 36)

Bawden (2006) notes that critical systems thinking is compatible
with Stufflebeam’s (2001) social agenda/advocacy category of evaluation
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approaches, in which program evaluation is used to empower the disen-
franchised. However, he points to the need to extend the social justice/
advocacy approach to incorporate approaches that allow judgment to be
made about the merit and value of worldview transformations that are at
the heart of critical systems thinking. He describes a “sea change” in the
international development community that Sen (1999) refers to as devel-
opment as freedom. From this rights-based perspective, Sen (as cited in
Bawden, 2006) insists, the success of any society is to be evaluated by the
extent to which the citizens within that society are capable of living the
lives that they have reason to value, and this in turn highlights the primary
significance of evaluative consciousness and active appreciation of merit
and worth as central aspects of the development process (p. 38).

Bawden (2006) provides an example of critical systems thinking and
evaluation in the context of a horticultural project in India. The project
progressed from a focus on strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and chal-
lenges in horticulture systems, to a focus on the “transformation of world-
views from productionism to a broader systemic perspective across broad
constituencies of stakeholders of a number of various horticultural food
systems. The central assumption is that such a transformation is a function
of the intellectual and moral development of those stakeholders, which thus
becomes the aim of the initiative and the focus of the evaluation” (p. 38).

Box 5.3 summarizes the various indicators of success in the dialogical,
participative, reflective, and democratic process of critical systemic evalu-
ation. Although this list contains challenging indicators of success, critical
systemic evaluators need to meet them in order to demonstrate sensitivity to
the different ways of knowing and valuing among the stakeholders. These
indicators need to be interpreted so that they can be understood in the
everyday language of the community.

The epistemic status of individuals is reflected in their particular
worldviews. Attenborough (2007) sees critical systems thinking as a means
to make explicit the relationships between systems concepts and action
research concepts.

QUESTIONS FOR THOUGHT

e Having read through the many examples of transformative research and evalu-
ation studies presented in this chapter, how would you characterize those ele-
ments that make the work transformative?

e Find examples of other studies and critique them in terms of the elements of a
transformative study.
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BOX 5.3. Critical Systemic Evaluation Indicators

Stakeholders should be able to express (and evaluate) how they come to appre-
ciate themselves as a learning collective or subsystem of the developing system in
which they are embedded, and which is itself embedded, in turn, in higher-order
environmental suprasystems with both biophysical and sociocultural dimensions that
present challenges as well as opportunities for further development and sustainable
contexts.

Stakeholders should also be able to express (and evaluate) their appreciation of the
systemic nature of their own learning subsystem with respect to three dimensions of
learning or cognitive processing:

a. They can process everyday matters in their search to improve circumstances that
seem problematic to them in the “real world” (cognition).

b. They can process the way by which they process those matters in seeking to
improve the way they go about processing (metacognition).

c. They can process the way that they frame the way they go about their processing
and process of processing, in seeking to identify the worldviews that shape their
thinking as a prelude to transforming them if they prove to be constraints to the
other two levels of processing (epistemic cognition).

Stakeholders should be able to express (and evaluate) the systemic nature of the
learning process that is relevant at each of these three levels—that is, the manner by
which the different learning activities (e.g., divergence and convergence) and learning
modes (e.g., empirical and ethical) interact with and inform each other.

Adapted from Bawden (2006, p. 41).

Summary

v A model of transformative research and evaluation was presented in this
chapter that prioritizes community involvement, mixed methods, and a
cyclical approach to research and evaluation, such that findings of one
inquiry feed into subsequent decisions for studies and/or community
action.

v Examples of cyclical models from indigenous peoples, participatory
action researchers, and immigrant communities illustrate applications of
the transformative model.

v'Short-term research and evaluation projects may be necessary due to
time, money, or other constraints. In such circumstances, efforts can be
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made to include the community in such a way that recommendations for
further actions are possible.

v'Descriptive approaches to research and evaluation provide a snapshot in
time and can be used to assess community needs. Such information can
be used as a basis for the development of culturally appropriate interven-
tions.

v Causal-comparative and correlational approaches can be used when
group differences that are not manipulable (e.g., gender, race/ethnicity,
political parties) are important to ascertain. As is the case with descrip-
tive studies, the findings of causal-comparative or correlational studies
can be used as a basis for intervention development.

v'Intervention research and evaluation involve the development and imple-
mentation of an intervention based on community needs. Logic models
are one way of making the underlying connections between activities and
desired outcomes explicit.

MOVING ON TO CHAPTERG . . .

Mixed-methods approaches to research and evaluation, such as experimen-
tal designs, surveys, and case studies, are examined as they are applied in
the transformative context.

If we have a prism in the window, we see different patterns of color in different
parts of the room when it is early or late in the day. If we revisit the room
perindically during the day throughout the seasons, we may see a pleasant
surprise.

Notes

1. It should be noted that not all PAR is conducted with a social justice agenda.
Kemmis (2006) identifies three forms of PAR: (1) the technical form that is
aimed at increasing or decreasing a specific outcome, such as behavioral disrup-
tions in a classroom; (2) the practical form that aims to provide information for
the purpose of decision making by practitioners (e.g., teachers writing a self-
reflective journal); and (3) critical or emancipatory PAR aimed at furthering
social justice agendas.

2. For example, in the United States, the No Child Left Behind legislation pre-
scribes the use of experimental and quasi-experimental designs and random-
ized trials.



CHAPTER 6

Quantitative, Qualitative,

and Mixed Methods

The sharp separation often seen in the literature between qualitative
and quantitative methods is a spurious one. The separation is an
unfortunate artifact of power relations and time constraints in graduate
training; it is not a logical consequence of what graduates and scholars
need to know to do their studies and do them well. In my interpretation,
good social science is opposed to an either/or and stands for a both/and
on the question of qualitative versus quantitative methods. Good social
science is problem driven and not methodology driven in the sense that
it employs those methods that for a given problematic, best help answer
the research questions at hand. More often than not, a combination of
qualitative and quantitative methods will do the task best. Fortunately,
there seems currently to be a general relaxation in the old and
unproductive separation of qualitative and quantitative methods.
—FLYVBJERG (2006, p. 242)

INTHIS CHAPTER. . .

V¥ Mixed-methods designs are illustrated, followed by a discussion of
quantitative and qualitative approaches that can be used in such designs.
Examples of how members of partnerships can address issues of cultural
diversity and power inequities in transformative research and evaluation are
presented.

V Specific quantitative and qualitative approaches are explained and illustrated
as potential components of a mixed-methods approach. Ways to strengthen
research and evaluation approaches through the use of culturally appropriate
mixed methods are addressed extensively.

I disagree with the part of this chapter’s opening quote that says the
research problem drives choice of method; I believe that choice of method
involves a more complex set of decisions that is driven by the researchers’ or
evaluators’ basic paradigmatic beliefs. However, I do agree with the part of
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the opening quote that says it is time to move beyond the either—or stance
in terms of methods to the both-and stance. Quantitative, qualitative,
and mixed methods can be used in transformative research and evalua-
tion (Mertens, 2003, 2007). These methods include traditional quantitative
approaches such as experimental, quasi-experimental, causal-comparative,
correlational, survey, and single-case designs, as well as traditional qualita-
tive approaches such as group processes (e.g., focus groups or some indig-
enous methods), case studies, ethnographic research, phenomenological
research, and PAR.! Gender analysis is a mixed-methods approach that
provides a framework for transformative research and evaluation that
has potential for transfer to other groups that experience discrimination.
Mixed methods are most likely to be the approach of choice because of the
need to integrate community perspectives into the inquiry process, thus
necessitating collection of qualitative data during the research or evalua-
tion process.

The advantages of using mixed-methods designs are illustrated in the
Exemplary Schools Study that is part of the TD initiative (Towns & Ser-
pell, 2004). The evaluators reported that quantitative survey responses
from principals indicated that vandalism by students was not a problem.
Confirming this data, the evaluation team’s observations of the buildings
found them to be clean and attractive. Their interview data with principals,
however, revealed ongoing problems with vandalism propagated by out-
siders over the weekends. In additional observations, the evaluation team
noticed that school staff, students, and parents were perpetually cleaning
walls and picking up garbage left from a weekend of vandalism. Hence,
the evaluators concluded that the principals had reported no problem with
vandalism by students because the vandalism was perpetrated by outsiders.
In addition, they (Towns & Serpell, 2004) stated: “What our quantita-
tive data could never convey was the enormous sense of shared ownership
that students had for the school environment. This was a theme that was
revealed in each of the student focus group interviews. Students expressed
that keeping the school building and grounds clean was far from a burden;
it was an activity in which they took great pride” (p. 54).

Mixed- and Multiple-Methods Approaches

Conducting mixed-methods research and evaluation studies is kind of like
the “Which came first, the chicken or the egg?” question. Mixed methods
require both quantitative and qualitative approaches. Multiple methods
means that the researcher or evaluator uses more than one method, but
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the choice of methods reflects either quantitative or qualitative approaches,
but not both. The linear nature of the printed text makes it extremely chal-
lenging to describe mixed-methods designs other than by explaining either
quantitative or qualitative designs one after the other and then combining
them. To address this challenge, various approaches that include mixed
and multiple methods are described within the context of transformative
research and evaluation studies, along with examples of specific designs
rooted in quantitative or qualitative methods that could be used as compo-
nents in a mixed-methods study.

Concurrent and Sequential Mixed-Methods Designs

Creswell and Plano Clark (2007) offer the following considerations in
developing a mixed-methods design:

e Compatibility: Match the purpose, research focus, questions, and
design.

e Timing: Determine the temporal relationship between the quantita-
tive and qualitative data collection.

e Weight: Establish priority or emphasis of the qualitative and quanti-
tative research in the study.

e Mixing: Determine when quantitative and qualitative data will be
mixed in the process of research.

Based on these considerations, a rationale related to the purpose of the
study needs to be developed as to why a mixed-methods design is being
used. Also, a decision needs to be made whether to use a concurrent design
in which the quantitative and qualitative methods occur simultaneously,
or a sequential design in which one method precedes the other. Depend-
ing on circumstances, the researcher/evaluator may decide to give either
equal weight to both methods, or greater weight to either the quantitative
or qualitative part of the study. Mixing of methods can occur at the design
stage or later in the process, such as at the analytic stage. Figure 6.1 pro-
vides examples of various mixed-methods designs.

Concurrent mixed-methods designs entail the use of quantitative and
qualitative methods at the same time during a study. The TD study of
exemplary schools referred to at the beginning of this chapter, exemplifies a
concurrent mixed-methods design because the quantitative and qualitative
data were collected in close temporal proximity to each other (Towns &
Serpell, 2004). Firme (2006) also used a concurrent mixed-methods design
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Concurrent Design

Quantitative

Qualitative

Sequential Design: Quantitative Followed by Qualitative

Quantitative |—>| Qualitative

Sequential Design: Qualitative Followed by Quantitative

Qualitative |—>| Quantitative

FIGURE 6.1. Mixed-methods designs.

for her evaluation of the Brazilian favela (slum areas in Brazil) project. She
collected data from three kinds of checklists and interviews with beneficia-
ries, partners, and members of the community. Her team also collected data
from unobtrusive measures, such as waiting in lines for computer access at
the community center, and focus groups that were held with representatives
of all program participants. The evaluators provided continuous feedback
to the community throughout the process of the evaluation.

Sequential mixed-methods designs involve using either a quantitative
method followed by a qualitative method, or the reverse. The Fine et al.
(2004) study in California schools is an example of a sequential mixed-
methods design. In May 2000, a group of advocacy organizations filed
a class-action lawsuit against the state of California, alleging that poor
and working-class youths were denied access to education because they
attended schools that were in disrepair; staffed by undercredentialed teach-
ers, with inadequate instructional materials and high teacher turnover.
Mixed and multiple methods were used in this research, including random
digit dialing surveys to generate a sample of current students and graduates
of high school programs in Southern California to gather data about the
students’ experiences as part of the class-action suit. Here is the description
of the approach:
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A multimethod research design was undertaken: Surveys were completed
anonymously by 86 middle and high school focus group members, prior to
their involvement in the focus group discussion; 11 focus groups were facili-
tated with 101 youth attending plaintiff schools in the San Francisco, Oak-
land, and Los Angeles areas, as well as a group (of peers) in Watsonville; and
11 telephone interviews were held with graduates of California schools that
fall with the plaintiff class. (Fine et al., 2004, p. 56)

A settlement was reached and approved by the court in March 2005 that
requires that all students have instructional materials and that their schools
are clean and safe. The settlement also provides strategies to increase the
quality of teaching. Schools will be held accountable for accomplishing
these goals and will be given $1 billion to do so.

Greene (2008) argues for the inclusion of another important dimen-
sion in the consideration of mixed-methods designs, that is, the degree
and timing of integration of the various methods and the data that result.
She describes “component designs” as those in which the different meth-
ods are independently implemented throughout the study, with linkages
occurring only at the end after all the data have been analyzed. Such an
approach might have the power to support conclusions if a convergence
of findings emerges from different methods. If the results do not support
each other, then this offers an opportunity for thought that Thomas Cook
(1985) labeled an “empirical puzzle” (as cited in Greene, 2008, p. 23). The
second design Greene describes is the integrated mixed-methods approach
in which the mixing of methods occurs throughout the study, creating
opportunities for “conversations” across methods as ways of generating
additional insights regarding the phenomena under study as well as the
methods that are being used.

Mixed-methods research and evaluation are growth areas in social sci-
ence research. Witness the Handbook of Mixed Methods in Social and
Behavioral Research (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003), the Journal of Mixed
Methods Research, the annual International Mixed Methods Conference
in Cambridge, United Kingdom, and an increasing number of texts that
address mixed-methods approaches (e.g., Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007,
Greene, 2008; Mertens & McLaughlin, 2004). As Greene points out, the
use of mixed methods is a generative area for researchers and evaluators:
“The process of developing a thoughtful and appropriate mixed-methods
design is less a process of following a formula or set of prescriptive guide-
lines and more an artful crafting of the kind of mix that will fulfill the
intended purposes for mixing within the practical resources and contexts
at hand” (p. 129).
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A cyclical model of research and evaluation is compatible with either
concurrent or sequential, or component or integrated designs. Short-term
studies can also use mixed methods, usually concurrently. However, if a sin-
gle method is dictated by the funding agency, then researchers and evalua-
tors can provide guidance as to next steps to encourage a cyclical approach,
albeit with less certainty that follow-through will occur. This also means
that the descriptive and interventionist research and evaluation approaches
can be found in a study that begins with descriptive work to identify the
issues and interventionist work to implement potential solutions.

Mixed Methods: What Is Being Mixed?

Bryman (2004) conducted a literature review of research designs that
used mixed-methods research. He noted that experimental and quasi-
experimental designs were the least represented in the journals surveyed
(3%). The most common design was a cross-sectional one for the collection
of both qualitative and quantitative data (63% of all articles). Of these, 42%
used a survey instrument and personal qualitative interviewing. Another
19% used case studies, either with one case or multiple cases. This next sec-
tion provides a description of the case study approach and then considers
case studies from different theoretical perspectives.

Case Studies

Case studies are multifaceted strategies used to explore a bounded system
and can involve collection of both quantitative and qualitative data (see Box
6.1). This section lays out steps in the conduct of transformative case stud-
ies. The first step, identifying the boundaries of the case, involves selecting
the place and people and the potential intervention, as well as the time
period for the case study. Decisions about place, people, and all aspects
of the study are decided as a part of group process, including the level of
participation in terms of researcher/evaluator and community members.
The research or evaluation questions and purpose can be developed as a
part of this process in conjunction with members of the community. Next,
data-collection methods and decisions about instruments need to be made.
Typically, case studies include interviews/surveys, observations, and docu-
ment review, and if in an educational setting, can include an assessment
of learning. The specifics of data collection using these strategies are pre-
sented in Chapter 8, data analysis strategies are in Chapter 9, and report-
ing options are in Chapter 10. The conduct of a transformative study is



BOX 6.1, Case Study: Classrooms as Learning Portals

INVITATION

How can | teach my deaf students math skills that go beyond drill and practice? How can |
teach in a way that helps students learn higher-order critical thinking and problem-solving
skills? These are questions that many teachers of deaf students ask themselves. Team
leaders from the Join Together grant have developed strategies that represent promising
practices to improve deaf students’ learning in content subjects through the use of tech-
nology. You are invited to be part of a team of educators that is conducting case studies
as a means to collecting data to support the use of these as evidence-based practices in
deaf education.

BOUNDING THE SYSTEM

I. Decide on the intervention/strategy. Go to the www.deafed.net website. Notice that
there are recommended practices such as teaching step-by-step strategies for problem
solving in mathematics that extend beyond drill and practice to math and science pro-
cesses that require higher-order critical thinking and problem-solving skills.

Related Technologies

O Math Pad—demonstrates step by step, one problem at a time, how to complete
math problems.

0 Math tutorial websites—www.webmath.com

O A Math Dictionary for Kids (website)

Video mini-studies explain projects or lessons that require higher-order critical thinking
and problem-solving skills. In addition, there are bulletin boards for all the grant objectives
(content competence, teacher diversity, faculty competence in technology, technology
infrastructure, and multistate collaboration). Choose one or more of the strategies that
you want to try in your classroom.

2. Decide on a level of participation from the following options:

O Level I: Faculty and collaborating faculty. Faculty collaborates with another fac-
ulty, from another deaf education program, who is incorporating the same Recommended
Practice(s).

O Level 2: Faculty, collaborating faculty, and Master Teacher. Instructor collaborates
with another faculty member and also incorporates into instructional activities, in some
way, a Master Teacher. Such collaboration may include, but is not limited to, (1) a presenta-
tion (either face-to-face or via technology) to the class on how the Master Teacher actu-

(continued)
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BOXE.l. (continued)

ally uses the selected Recommended Practice(s); (2) a demonstration of a lesson where
the Recommended Practice is used, to preservice teachers either in the Master Teacher's
classroom or via technology (e.g., video conferencing or videotape); or (3) another option
developed by the instructor and the Master Teacher.

O Level 3: Unit option: Faculty, Master Teacher, and student teacher. Faculty and
Master Teacher agree upon one or more Recommended Practices appropriate for the
target students and appropriate to the selected Content Standard (*target students” are
real students to whom the lessons will be “pitched"”). Faculty and Master Teacher develop
a unit of instruction to teach the selected Content Standard. The unit plan is to (I) pro-
vide a description of the class, (2) include at least one of the Recommended Practices
(understand that some of the practices have a stronger research base than others), and
(3) must include appropriate technology uses as identified on www.deafed.net and in the
Recommended Practices list. The unit plan must be comprehensive and include as much
practical information for teachers as possible. An excellent example of a comprehensive
unit can be found by going to www.deafed.net/publisheddocs/titanic%2012.doc. Faculty, Mas-
ter Teacher, and student teacher develop assessment rubric(s) that can be used with the
target students.

PURPOSE AND QUESTIONS

Establish a purpose for doing the case study. For example, find out how effectively the
strategy enhances higher-level thinking and problem solving in mathematics. Add research
questions that relate to the purpose:

What forms of technology did | use and how did these support the math methods
course curriculum?

How did the learner(s) respond to the use of this strategy?

In what ways did this integration of instructional technology and content impact on
student learning?

Who will be involved? Decide who the participants will be and who else needs to
be involved in the process (a collaborating faculty member, classroom teacher, Master
Teacher, students, parents, administrators, aides?). Decide how they will be involved and
what their role will be (learner, critical friend, advisor, another pair of eyes?). The post-
report, which includes an evaluation of the process, varies depending upon the choice of
participation level. It can include (1) a comparison between present instruction and the
instruction enhanced with the Master Teacher’s collaboration; (2) sample comments from
students that led the faculty to believe that the students understood the material suffi-
ciently to use the practice; and (3) a sample lesson plan developed by preservice teachers
that incorporates the Recommended Practice(s).
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rarely as straightforward as the listed steps imply, as seen in the following
example.

Opfer (2006) conducted an evaluation of a charter school initiative in
a southern state with a history of racial segregation that placed social jus-
tice issues in the foreground. At the beginning of the evaluation Opfer was
concerned that state officials were “unwilling to publicly acknowledge that
parents could, and had, set up charter schools with the expressed intention
of segregating their (White) children from children of other races” (p. 271).
The case study questions were developed by state officials and proved to
be problematic in terms of making recommendations related to inequities.
Sample questions included:

1. How did charter schools compare with traditional public schools in the
state with regard to student achievement and stakeholder satisfaction?

2. How was the charter school concept being implemented in the state?

3. What implementation issues were arising in charter schools and what were
the impetuses for these issues? (p. 275)

Opfer (2006) used several sources of data for the case study: discussion
groups with parents and teachers; site visits and observations at 14 charter
schools selected to represent regional variations, school levels, and school
types; interviews with principals and teachers; and documents related
to curricula, academic offerings, communications with parents, student
demographics and achievement, and charter school annual reports to the
state. She reported on the discrepancy between the demographics in one
county in which 92% of charter school students were white, whereas 71%
of the students countywide were black. In addition, she provided qualita-
tive data from parent interviews that illustrated their racist attitudes and
a desire to have their children educated in a segregated setting. The state
department of education officials who had commissioned the study asked
her to remove that finding. Their public reason for this request was that
the evaluation should focus on overall patterns in the charter schools, not
on one particular school. They privately shared their concerns with the
evaluator that the charter school was in a district with a powerful member
of the state’s education committee and that it would be problematic if the
finding was included in the report. Opfer then analyzed racial representa-
tion in charter schools across the state. Statewide, 12 of the 28 charter
schools” demographic data revealed a 20% difference between the district’s
demographics in terms of race and that of the schools; 10 of the 12 had at
least 20% more white students and 2 had 20% more minority students. She
rewrote the report to indicate this pattern as a social justice concern. The
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state department officials subsequently ended communications with Opfer,
removed that section from the report, and withdrew the contract they had
offered her to do a follow-up evaluation of the charter schools.

Opfer (2006) offers an analysis of the lack of action by the state in
terms of an inconsistency between individual beliefs (inequity by state offi-
cials) and the political culture (in this case, a belief in individual parental
choice and that parental choice is working based on higher achievement
levels). In addition, school officials felt that presenting charter schools as a
source of social justice concerns would threaten the advances that they had
made in increasing overall funding for education in the state.

Opfer’s work is transformative in a number of ways. First, she exam-
ines inequities in access to school resources on the basis of race and reports
egregious inequities in one charter school. Second, she provides evidence of
a pattern of inequities in the charter schools. Third, when her work is made
to “disappear” in the educational bureaucracy, she completes and publishes
a thoughtful analysis of the reasons that her findings were removed from
the report and the inaction of the state department officials with regard to
this issue in terms of racism and political power.

Myths and Counterarguments about Case Studies

Case studies have often been criticized because it is not possible to establish
causation, and the “results” are not generalizable. Yet, their use in trans-
formative research and evaluation is critical because they allow for the type
of relationships to develop that are needed for systematic collection of data
for the purpose of social transformation. Because of the importance of case
study methods in transformative work, the issues related to critique and
defense are discussed in this section.

Flyvbjerg (2006) provides critics’ arguments and his own counterar-
guments related to the issue of generalizability of case study research and
evaluation. He presents the argument and its counterargument as follows:

Argument: “The view that one cannot generalize on the basis of a
single case is usually considered to be devastating to the case study
as a scientific method” (p. 224).

Counterargument: “One can often generalize on the basis of a single
case, and the case study may be central to scientific development via
generalization as supplement or alternative to other methods. But
formal generalization is overvalued as a source of scientific develop-
ment, whereas ‘the force of example’ is underestimated” (p. 228).
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Ruddin (2006) extends this argument in asserting that it is false to
think that a case study cannot grant unswerving information about the
broader class. Rather, the strength of a case study is that it captures “real-
ity” in greater detail and thus allows for both the analysis of a greater
number of variables and for generalization from the concrete, practical,
and context-dependent knowledge created in the investigation. He further
explains: “We avoid the problem of trying to generalize inductively from
single cases by not confusing case inference with statistical inference. Case
study reasoning would be seen as a strong form of hypothetico-deductive
theorizing, not as a weak form of statistical inference” (p. 800).

Stake (2005) places the burden of generalizability on the writer (pre-
sumably the researcher/evaluator or a team of writers) and the reader. The
writer reports a case using “thick description” (Geertz, 1973), meaning
with sufficient details about the context, actors, operations, behaviors,
vitality, and trauma that a reader can understand that case. Stake weighs
the cost of trying to compare the specific case to other cases against the
gain in presenting the uniqueness of a particular case. He sees formally
designed comparisons as competing with learning from a specific case.
Readers will make comparisons based on their previous knowledge and
experience with similar or different cases. It is then incumbent upon read-
ers to make reasonable generalizations once they understand the specifics
of the researcher’s or evaluator’s presentation of the case.

Flyvbjerg (2006) also addressed the misunderstanding about case
study research that this method is useful for generating hypothesis in the
early, pilot stage of a research program, whereas hypothesis testing and
theory building are best carried out by other methods later in the process
(p- 234). He contends that case studies are useful for both generating and
testing hypotheses, among other uses. Because of their focus on an in-depth
approach, case studies may well be better suited to test hypotheses and
build theories than other approaches.

Morse (2006) contends that qualitative researchers can address
research problems that quantitative researchers do not see as researchable,
thus laying the groundwork for valuing qualitative inquiry as a necessary
and essential research method that makes a contribution in this evidence-
based research world. She places her arguments within a medical context
related to attaining health. She states: “Nurses know that attaining health
is a behavior, a lifestyle, an attitude, not solely the success of drug therapy”
(p. 417). Hence, qualitative methods hold potential for reducing morbidity
and mortality and making the provision of health care more humanistic.

Case studies have also been criticized because they are viewed by some
as allowing more room for the researcher’s or evaluator’s bias to impact the
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findings than other methods, and are thus less rigorous than are quantita-
tive, hypothetico-deductive methods. Flyvbjerg (2006) contends that such
an accusation is based on a lack of understanding of what is involved in
case studies. Also, the question of subjectivism and bias applies to all meth-
ods, not just to the case study and other qualitative methods. For example,
bias can be present in the researcher’s or evaluator’s choice of categories
and variables in a quantitative investigation. The probability of bias being
present in any type of research or evaluation is a product of the choices
made throughout the process and the breadth and depth of the member
checking to ensure that the work is culturally competent. The theoretical
frameworks discussed in Chapters 1 and 2 provide additional examples of
how case studies can be conducted in a transformative spirit. The next sec-
tions explore critical race, feminist, and indigenous theoretical frameworks
within the context of transformative case studies.

CRT and Case Studies

Madison (20085) states that CRT leads us away from understanding race
as a biological component to thinking about the power dynamics that hold
race in place. What are the ideologies, images, and institutions that per-
petuate racism? The CRT framework provides a “more radical discussion
of social and political power, [and] we see how race is formed and embed-
ded by class and economic stratifications. . . . Critical race theory analyzes
the complex machinations of racialization in the various ways it is created,
sanctioned, and employed, but it also illuminates the various ways race is
an effect of our imagination and how racial symbols and representations
determine our understanding and attitudes about race in the first place”
(pp. 72-73).

CRT calls for a reexamination of the concept of race by recognizing
that it is not a fixed term; rather it is fraught with social meaning and is
influenced by political pressures. Parker and Lynn (2002) make the argu-
ment that case study methodology is appropriate as a means to capture the
CRT narratives and stories that challenge preconceived notions of race and
support the development of legal narratives of racial discrimination. The
“thick descriptions” and inte