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Abstract

This dssetationhas two disinct purpogs. Thefirstis to explorethe ginciples béind
self-organization as sen in open sorce software projects and otr types of Internet based mass
collaboration sich as Wikipedia. It is important to note tlat thefocus isnot onthetechnolagicd
tods theserojeds empoy but rather theorganizationa principlesguiding the output of these
projects. The rm fiopen source s widely used to desribe decentralized pradices in which
participants haveopen accessto the sotce magrias used for development and production.
Thesepractices are trandorming theways wethink aboutinformation, @ganization, and the
delinedion of power within roles suoh as prodicer and consuner. There are someclear linkages
and simlarities ketween the aganizing principlesfoundin theselnternet based collaboration
projects and thegenera principles sen in various perspedives of socel constriction. If the
organizing principles atwork in theseprojects are notinextricably linked to thetechnolagicd
infrastructure can they be extraded and applied in non-technical environments? The second
purposeof this dssetationis to providea casestudy as an answer to that question. Thecase
study highlightsthe development andimplementation of aparticipatory evaluation progd with a
collaborative groupof public and private agenciesin Boise,ldaho thatserve youth aging out of
thefostercare system.Theprojed was developed utilizing the concepts gleaned from Internet
based forms oforganization and saial constriction viewpoints. Theaim of theprojed is to
build (in an open souce fashion)an evauation poject fromthe groundup. Therole ofthe
evauatorand all tasksrelated to thesvaluationare didributed aaoss thegroup lkeing evaluated.
Thefindings suggestthat the najor components oén evaluation progct (anaysis, sensanaking,
and summay) can bedistributed acoss thegroup being studed to prodice a highly relevant and

localized bady of knowledge from which thegroup can take actian
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How this Dissertation is Organized

This dssetationbegins with an irtroductory prologuefollowed by four sections. The
prologue serves as thdoundation for understanding the context that led tothe poject and how
the project began. Sedion one is entled, Lessondromthe Internet. This setion highlights
speific Internet based issues suches self-organization, delineaion of power, determination of
value and relevance Theseissues ae deeply explored to uncoer some uderlying principles
and how thoserinciples can beapplied in nan-technical environments to facilitate collaborative
sense naking and collaborative adion. Thosesteeped in saial constuction will likely see many
similarities ketween theprinciplesgleaned fromthe Internet and saial constriction. However, |
intentionally kept this sedion sparate fromthe sedion on saial constriction because it beyr
representsthe chronologicd sequence of my experience Intuitively | knew interaction ofa
different kind was taking place on thelnternet but | lacked thewords ortheories to describeit. |
was witnessng socil constuction in ation longbefore | knew about sa@ial construction. |
stumbled umn saial constriction in aneffort to understand what | was sedang on thelnternet.
Sediontwo is entited, TheSocial Constrtion Orientation. This dion provides anoverview
of the theweticd framework used in the casestudy and draws parallels betveen socl
construction and the pinciples found in thd_essondrom thelnternet section. Sedions oneand
two serve asmy literaturereview. The thrd sdion is a @tailed casestudy of the participatory
evaluation poject developedfor agroupof Idaho service providers collaboratingto serve youth
aging out offoster care. Finally, section four offers adiscussion regrding the projed and

recommendations for futuwe inquiry projects.
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Prologue

My fingers tapped on thestesring wheel asl waited for the light to turngreen. | glanced
at thestred namethree times to nake surel was heading in theright drection. Despite living
in theNorthwest for fifteen yeas, navigating through Sedtle continues to bewilder més the
light turned green my thoughts returned tothe meeting | would soon besttending. | oftenfind
myself rehearsingconversations tefore medings with rew people.My mind raced with ideas
about how thisconwversation could be diferent from previous ores. As | arrived my thoughts
quicky shifted tothe practical task of findingtheright meetingroom.| foundmy way to the
small metingroomand st down with six otherpeople.We al came from dfferent public and
private socal service agencies, however we al shared acommitment to prowling quality
savices toyouth aging out offosteer care. On ths day our goal was to discuss ays we could
evaluate the mpad of thework taking place in Sedtle. Spexifically, something thatcould

articulatethe uséulness ofworking collaboratively.

Freshy inspired by thebook Fourth Generation Evaluation (Guba& Lincoln, 1990,
my hopewas tointroduce evaluationfrom a diferent perspedive. Fourth generation evaluation
is a phesedevised by Gubaand Lincoln to describe approaching evaluation from a
construetivist paradigm. At themostfundamentl level, the difference lies withinthebasic
assumption that thee exist multiple saially constuctedredities as oppal to a sngular
objective reality governed by causeand effect. In addition, the firesearcherd is not anfiobjective
observer,0rather theresearcher becomesan intimate part of the process, co-creating the
inquiry with thefisubpd s dthe mlury (Gubaé& Lincoln, 1990)] think causeand effed has
its meits when explainingphenomenorlike gravity or tempeature, however | believe a social

constriction paradigm is neessay when inquiringinto saial phenomenorwhere you may
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have multiple experiences of a seemingly singular event.

It is important to note that | was not aregular member of this collabeative group.|
worked in thequality improvement apartment for anon-profit agency, Casey Family
Programs. Casey Family Programsis the @tio n G@rgest bperating fourdation focused sokly
on foster care and improving the child welfare system(Casey Family Programs, 201). Many
dired service nonprofit agencies in socl services operate df of grant money and oher types
of State and/orFedera contrads. Casey operates df of the ineresteaned from its emlowment.
Casey does not ecave any outddefundng. The generousendovmentcamefrom Jim Casey,
the founder of United Pacd Service Theagency was darted in 1965 andocusedprimarily on
providing privatelongterm foser care. The agency has grown ower theyearsinto aher areas
of social services. One of thoseareas was developing collaborative partnerships with other
agencies to povide ®rvices toyoung adults aging out offoger care. As amemter of the
quality improvement tam, | worked to providesupportfor the day-to-day operations of our
field offices, specificaly whenever there could be data colledion and reporting implications.
We had nine dfices in five different states. | was invitedto this mesting by the sypervisor of

community programsfrom our Lattle office. | was there as aguestto present an icka.

Themeseting began with the uswal introdwctionsand brief overview of our loose
agenda. Thisgroupof collaborators was madeup of both pivateand publc agencies. We
ead took turns talkingboutthe evaluation and dta colledion efforts of aur respedive
agencies. Casey had developedaset ofoutcomeindicaors that everal of the partners were
using. However, everyonewas in agreanent that thosemeasures were too youth sgafic and
narrow for the collaborative work. The measures were focusedprimarily on youth oucomes

and did notprovide any informationon howagencies waked together. In addition, the
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measures were competed by stdf and lacked youthinput.We all agreed that a deeper
understanding of the collaborative work and the voies andexperiences of theyoung adults

receiving services would behelpful in makingdedsions regarding sevice provision.

There were two themesthat enmerged during the discouseof this meeting. First,
outcome infamation @n behelpful to define abaseline of functioning. However, it does not
clearly point tothe causalelementsthat led tothe outcones. For example, an agency may focus
on improving educaional outcomesby providing tutoring services but lack of adequate public
transportation creates an acessbarrier for the youththat need tutoringthe mostin swch acase
you may seean oweral dedinein educational outcomes, not beausethe tutoringservices are
inadequate but kecause hey are not beng utilized. Thisis anexample where ayouth sgafic
outcone, graduation and grade promation, is toonarrow to providemeaningful information at a
community level to seehow transporttion may be affecting the utilization of the tutoring
program. Theseaond theme tret enmerged was asenseof disconned between theyouth ®rved
and the srvice providers. Sewera agencieshad experimentedwith youthinvolvenent butit
equated to Ittle mae than inviting youthto perticipate in aquarterly strategic planning
meeting. We wanted to @velop away for youthto bemore adively involved in ddiningthe

challenges in thecommunity and creating solutions.

| did my best to present how we could usethe concepts form theFourth Generation
Evaluation book togain deeper insght into whet the youth reeded and use that information to
inform decisions egarding service provision. The partners were interested butmy presentation
fell apart when they began to question howve would actualy implement such an evaluation. |
was clear on theconcept but notso clea on themethoddogy. The meding came to aclose

withtheusa , At h interesisigowewiltdbein touch . | teft the meeting feding abit
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strange. Theparticipants apeared interestedconceptualy, yet we did nahingto develop a
plan tomoveforward. Sonmethingwas misang. Shortly after that day the Casy staff person
that invited me tothe meeting changed jobs.The Sedtle dffice shifted its priaitiesand began

to shrink its role inthecollaboration srving youth aging out offoster care.

While nothing camefrom the metingin Sedtle that day, it served as a pivotal
moment inmy journey to find new ways to undestandcollabarative work. It also helped me
formulate ketter questions whichwould beome thefourdation ofthis dissetation.| found
myself with far morequestions tlan poential implemengtion soutions. That changed when a
coworker of mine invted meto med with ourexeautive vice president to talkurtherabout
how we could evaluate ourcollaborative work in our otherfield dffices. The purposeof the
meetingwas notto pitch a fuly formulated evaluation planfor all nine ofour offices butrather
to pitch an ideaof how we could pursue casestudy with one dfice and grow theideafrom

there.

Thetimingwas perfed. | had jug enrolled inthe Ph.D. program through Taos-Tilburg,
and | was hopng | could use theavaluation prgect asmy dissertation project. In addition, our
exeautive vice president was undr pressureto provide sometype of evaluationof our
collaborative work. The othercavea was that he could nothire any additional staff to dothe
work. Thecondtions wereripe butl was feding abit anxious. This would behefirst of
many fistret ¢ maments for me. | liketo know wtat | am dangfrom keginning to end bfore
| do tt. In this casel was asking to pursuen ideawithout fully knowing whetheror not it

would wak or whereit may lead.

Wesat dovn inourvicepres i d e nt 6 dicemaguitkeysedlizedthis was my

first ime in hisoffi ce with his undivided attention. He was anappraachable man with along
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strideand asoft vace My coworker spdke first to set thecontext for the nmeding. He
talked about our el for evaluation butwas askingpermisson to take an unorthodox
approech. i 8 unathodoxthatit does n eéxist, was my first thought. Then our exeautive
vice president turned toward me and asked, iHow will we determine theeffediveness ofour
collaborations?0 Somethingclicked, orperhaps snapged, inme. | replied, iHow effedive
are you as afather and a hustand? And, pleaseprovide mewith evidence sol can |
determine wretheror not you shold continueto engage in thoseadiviti e d-ortonately,
my resporse was talen inthehumorous marex | intended. However, | was sanewhat
serious.filtd sridiaulous question for met o a s #®01 sasl, rhd@pig to iget myself out of
this with my job intact. We weren6 t  d i sntermabwork of Gasey. We were talking
about collalorative work with other agencies, sanetimes thee collaborations involvedifty
or more agencies.Who were we to come in and gestion theireffectiveness?While still
looking at this man severa pay grades aboveme,| asked,iWhat if | made a simple change
to the question? What haveyou learned as afather and as a lusbam? What kind of
conversation will emerge from that gestion?0 With an uncerstanding grin heasked, fiWhat
are the next steps?0 My coworker smiled and | knew we had justreceved ourgreen light.
Now theonly question was to determinewhat type of methods to emply to represent the
changefrom an evaluation of effectivenessto an evaluation of howa grouplearnsand tales

adion tagether.

This dissertation presentsthe evolving answers tosevera questionsl continued to ask
myself as | approached the sk of evaluatingthe collaborative work of multiple agencies
serving youth aging out offoster care. | struggled with the term ewaluation kecausel was not

interested in ay typeof cause and effect relationship betveen intervention and outome.My
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interest was to telp acollaborative groupcome to adeeper understanding of how they lean
together. In addition to learning | was interested in how thy would usewhat they learn to take
futureadion. Thefollowing questionsare thefirst set of questionsguiding my thought process.
1 How daes a ®llaborativegroup karn together?
1 Where does the knowledge of a collabordive group resie?

1 Howcan thatgroup buld upon pevous knovedge?

Thesequestionsguidedmy literature review into the nature of knowledge and how knaevledge

is created and maintaied, especially within thecontext of agroupor community.

It is important to note that my curiosity about howpeoplelearn and takeadion
together was being fueled by my growing interestin how people were conneding and
creating things on thelnternet. | felt like there was a ratural conrection between thetype of
evauation wak | wanted to pusueand thetypes of collaboration taking place on the
Internet. Spedficaly, | was intrigued by sites like Wikipedia.ag. Wikipedia isan online
encyclopedia held together by a very small stéf and thausands of volunters aganized in a
non-hierarchical meshwak. | was interested in how thy organized and how they distributed
thetask ofwriting an encyclopedia aaoss thousands @eople. How can an encyclopedia
open for editing by anyone in theworld with Internet accessremain intelligible? How has it

notjustturned into complete divel? This led to a #oond %t of questions.
1 Canewaluation be brdken into smalkr tasks and digtibuted acrossthegroup that
is keing evaluated?
1 Can a groupcondwct and adhor their own evaluation?
Themeshwork environment of acollaboration ssemed prfed to explorethesequestions.|
still had onemajorobsecle; | needed to find agroupthat would bewillingto explorethis
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typeof evauation praess. By thistime | had enough informationto sketch avery simple
outlineto appraoach this work. | createdthree bullet paintsto highlight what a group could

exped to learn by engaging in this pracess.

1 What doesyour community lookike? Thiswould require amehoddogy, likdy a
narrative one, to pant a portrat of life foryoung aduls aging out ofoster care and
the ®rvice providers who serve them.

1 What dd we learn?Thiswould require amehodologyto mée serse of the
datacolleded in the firsstep.

1 What actionwill we takebasedon whatwe learned? This wouldinvolvethe

more famliar methods of panning andimplementation.

My hopewas to cevelop a process thaicould become aregular, perhaps anual cycle thet
would incaporate and buld uponead previouscycle, and mostimportntly could becaried
out by the collaborative partners. | would obviousy play an initial role in development butl did
notwant the pocessto bedependent uponmy continued participation. | cdled several of our
suypervisors of community programs. Five of them inuted meto make presentations to their
collaborative groups.Two of the groups were very interested.However, oneof them had a
majorshift in partnerships and the inérest waned. The only remaining interestedgroupwas the
Idaho Resouice Opportunities Canmurities andknowledgeor IROCK as they liked to be
cdled.

IROCK isamid-size collaborative groupwith about thirty participating public and
private agencies. The common thiead between theagencies istheir commitment to providing
excdlent sevices to a-risk youthin the TreasureValley areain Idaho. The group represented a

broad range of servicesincluding but notlimited toeducaion, jobtraining, life skills,
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coungling, and housiwgy. Their interestin participatingin this project semmed @rtially from
their desireto improvetheir ability to articulate the stary of their work, espeaally to outsders.
Spedficaly, the Sate ofldaho was interested inusingthe IROCK collaboration as a moe! for

establishingcollaborations Statewide.

To providefurther context it is important to understand that the &ey field officein
Boise, Ike otherCasey field offices, focusedprimarily on providing foder care services. State
child welfare offices often refer cases toCasey if theyouthis older and likely to gay in care
until they age out. Casey had a history of working with this type of youth. The collaborative
work where Casey was partnering with other community agencieswas fairly new and
consicered ancillary to ourcore foster care work. Theinternal need was to undrstand if the
collaborative wak was worth thestéf timeand morey. My hopewas that this projet would
resultin awork product that would satisfy Caseyés interna need, meet the needsof the
collabarative partners in Boise,and finally meet my own persoral need of usingthe poject for

my dissertation.

My Casey colleague inBoise inuted meto present same informationto theIROCK
collaborative partners at one oftheir quarterly strategy meetings. At the medingin Boisel
invited membes totalk about theimeeds regarding how to articulate what they do and the
impad it is having on theyoung adults intheir community. Everyonewas in agreement that
the facus shold beon howthegroup learnsand takes adion and that it should beparticipatory
and inclusiveof theyoung adults seved by the agenciesin thecollaboration. The group
happily agreed for me to phy alead rolein helping the group design theprocessand methods.
However, duringimplementationmy role would not be tht of evaluatar, butratherfacilitator

of theevaluation praess.Theservice providers and theyoung adults they serve would bethe
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evauatas aswell as theevaluess.

Thegroup was interestedin leaning more aboutparticipatory processesand
wanted somexamples. While there are ample examples of participatory and adion
research in community settirgs, theexamples mast clea to mecamefrom the Internet.
That iswhere | first learned about paticipatory processes andmasscollaboration.
Leaning about paticipatary inqury, action research, and saial constriction came later.
The examples were fresh inmy memay not justbecausel studed thelnternet,

technology, andcomputers but becausel grew up withthem, they were apart of my life.
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Sec¢ion 11 Lessas from the Internet

Chapter 117 My Fascanation with the Internet
My path to saial constuction began in an unusa place | stumbled uponsocil
construiction in aneffort to find words and theaeticd constricts for what | was witnessng on the
Internet. | felt as thaugh | was literally seated in thefrontrow of an interesting drama paying
out bdore my eyes. Themorel studed thelnternet themorel was sure somethingsignificant
and revolutionary was taking place. The Internet was not sorsthingforeign tome, | grew up in
the age of thepersoral compuer which ultimately paved theway for the Internet aswe know it

today.

The Internet provides uwith a ivingmodel ofmass human cooperation. It is rapidly
changing theway we think aboutinformation, knowledg, and even ouselves.In the bst deade
the numbepof worldwide Internet users hes jumped from 360million usrs to realy 2 billion
(Internet World Stats, 201. Thisis anazing consideaing the Internet aswe know it today
(spedficaly the Internet basd on TQP/IP techndogy) has orly been around sirce 1983
(Livinginternet.com, 2@0). The Internet took theworld by stormin the nneties andquicky
transfamed thepersoral compuer from astatic disconreded compuing machine toan
interconneded communication cevice. It is unbrtunatethat oneof thevisionaries béind the
Internet, J. C.R. Licklider, died before seeing the fruition of his vision.In a1968 @per
Licklider described an online community being madeup of icommunities notof common
locations, but ocommon interes t(Lacklider, 1968). The Internet would not be possile
withoutthe nmess prodation of persoral compugrs. It was durng the persoral computerboom

in thesewenties andeighties that my interestin technology blossomed.
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| was born in 1970, shdwy before the brth of the persorel compute. As an adult | am
often soght outby colleagues andfriends to elp them with probémsof atechnical natue. A
large part of my work day is spent managing a cita maragement software systemfor a non-profit
child welfare agency. However, | have only taken onecompuer classin my life. It was an
elective | took whie pursuingmy degree in music theay and compostion. | later went onto get a
mastas degree in psychology and I am nowworking onmy Ph.D. in s@ial science When people

hear thisthey often ask, how didyou lean what you krow about ®mpuers?

That story beginsin the bte sventies. My brother, who is sixyears older than me,had
saved up some moey and bowght aTSR-80, acomputer made by the Tandy Corporation. It was
thefirst foray into the mrsoral computemarket. It was a nagnifi cent sightto beholdand | was
awestruck by the thought of what it could do.Tired of playing therole of obseaver over my
brothe6 s seh bdecidedi| neaded somefirsthand experience. | waited for the momenmy
brotherleft thehouse. | was a diligent obgrver so | knew howto turn it on and gt it to show up
on the €evision green. | made only oneor two key strokes bdore the urthinkablehappened.
My brother walked in theroom.Rememtler, | was about eght at thetime, and hewas alout
fourteen. Thereis arather large physicd difference between thoseages. | was petified. My heat
sank,and thenl was surpisedby my brotherd sesponseHe wasnd angry. In fact | believe he
smiled, amostimpressedat my eagernessto learn. | will never forget what hesaid to me that
day, id o nvorty, you can@ bre& it. If it ssops waking justturn it off and turn it lack on
agai nTodhs day | am notsuremy brother knows the impesson thosenvords nedeon me.
Thosewordsguidedmy ealy learning abouttedhnology and continueto gudemy learning to
this day. Technology was not sorsathingto fear, it was sanethingto interact with and learn by

way of experience In addition, computes offered mean early glimpse intooneof thekey

Open Source Evaluation| 18



concepts of ®cial constuction, the notion of malple redties, ormultiple views ofa seemingly
singular event. In writing aprogram for acompuer, or simpy using a computer, there are
multiple ways ofacaomplishingthe sme task. Same ways ae moreefficient than othes
depending on thecircumdances. Themore you interad with acompuer the moreadept you can
get at finding new and innovative soluionsto the sme poblem.Take asimple task likecutting
and pestingtext in Windows. Y ou can seled same text on a @ge and click on theEdit menuand
select Cut then moveyour cursor to the dsire posiion and again click on te Edit menuand then
select Paste.This sameesult can beachieved by usingtheright click buton on the mouser by
usingctrl+x and ctrl+v. All three methods prodee the smeresutlt. There really is not afi arred 0
way to dothe procedure, you simpy choosewhich way works best given thecircumgances. This

simple ginciple skares many similarities with socal construction.

Themassive boom ithe persordl computemarket pawed theway for the Internet aswe
know ittoday. My introduction tothe Internet came by way of a coworker while | was working
for acompany thatfocused on wakforce literacy. Our i amputer guyo as we cdled himwas a
former Apple employee. | told himaboutmy interestin compuers and that | would appreciate
any mentoringhe could providefor mewhile we worked together. That was intheealy 19903.
He showed mea new type of information patform cdled America Online (AOL). At that time it
had limited contentand lats of chat rooms.l rememberlooking at his screen and asking, fWhat
is that?0 | was pointng to an con thatconsistedof three letters (WWW). Hereplied, fiThat is
comings o0 o n cdled the®Verld Wide Web .| was hooled justfrom hearing the name.The
web of course had already been in useby sclolars and the miitary but AOL was goingto offer

away for anyone to accessit.
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Thelnternet usheed in an higoric change in the way we communicate. That change
continues to evolveioday and | personally think we are only beginning to understand the total
impad of this clange. The arly Internet seemed toresemble previous conceptions of nedia like
print and tekvision. Content veas mastly staticand fully polished. The Internet was seen amost
as anextension of pint and television. That quickly changed as mae and morepeople ugd the
Internet asa communication device It G@ssif the telephorg, television, radio, and pint mediaall
merged into onemedium. Today the Internet is arobust rtwork with anastorishingamourt of

information available.

Thelnternet changed theflow of communication from ore-way (such as television, idio,
and rint) to two-way communication. Consuners can communicate drectly with prodwcers
and in somecases, like Wikipediaand other opn souce content, someonean be both a
consungr and producer. When | tell peoplethat my project was inspired by lessond have
learned from the Internet they instantly think | am talking abouttechnolagy. Thetechnology is
fascinating, but exen mare fascinating is how people form groups,establishnorms,and wak
together to get things dane on thelnternet, often without ay financial reward. Theideaof
someonaisingtheir fifreetim e t entance a product is not acommon noton. It challenges our
mostbasic assumptonsabout economic behavior (Benkler, Coase's Penguin, orLinux and the
Nature of the Firm, 20@). Wikipedia, an onine encyclopediaallowing anyonewith Internet
aacesstheability create and edit articles, has oer 17,000,000articles in over 270languages
(WikimediaFoundation Inc., 2011). It is nothing short odmazing thatWikipedia hes not turred
into drivel given thet anyonehas the paver to change a page. It is not maintaied by paid
employees, rather it is maintined by morethan91,000 volutea's passonate aboutmaking

knowledgeavailable to theworld for free (WikimediaFourdation Inc., 2011). Wikipedia is just
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oneof many examples of masscollaboration, were people self-organize to ¢ceae a cohesive
body of knowledge. The principles operating in thesemassive pjects ae very similar to ideas
within saial constriction. In particular, Wikipedia could beconsidered an ongoing socél

constriction of humarknowledge.

In thenext three chapters | will focus on sme very specific Internet based topic areas
and makeconnedions letween the unérlying principles withinthat topic area and my
dissertation project. Eadch chapteris structured in the smeway. They each begin by
highlighting a spedfic topic areafrom thelnternet. From those topiereas | will distill seeral
principles. | thenexploreeach principle fully and describe how | applied the principle inthis
dissertation project. To somereaders this setion may fed like adiversionor even of topic.
However, toan avid sacial constrictionistthe concepts should havea senseof familiarity to
them.Each of thenext three chapters represent issueswhere | could see something different was
takingplace the statusquo was beng challenged. | knew this irtuitively but | lacked a
vernacular to adequately describe what | was witnessng. Thisis why | began to focus on the
underlying principles. | wanted to uneérstand what | was witnessng at a basic na-technicd
level. So while thetopic areas may seem compleely unrelated to a scial constuction approach
to evdluation,theunderlying principles withineach topgc area aretotally in linewith sccial

constriction thowght andtheay and influenced thedesign of this dssetation project.
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Chapter 27 Trust Me, | am a Professional

Isaprofessional atypeof person?This questiorled me to &lash ofinsight.
Professonals are who they are by what they do, not by someinherent quaity that is inaccessble
to athers. A professonal has developedaway of taking adion within asetof industy
acceptablestandrds. Why is thisimportnt? Becausel was not gprofessional evaluatar, yet |
was waking with acommurity to develop anevaluation project. How would I, or any member
of the collaborative group, respond to the pehtial criticism of rot usnga professona
evauata? Thesimple answer is that this isan evaluation of adifferent kind. That may sean like
acopoutanswer. But, it truly is an evaluationof adifferent kind, meaning that itwould not
be apprapriate tocompae this ewdluation pojed with amoretraditional form of evaluation. The
orientation toinformationgathering, analysis, and sensanaking in this project differs
significantly from traditional evaluation. A magjor goal of this dissetation project was to telp a
local communty groupof scocial service providers and theyoung adults they serve develop a
way to betterunderstand the issuesffecting young adults in theircommunity and t&ke informed
adion based on what they learned together. The groupdid notneed aprofessona evaluatar,
ratherthey needed afadlitator of evaluation pocesses thatvould allow them to bame the

evauatas of their own situatian.

This corcept was very familiar to me. | had been diligently following the debate between
journalistsand bloggers. Thejournalistsin this aserepresent the professonal class of rews
purveyors andthe bloggers represent agroup of peoplewith aradically transformed aientation
to informationgathering and slaring. Jourralists and blogges both @d with information,
however they are caegories ofpeople constiucted from radically different orientations to

information.The conse&uences of ths debate affected mae than justcategories and rads, it has
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affected theentire publishingindusty. Similarly, this propd was focused on establishinga
different orientationto evaluation. Severa of the key principles used in esigning this
evaluation progad were drawn directly from lesons learned in thejournalists and blogers

debate.

Thelnternet providedavirtual front-row sed to one of themostcontentias ddaes of
recent histary, the jounalists versus blogers debate. The stkes ae high for journalistswho are
sedng unprecedented declines in rewspaper readershipand ad revenue. The New Y ork Times
dedared that D09 was the worst year for ad revenuein decades citing a27.2 percent drop from
2008 (Peez-Pena, 2010).Theunfolding debate between joumalists and bloggers €rves as a
gred example to explorethe assumptionsand talen-for-granted positonsabout wtet it means to
beaprofessona jourrdist. Professondls, as aclass of ople,exist in the context of the
industy/practice thatcreates theneed for them.More speificdly, aprofessonal exhibits certain
behaviors and thosebehaviors have to occur within aspeific context in order for the noton of
professond to hold colerence What is ajournaistwithoutapublishe? Is a
journdiststill ajournalist if their stories ae never seen by anyone else?The publishingindusty
is the context in which the professonal joumalist as aype of personemerges with coherence
Thepublishingindustry is ultimately a busiress exdeasor where the cost of publishingcannot
exceal the momy derived from the saleof published content. While thisis anoversimgification
of the publishingndusty it is at theheart of thejourralists versus blogges debate. The Internet
turned abusiress proposion into sonething different. The Internet allowsfor near zero
publishingcost and opns the tools of pduction to ayone with Internet access.Anyone can

publish their story to theworld. Does that nake them jourralists? Thejournalists and blogyers
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debate quicky dissolvesinto nongnseonce you redize the twocaegories of people are based

onentirely different orientaions toinformation. Although cliché, it is apples to @nges.

It may be easier to think of aprofessonal jourrdlist, orany professonal for that matter,
as afiltering system ether than atypeof person.Itis common pactice to hire a professond
when you arein nesd of someoneavith a sgdalized skill. Theterm prdessionaltypically
implies saneonethat has achieved, by someset of standrds, expert proficiency within their
givenfield. This dfordsyou, as the consuner of their goodsor service, asenseof trustin the
value ofwhat youwill get before you adualy invest. This allows aconsuner to filter, or pre-
screen, peoplewithout having direct experience of their ability to prodice a particular outpd. In
addition to filtering, credentials akoinsill asenseof trust. What is a jounaist? Merriam-
Websterdefines a jounalist as: a grsonengaged in jourrelism; especially: awriter or editor for
anews medium (MerriamWebste, 2011).In addition, theterm jourrelismis ddinedas: The
collection and editing of news for presentationthrough the nedia (Merriam-Webstea, 2011).
And finally, news is déined as: areport ofrecent events (Merriam-Webstr, 2011). Based on
thesedefinitions gournalistis a grsonwho collects andedits areport of recent events for
presentationthrough themedi. From this Ine of thought | would assume that a professonal
journalistis saneonewho iseducaedand/or has developed aset of skills for colleding, editing,

and writing news for presentationthrough someform of mede.

Is a personwho reportson recent eventsthrough ablogajournalist? A blog is shortfor
the rm weblog, which can beloosdy defined as awriterés journa of their thoughts and
perceptions(a morecomprehensive definition will be provided kter). Fiona Fox, diredor ofthe
Science Media Centre, recently chaired astudy entitled Scence and theMedia: Seauring the

Future(Fox, Science and the Media Repat, 2010. Four months #Her releasingtheresults of

Open Source Evaluation| 24



the stuly Fox wrote apiece entitled fiBlogs ae Not Red Jourrdlis m@-ox, Discusson on Cdo,
2010. In thearticle shecommented on thestudyés findingof scientists usingblogs in productive
ways and sheended thearticle by saying, fiBut they are notjoumalistsand, tothe jourraistin
my audierce who says that what we call all this suff doesn@ matter, | say words do matter
especially words that dente an entire trade built up aound asetof norm s @o0x, Disausson on

Calo, 2010). Ironicdly, this aticle was published on 81BBC 6 s  C of Douredlgsm Hog.

Thejournalist vasusbloggers debate is not really a debate at all. Performing a Google
seach on heissuewould lead oneto believe the debate is ower and that boggers and joumalists
have figured out away to coexist. However, it does not rake senseo campare these two
constructs because they originated from compledly different paradigms. Jourralistsand
bloggers are constricts to describe a caegory of people that paform acertain function. Instead
of debating their legitimacgy as if they emerged from the samesource it may bewiser to examine
how theseconstiucts emerged. Fox is carect in that jourrelists are part of atrade built around

norms.But themoreinteresting question is whosenormsare they?

Jourrdlists are part of the publishingindusty. As notedealier publishingis a lusines.
Thehigh costsassocated with puldishing have created garcity in the numberof publishes. The
relationship betwen publisherand consuner is few to mayy, or more accurately very few
publishes to anenormaus amount otonsuners. A publishingcompaly mustmake aviable
return on their investment if they areto gay in operation. Oneway to ensue quality content is to
hire quality writers, andbehold, thejournalistis born.The publishercan then usethe jounalists
as a €lling pointto corsume's by ensuring consumers they can trustthe content of thepublisher

to be ofgood qulity because tkey only hire professonal journalists. Think of how many news
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outiets ulse some wriation of thecach phrase, fithe mosttrusted mme in rew s Cansuners can
trustthe publisherbecause of this filtering system.This is whet Clay Shirky would cdl affilt er,

t hen psystein(Bhgky, @008, p. 98).

Who is doinghefiltering? Thereis a sulde but ve'y important relationship between
publishedcontentand the \aue it representsto the publisher.Publishes will filter for quality
based on thecontert6 ability to satisy its readerd gppetite. Thepower of defining quality is
primarily in the hands ofthe publisler. This givesapublisheratool to cortrol costs, which
dedineas volume increases, thaefore the mae the contentappeds to themasss the Igtter, at
least for the publister. This an creae an incentive for publishes tofiltertheir contentand mke
it moreamerable to alarger audience Y ochai Benkler summaizes ths by saying, fiRatherthan
thefear that the concentrated nassmediawill exercise itspower to pull opinon inits owrer s 6
interest, thefear is that thecommercia interestsof the nediawill cause tlem to pull content
away from maters of genuine poltical concern altogether ¢{Benkler, The Wedth of Networks,
2006, pp. 20405). At afundamentl level apublisheris dealing withinformation prodation
and dstribution. And in most @ses, the publisier owns themeans ofproduction. The cost
assocatedwith production and distribution ceaesscarcity and the necessty to treat the
information as @ommodity thatcan be owned and soldby the publisker. Thejournalists,
regardiess of heir training and credentials, ae intimately linked tothe publishing system and
value propositon inh@ent in thatsystem. | am certain that ths paagraph will offended some
journalistsin its ssmplistic overview of along standing indugry. However, the basic gentation

to information as @ommodty is hard to escape.

What happens wien thecost of pubishingnears zero and apublisher doesn6 tave to

own themeans ofproducton? What if information was not tededas acommaodity to be sold
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but somethg thatcould befreely shaed? As publishingcostsnea zero and the tools of
production become ubigiitous, pubishes ae no lorger scarce, butratherthey can proliferatein
abundance. Shirky would argue, i Wen thatscarcity gets undorm, the seeningly stable
caegories turn out to bensuppordb | én.otber words, thecaegory, or constrict, of journalist
only has meaning within thecontext of the publishingndusty which treats information as a
commodity traded in an environment of scarcity. Compaing journalists and bloggers distads
fromthelarger issueunder foot. It misses therevolutionary process ofde-commoditizing
information.This is notto say that bbggers do ot make morey; onthe contrary somemakea
handsomdiving off of blogging. However, the choiceto commodtize theinformationis made
by individual blogges ratherthan theentire bloggng community and commodtizationis nota

perquisite for production.

Theblogoshere, as itis oftenreferred to,is notan industy in thetraditional seng. The
term blogosptere first appeaed in 1999in ablog postby Brad L. Graham (Graham, 1999).The
term hascome torepresent all Hogs andtheir interconrededness.Marriam-Websterdefines a
blogas: fiaWeb gte thet coniins an onlingoersana jourral with refl ections,comments, and
oftenhyperlinks provided by thewriter; also: thecontents of sch asite.0 Unlike thepublishing
industy, blogging is very inexpensive oreven free to the content pulisherusngatool like
Goqgle Blogger. And, the bloggertypically does not own the reans of poduction. Therefore a
blogger does not recessarily have to warry about return on investmeniThey can publsh
whatever they deem worthy of publishing. Consumes on he otherhand, now have the sk (and
power) of filtering through themyriad of publishedcontent to derminewhat is relevant to

them.Shirky would cdl this afiPublish, tren filter &ystem(Shirky, 2008,p. 81).
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A blogger becomes alogger by virtue of using a blogging platform. A platformis a
technologicd term used to describe the hardware and software used to opeate acompuing
system.Google Blogger, Tumblr,and WordPress ae examples of blbgging plaforms. Many
times the m@tform is proviced for free to users inexchangefor ads phaceal on the @ges the usr
creates. A blogging platform can exposeuses toads legardless ofreadership. A very popular
blogwith a milion followers is thesameas a milion blogs with onefollower each. The
margina cost ofadding moreblogs isnext to the nothingor the provider. The cost (us@lly in
theform of someoed sme tind accessto techndogy) of content poduction and owrership
remain withtheuse, notthe povider. Theprovider is simpy providing a publishingplatform
and letting the community at large negotiate relevancy and value. Print, in ay formis far more
expensive to prodoe than digital information.Likewise,if someonevants a pinted version of
digital informationthe cost of producing the ginted maerial is paid for by the consuner not the
provider. The separation ketween content poduction, gdatform provison, and filtering for value
and relevance credesan interconreded informaion community as opposd to an indusy.
Jourrelistsarerooted in theew pubishers to manyconsumers mod. Bloggers arerooted in a
many publishe's tomany consuners mod. And, publishes andconsuners can communicate

diredly with oneanother. Vaue and relevancy are determined at a very locd level.

Theconstrict of ajournalistis bound to the puishingindusty becauseof the \alue
propositon inhe@entin the industy. When that \alue propositon changes the constricts dhange
too. A blogger is not atypeof journalist. Blogging as a practice is publishingof a different kind.
Therefore, it is dfficult to compae journaistsand bloggers, and inmy opinionit is a poirtless

exercise in futlity. Theexampleis provided here toillustrate how changing the
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underlying paradigm changes theassocated congructs we have come totake for grantedand

opens thedoorfor new possbilities.

What would areinventd paradigm of evaluationlook like? How would ths change the
role of evaluatorand thcse being evaluated?How would theevaluation becondiwcted?Could
evaluation esapethe lusiness popositon inhe@entin professona services?The Internet
provided blogges avery inexpensive neans to puhish whichwas a ley in the @radigm change.
Evauationcostscan bea barrier for groups toengagein evaluation, especially when thosecosts
neel to be shred acrossdifferent organizations withinthe group. Another key aspect to the
paradigm change wes shifting the pocess offiltering from somethingpublishers do efore they
publish to sorathing consuners doas they scan the \ast aray of publishedmatrial. In the
context of evaluation| would equte this to shiftinghe pocessesof anaysis andsensanaking
from somethinghe evaluator dces tosomethingdoneby those being evaluated. Finally, and
arguably the mostportant asgad of the paradigm change, bloggers oriented to infamation as
somethingo freely shae as opposed to infonation as commodiy to be mught and soldThis
fundamentl shift in orientationto information fees blogyers from thevalue propositon inheent
in the publishingindustry. Theonly constiaints for abloggerto puldish ae accessto thelnternet
and ime.Theparallel in thecontext of evaluation would beo engage participants in the
development, implemengtion, snse naking, and summary of the evaluation process. Thefinal
reportwould notbelong to aperson orgroup butrathereveryone. Any memberof thegroup
could usetheevaluation report in pat or toll for whatever purposethey neal. Thethree

important points from thejournalists and blogges debate could be sumrarized as follows:

1. Makeevery effort to signific antly reduce the costsof producing the evaluation.
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2. Putthepower of determining value and relevance into the hands of thosdeing
evaluated, create an eval uation community.

3. Collaboratively develop the projed andde-commoditize the outpufi no oneowns the
final report. If it is to bepublishedwe would pubish it undethe creative commons

license.

Reducing the Cos$s of Producing the Evaluation

Themajorcostsassodatedwith evaluation ae the time ofthe marticipantsand the time of
theevauata(s). There may also be some aterial costs assoated with condicting the
evaluation andwriting up thefinal report. In this propd theasped of mutiple agencies
participating in the evaluation addscomgications to @ying for evaluation. All partners can
agree to share the costsor asmall graup of partners may cover thecost. Both situationsan
create stress and pantial corflicts of interestin therelationships letween partners. To address
issues of cost| approadhed my supervisor aboututilizing myself in anew way. Cay Family
Programs, my employer, has sewra field officesincludingtheonein Boise. | work at our
headquerters in Sedtle, so while ourBoisefield office was a parter in thecollaboration | was
not aregular participant in theirmeetings. | askedif | could ®rve as anfi ealuation fadlitat o r 0
for the collaborative group. Casey is anon-profit founcetion that opratesoff of theinterest
eaned by the foundationd endownent. | wantedto offer myself to the collaboration groupat no

charge to them. My services would esantialy befree to the collaborative partners.

Theintent was to gedae a projed that the collaborative group could replicate onan
annual or some othr regularbasis. My role would deaeaseover time as they take over all
aspects of theprojed. This aeaes susinability for thegroup. | intentionally chose tods such

as Gangle Dacs to prodice matrias for thegroup so tley could maintain the projed without
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incurring any cost. Google Docs dfers avariety of free-to-use sftware solutions forproducing
documents, spradsheds, online suneys and moe. Reducing the cost of he evaluationfrees the
outputfrom keing entangledwith amondary value and focuses the output of thevaluation
moreon its sensef utility to the participants. The focus danges from the evaluation beng

good orbad totheevaluation either being useful or not uful.

Vaue and Rekvance

Inquiry involves data collection, analysis, and ukimately serse making. It was important
that the sikeholdes performedas muchof the analysisand sense naking as possike in this
project. It is wath repeating that ths propd focused on how thiggroup could lean aboutthe
types of issuesnd challenges young adults face as they transition into aduthood inthis
community and t&ke adion based on wtet they learn. This dffers from anevauation of a
program 0 efectiveness. The participants wouldplay therole of researcher in determining what
patterns in the dta held valueand relevance to them. And again, they would play therole of

researcher to meke serse of the ptterns they found.

De-commoditize the Output

Most evaluation dforts costmoney. In previous evaluation gojedsthat | saw with our
collaborative partners the fundingfor evaluation projects was shared by only oneor ahandful of
agencies.n esseice, some snall groupwould fliow n the output of thevaluation praess.This
was a sotce of contentionin the past with the collaborative partners in Boise.Partners who
co u | @fford to contributefinarcially to the evaluation flt like they had less sy in how it was

written orin somecases they may not haveeven seen thefinal report.

Thehopewas todevelop an evaluation piocessthat would de-commoditize the output of

theevaluation. The output should nobethought of as sanething that hols financial value, but
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rathersomething that hdds knowkdgeand adion value. In addition the hopewas to
collaboratively write thefinal reportand publishit usingthe Ceative CommonsLicense
(Creative Commons). This wouldallow any collaborative partner to useall or part of thefinal
reportfor any pumpose hey saw fit. This providedhe collaborative partners tremerdous

flexibility in how they could useand re-use theoutput of theevaluation piocess.
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Chapter 3 - When GoodEnough isall You Need

What would motivate smeoneto paticipatein an evaluation progd? How could
participants aralyze and makesenseof the data colleded?How would they know if the
evaluation was good?The previous chapterexplored ways to develop adifferent orientationto
evaluation and bgan to define what the evaluation could look like. This chepterfocuses on
participation, €nse naking, and situathg the noton ofgood inthe context of utility ratherthan
goodas an objective notion ofquaity. Again, the Internet andmy own personalexperience
seanedan appraoriate place to gart. While struggling to find asoluion to fix my television |
encounteed avideo that presented some ingresting challenges tothetaken-for-grantedconcept
of good quality. Spedfically, the utlity the video provided mefar outweighed the low
production quality. In addition, thefact thevideowas thee for me tofind and thefact | could

find it also significantly influenced how this propad oriented to @rticipation and nse naking.

Last year | went to turnon my television and was puzzled when indead of powering-up,
my television madea clicking soundbefore comingon. | dismissed it as smeanomdy and
di dnodot t mmuchditer thab ldowever, the problem persisied and got warse. In the
beginning it would ony click two orthree times then ttn on.After several weeks it could take
twelve tofifteen clicks before the television wouldcome on.Of coursethe warranty had just
expired. | dedded to Gogle my problem to ®eif other Samsug LCD owners were having a
similar problem.They were. It turns outSamsung useda bad batch of capadtors andtheclicking
soundwas oneof the cgpadtors inthe process of buning out. The prognosiswas clear, the
clicking will get worse and ukimately thetelevision will no lorger turn on. | found people who
postkd repair costsvarying from $306$500.1 am a petty handy person when it comes to

repairs. | know what a capadtor looks ke but | was certain this was beyond my capabilities,
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unless] had soneonewho could walk me through the pocess.| had theideato look on
YouTube, aplace where anyone can post avideo about anything. In the search box| typed in
three words; Samsung, Capadtor, Repbcement. Usingjustthose thee words| found ower a
dozen videosaddressng that sgdfic problem. After viewing severa of them | dedded to se
the oneposkd by a user namedfiMilosmommy. £ was a wo-part video runningatotal of about
seventeen minutes.In the video, amanwho cdls himself the fiprofessoro takes apart his
Samsungtelevision in astep-by-stepfashionand replaces thecapadtors. His wife is filmingthe
videoand his todter son,who hecdls h i Ishelgen ,ds $adn at various pants wandering
aboutin the ladkgroundcarying asaewdriver. | shaved the vido tomy nephew who is petty
handy with a soldeing iron and the two olus fixed my television for about sixdallars. While |
was thankul for the video because it hgbed mesolve my problem, | was now even more
perplexed as to why thatvideo wes theein thefirst dace. YouTubehas thrty-five hous of video
uploaded tothesite every minuteand in 2010 it the milestoneof over 700billion playbadcks
(YouTube). Out of thehundeds of milions of vidkos on thesite, howwas | ableto find the me |
needed with justthree words inmy search? Exploring thesequestions tad alarge impad onthe

evaluationproject desgn.

Why was the video tare inthefirst pdace?This question is mportant becausevideos
like this onesimply did not exist a decale ago. Somethinghad to motivate this peson to take
the tme to make the viceo and then nake it available for othe's tosee. In addition, he fad to
find abroadcasting platform to publsh thevideo.In thepast, the unérlying mativation behind
thoseelements would lave been financial. However, there are no apparent conredions in ths
caseto financial gain. This casechallenges thenotion ofHomo Econormicus,arational actor

primarily driven by their own wif-interest (Etzioni, 1988). In looking deeper into the poducer
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of the video, theisernamed Milosmonmy, theuser does not apea to beafrequent poder of
videos or soreonewho has moretized theirvideos onY ouTule. At the time | sawthe video it
had roughly 10,000 vievs. Now, about oneyear later, the video has 234000 views. While that
may seem like alarge numberit is notthekind of traffic desired for sonmeonelookingto make
advertising money from their video. Perhaps, theguy in the video thaught that hecould stare his
expertisewith othes by making the video and the intringc reward was suffi cient tomotivate the
production. Yochai Benkler has madehe case that this typeof producton adualy encourages
virtue. fiTakingamoral perspedive, we argue that theremarkable saial and technical
phenanenon ofcommons-based peer production foste's virtueby creating a context or stting
that isconducive to virtuous enggementand pradice, thereby offering amedium br inducing
virtueitself in its patici p a (Benklé & Nissentaum, Commons-based Peer Producton and
Virtue, 2006, p. 403)Simply put, if you provide people a simple enough way to

engage in virtuous lehavior they will do it. YouTube is biit to make it easyto shae knowledge
and infoma t i o n eaynodksedhdeffeds ofyour efforts throwgh the commentssedion.It 6 s
aposiive feedbad loop. The video has over 400comments posed mosbf which &l astay of

suaess andexpress geatitude to the raker of the video.

Assuningthe video meker was willing to act virtuougy, the otler important element in
the stay is the makerés ability to pubish the video. Similar to thebloggng plattorms mentioned
in the previous chapter, YouTubeis a videgpublishingplatform that is free to useboth for
publishingand viewing videos. Participation is both feg relatively easy, and contentapproval
is dane by the wser submttingthe video. The lastpointmay seem trivia but it is vitaly
important. Goagle, whonow avns YouTube, does notapprove content.They will takedown

highly objectionable meterial after soneonereportsit, butthey do not hae a policy of screening

Open Source Evaluation| 35



the content thagets uploaded. Thisis sanething anormal media outlet vould newer do.
Imagine CNN allowing anyoneto doanews report. It is simply unheard of. To answer the
original question aboutwhy the video was thee, it was there because sommonewho hed
knowledge, and was willing to stareit, could essily film and publish a tuteal. There were no
bureaucratic barriers orany quality standrds to irterfere with his dforts. No onewas going to
review it and sy, ASorry we just ae notgoing to publis h  t Tingpswer o pubish was

competely in the handsof the neker of thevideo. This leals usinto the second qguestion.

Does the qality of thevideo matte? This saningy simply question is relly difficult to
ansver becauseit assunes thaeis an obgctive definitionfor quality. The question provides no
information on who is detmining the meaning of quality. That is thecritical pieceto this part of
the stay. This video would rever make it in any kind of do-it-yourself media outlet.lt was
filmed by theguy6 wife and his son \as running around with a srewdriver. If the video reeded
to beprofessonall y produced the larriers togetting it donewould quickly exceed the @yoff,
which in this case appears to beintringc satisfadion. Couldthe maker afford the costsand ime
of hiring asitter for his son and aprofessional camera crew? Not likely. But, could he spendn
afternoonwith his family filming somehing heis passioate about? Absoluely. Because the
quality is only limited by his standards, the kar for participation is set relatively low. But what
aboutfor me, the consuner of the video, did | need sonething professonally
produced? No. Becausel did nothaveto pay for thevideol redly didnd@ care how it was
produced. | was moreinterestedin thevideods ability to provide me theinformation| needed to
solvemy problem. In fact, | was alde to watch svera videos on thesame subpd by different
people.lt justso happened that the on@roduced by Milosmommy was the onethat waked best

for my leaning style. From the perspedive of solvingmy problem the gality of thevideowas
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perfect. Thevalue of thevideofor mewas firmly wrapped up inthe utility of the irfformation
and not baed on the gality of theproduction. Thisis anexample where our traditional talen-

for-granted notions of gality vanish anda new meaning, or nse, of quality emerges.

Thebasic assunptions tehind theword quality are rapidly changing. The Flip Ultra
video camerais not a Igh quality camera yet it remains aop slling camera. The MP3 format
of mugcis less suprior in sound qality thana host of otheroptions but that & not sbpped
iTunes andotheroutets from slling tracks forquick downlcad and easy playbadk by users.
Quality today seemsto say more about fexibility and esseof use. Wired Magazine iscdling
this prenomenonThe Good Enogh Revolution.n an article by thatname, Robert Capps ays,
AWe now favor flexibility over high fidelity, conveniernce over feaures, quick and dirty over
slow and polshed. Havingit here and now is moe important than having it perfect (Capps,
2009. While thearticle focusedon products forsale, thesamerules sem to apply, perhapseven
moreso, when dealing with thefree exchange of knowledge. By turning over quality control and
production coststo individual uses, YouTubecan facilitate therapid dssemination of
knowledge and content. Granted, notal content is knavledge on YouTube. Thisis the ame ste
that phys hoss to the video entitled fiKittenson aTreadmillo and thenow infamous Double
Rainbow guy. Users determinewhat they want to uploadand viewers determineto view videos
thatare relevant to them. The power is inthehands of thoseusingthe pbtform. While the shift in
power is welcomed by many there is a poblem aeaed by this mass prodition. The problem is
organization. How do you arganize this massivestorehouseof content?This leals to the firal

question.

Out ofthe hundeds ofmillions of vidos on thesite, howwas | able tofind the ond

needed with justthree words inmy search? Part of this ansver has to dowith Goagled amazing
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seach algorithms whth are well beyond the sope of this dssetation.However, theother part
of theanswer has to dowith tagying. Tagging is atechnical term where a user can providesome
key words to ascribe content trey are putting on the Internet. In the case of the video described
abowe, the ugr Milosmommy tagged his videowith key wordswhen he uploaded the video to
YouTube. In addition to tagging, the viceo maker can also supdy abrief description of the
video.All of thistext content is theravailable for searching. Searching Y ouTubefor the
keyword fiSamsungo currently yieldsabout 650,00 results. Searching for SafmsungCapacitor
Replacem e nretwrns oty 39 including the video | used. Thekey to making serse out of
millions of videos is to How users to povide context to what they are uploadirg. They are self-
indexing their own content and tlereby providing asearchable databese. 1t0 s far enore efficient
system tlan having agroup of curatorstrying to organize the content, wheh at the YouTube

scde would benealy impossble and definitely unsugainablefrom an eanomic standpoint.

Thelessond learned from my experience with the videofor repairing my television
gredly influenced the aksign of my project. The evaluation would ned an easy path to
participation and participantswould reed to haveagreat ded of flexibility over thetype of
content tley shae and the methodsoy which they participate. Like thevideo maler,
Milosmommy, thewillingnessto share timeand talent ssanssomewhat proportional to theease
of participation. Thecollaborative group | was working with in this propd expressed inteestin
usingsometype of narrative methodolgy for theevauation progd. Buildingupon the iga of
tagging | was interested to find away to develop asimilar process forparticipants toadd
signifying informationto their narrative data. Finally, justas| judged thequality of thevideoby
the utlity it provided ne, theevaluation should bgudged by the utlity it provides to the

participants. The outputof the evaluation wouldbe guided by the reeds ofthe collaborative
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partners. The three principles thaiemerged from this &perience can besummarized in the

following way:

1. Create an easy path to participation.

2. Allow users tofitago or self-indextheirinputinto the projet to provide further
context and neaningto their information.

3. Theoutputnedals to begoodenough. Theoutputof the evaluation does at haveto
conform to quelity stardards %t by theevaluationindusty, ratherthe ouput needs to

provide thecollaborative partners enough information tomoveforward in ther

plannirg.

Create an Easy Path to Participation

During one of theinitial meetings with thelROCK collaborative group inBoisel asked
memlers tocomment ontheir previous experience with evaluation. Several common thenes
emerged. They expressed frustration with beng askedfor information as pat of theevaluation
butthen having little orno follow upwith how ttet information was usedTheotherissuefaced
by many participantswas the ladk of sharing and utilizing the irformationonce an evaluation
project was competed. As mentioned ealier, thecost ofevaluation pus thefliowner s haf thed
final docurrentin the lands of oneor a few partners and they may or may not do agood job of
shering the final report. Another common themeddentified adisconrect between the
recommendations inan evaluation eportand adion talen by the group. This dsconred led
participantsinto feding like evaluationis sanething for thefiresearcher stado and usebut not

somethingor them.The lessonfrom my television stay is to connect paticipants to theentire
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process d evaluation.Make participation easy, involve them in the ensemakingprocess, and

ultimately involve them inthe production of thefinal output.

Theevauation envronment neads to becollaborative. Participants shouldfeel conrected
to each phese of the evaluation from desgn tothefinal report. Participants would el to be fuly
engaged. Y ochai Benkler summaizes this corcept when he talksabout contibutionsto
Wikipeida. iThegiving, does not meely involve agents pating with sorrething of value, tut
agents waking in cooperation with ahers togive or produce something of value toall. 6
(Benkler & Nissenlaum, Commons-based Pea Producton andVirtue, 2006, p. 408)Thistype of
collaboration daes not tave to be Imited totedhnological environments. In fad, this project
would invdve peopleinterading with eadch other fage-to-face much mae than through
technologicd means. In atherapeutic context, Harlene Anderson sgéks tothe ametype of
collaboration when shetalksabout clientand theapist transfamingtogether, fiT herapistand
client constrat samething new with each othe. Thesonething new is notan outcomeor a
product at theend of the encounte. It continually emerges thraughoutthe duration ofthe
encounterwhile at thesame time informingit and continuingafterwards. That is, exch

conversation will bea springboard for future ones. GAndérson, 2007, p. %

Theobviouschallenge to this type of collaborative processcan bethe ambiguity involved
as the poject moves forward. Truly being trangparent and @en toinputmeans theproject can
takeunexpeded tuns.However, viewed from amoreposiive angle you could say the project is
open to une&peded rew discoweries. Thehope was to prodee an engaging processthat
provides @rticipants with an orgoing senseof both giving and receving thereby tapping into

their intrinsic mdivation.
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Allow Users toSelf-Index Their Content

Thislessonis a litle more abstract than the otlers. Giving uses the ability to tag content
onlinehas plyed an importantrole in sarching for relevant informationon thelnternet.
However, my interest was lessabout £ach and more about an indivdual Glslity to add
contextual informationto their data. | already knew | would likely be devel opingsometype of
narrative study. Many types of rerrative research requirethe researcher to codethe dcita
colleded.My thought was toturn this pracess over to participants by havingthemcode their data
when they provideit. This would allow uses to provideadditional contextual elementsto the
informationthey are submttingas pat of theevaluation.In technologicd terms ths is
commonly referred to asmetedata. Metadata is dita aboutthedata. In the caseof this disertation
| was interested in colleting data about the stories @rticipantswould subnit to the poject.
Similar to thetags that helpd me find the video| needed, | wanted to find away to use meidata

to help participantsidentify emergent patterns in the submigd narrative information.

The Qutput Neas to beGoodEnough

The common outputof anevaluation progd is afinal report. It has theusua elements of
providing an overview of the sitwtion, infaomation on how éa were colleded, thedesign of the
evaluation, and aesults ard/or conclusions setion. There are many resaurces to consulfor
help on structuring and formating an evaluationreport. For this progct thefinal report structure
and formatting would bedetermined by the collaborative group. They would decide which
elements providethem with the most utity for taking action. Thetelevision repair video |
referenced above wouldnot beconsicered a quality sef-help videoby production sandards.

However, the video has clearly helped humreds if notthousnds of ople,like me,repair their
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television. From auser perspedive the video povided mewith exadly what | neaded totake the
adion recessay to solvemy issue. Similarly, theintent of theevaluationwould be to move

memlers toward adion based on wtat they learned regardless of theformat of that learning.

Thelesson tdean is tofocus on theneals of the community being evaluated and aways
servethose meds first. The projed shouldinclude multiple ways forthe community to ensire the
outputs of theevaluation are enablingthem totakeadion and move forward with theirwork.
Taking acollaborative approach alowsroomfor the experience of the evaluationto bean output
in and ofitsdf. In otherwords, thefinal report is notgoing to be theonly thing that mdivates
people to oprate differenty, discower new possbilities,and takeadion. Participants will

continually change, grow, and takeaction smply through the ad of participation.
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Chapter 4 - Content asProcess Raher than Product
Thelastchapter concluded with thenotion that thesvaluation pocesscan serveas a
mativator of change in and ofitself. This notionis cangruent with Participatory Action
Reseach. fiThe participants, whetherexpert or novice, must dahework of critical seff-
refl ection, examining their ownidentities, podiion of power and rivilege, and interaction gyles,
as well as how thee continuougdy impad theresearch proces s(Brydon-Miller, Kral, Maguire,
Noffke, & Sabhlok, 2011). Naturally when | encountered the guote abovel instanty drew a

paralel to thelnternet. | could sum ughat samesentinent in oneword, Wikipedia.

Imagine you were given thetask tocreate an encyclopediawith over17,000,000articles
and available in over 270languages. One last thing, while you have a staff of nealy one-
hunded-thousand peoplethey are volunteers and chooseto wark on what they want, when they
want (WikimediaFoundition Inc., 2011). How longwould this talke? Is it even possble? This is
esentially what Wikipedia hes accompished inits short ¢én year life. Thenumbes sound
impressve but ae al thosearticles usabe? In 2005 Nature magazine compaed Wikipedia to
EncyclopediaBritannica. In thearticles thatwere reviewed they found 162errors in Wikipedia
and 123 in EryclopediaBritannica (Giles, 2005).Thetwo souces were adualy quite close
espeially when you considerthe \astly different models tley are built upon. Many focus on the
fact that Wikipedia hed moreerrors; however, the moreimportant featureis that if Wikipedia
wanted tocorrect thoseerrors they could have thatdonewithin minutesand anyone accessng
the sitewould have the mostupdated version. EncyclopediaBritannica could rever pull off such
afea without mgjor expenses.Wikipedia will never befidone. & is aconstant wak in progress

becaiseanyonecan edit any content.As ourknowledgechanges so doeshe encyclopedia. The
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content is virtal which has many advantages. It allowsfor theconsent negotiation and re-

negotiation of meaning. The content lecomes gorocessratherthana product.

Wikipedia is obviouby not thefirst proged to utlize the concept of muliple people
working in asef-organized way on alarge projed. Linus Towald will go down in histoy asa
pioneering leader (although hemay not usethatword) in the concept of open souce software
development. Linus Torvald started theLinux operating system progd with sane very basic
principlesas summarized by Eric Raymondin The Cathedral and th®azaa, fiReleaseealy and
often, dblegate everything you can, and be open to the point of pomiscuityo (Raymond, 2000).
Eric Raymondcredesan interesting metaphoricd device to distinguish ketween industrid-age
maregement ofsoftware releases andthe pos-industrid-age of software development. He
compaes trraditional models with Cathed building, slow nethodcd planningand placement to
build amastepiece. Thisis caotrastedwith the Bazaa style of development where sonehow

differing views and agendas blend into acoherent system.

In traditional modelsof production the poducers and theconsuners are often two very
distinct groupsand there islittleif any interaction ketween the two.The goen souce mode of
production competely shatters thismodeland blus the division btween consuner and
prodwcer. The producer and consuner division becomes moreéndicative about acurrent persan
state inrelationto the poduct rather than a staementaboutthe person inand of themslves. For
example, soneonereading aWikipedia article is aconsuner. However, if they dedde to
improvethe article they quicky shift into therole ofaproducer. In this way the product
boundxries are continually being redefined by the processratherthan becoming staticas a

finishedproduct ohject.
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Wikipedia aso apitalizes on amajorfundamertal shift in thedivision of Bbor. The
standrdsfor figo o dantentare continually being negotiated by the group,or to useamore
recent term, theficrowd . J&if Howe, coined he term Crowdsoucing when hereleased abook
by the @me name.In the book, héalksabout fhenomenon ofarge network meritocracies,
wherethefinal prodwct is pursued withoutegard for who iscontributingto its prodwtion
(Howe, 2009. There are agrowing numberof sites thatre moving the Wikipedia mod, which
is largely based on volwnteer input, into a ew economc model where individualscan sef-
organize to solve poblems formoney. The mostnotablerecent experiment includedvideo
rental giant Netfli X. Netflix offered aonemillion ddlar prize to the personor tean that could
makea tenpercent improvement tothe algorithm usd to providerenters with recommendations.
A Netflix subsciber can rent moviesand thenrate their like or disike of that movie. Netflix
then uss ths information aml runs itthrough an algorithm to recommend additional movies to
the suberiber based ontheir lik es anddislikes. The challengewas toincreasethe accuracy of
this aborithm by ten percent. The contest lastednealy two years and was finally won by team
thatcdled themslves Chaos (Van Buskirk, 2009). The contest hadb1,d1 participantsthat
formed 41,305dams representing 186 countries (Netfli x, 2009).While amillion ddlar prize
may seem like alarge amount of momy, it is nothingwhen you se the amount of labor these
onemillion dolars puchased. Thisgoes back to Howe6 s p o i finél pradict beng e
pursted withoutregard to its prodation. Netflix paid for the solutionjn essere, thefailed ime
and efforts ofthe otler participants costthem nahing. There are many questions toconsicer as to
whetheror not thisis fair, justor sustaiable, but it is interestng for sure. It has proviced one of
thefirst well documented peces ofeviderncethat , etté &luionscomefrom unaganized

people who are allowed to organize organicallyo (Van Buskirk, 2009).
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Currently Wikipedia hes only asmallpaid staff. As mentioned ealier the majarity of the
content is leing produced by volunteers. Volunteers are receiving enough intrinsic value to
outweigh theladk of monetary value. Thisleadsto anotherkey concept that seemsto makethe
wholethingwork. Peoplecare aboutthe contentand are given thetoadls toexercise tteir care.
People dofivandalizeo articles, making falseentries on pupose. However, there are many
people voluntaily monitoring for this activity and they can revert to aprevious \ersionvery
quicky. It is thecare for contentcomhined with thefreedom wihin theficommo n stracture of
Wikipedia thet seemsto ke vandals in chedk. Theword commons is usd puposdully to
providean aternative to the notionthat Fréedomin acommons brirgs ruin  t o(Haedin,l ©
1968, acentra theme ina 1968article about overpopulation entled, The Tragedy of the
Conmmons Hardin provided a hypotheical example of how céttle ranchers would irevitably
overgraze land if the landwas common tall. The addition of onemorecow positivdy affects a
rancher becauseall the poceals of hat animalgo to that single rancher. The negative effeds,
overgrazing, is shared acrossall theranchers thereby reducing the regative effect to any single
rancher. fiTherein is thetragedy. Each man is laked into asystem tlat compels himto inaease
his hed withoutlimit T in aworld that is limit e dHardin( 1968. How has Wikipedia not
falen into the tap of thistragedy? Theanswer to that question is keyondthe scqe of this
project. However, theanswer may have to do wih thevirtua nature of the product. Unlike land
where overgrazing is dfficult to undo,in avirtual wald any negative effeds an beundane with
asimple click. In addition, virtualized information appas to have suchlargelimits, if there are
indeed limits, thatyou can consicer it limitless.Many emnonic and saial theaiesconceive of
theworld and itsresouce as limited. In The Tragedy of the Commons,theranchers mustchoose

between caring for thecatle and caring for theland. In thecase of Wikipedia, as thecontent
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grows and develops so too does oucagpadty to dore and aganizeit. It would be liketellingthe
hypothettal ranchers that the ske of their herd of catle is limited only by their care and
commitment tothetask.It is urclear at this ime, but itis possble that the masscooperation we
are witnessng on thelnternet is orly possble when deding in informationgoodsas opp@ed to
tangible goods.Information can bevirtualized rather easily, but the ame cannot be aid for

tangible itemsat this pointin time.

Wikipedia and othercrowdsouced projeds provded afew additional principles that
influenced thedesign of this dssetation progd. Participants would el to interact with the
informationin al phases of the poject, providng them the opptunity to refine and even
redefi ne the irformation.In addition, the concept of crowdsoucing is buit upontheprinciple
that poplewill self-select tasksthat interestthem. Finally, the Wikipedia example shows that
peoplewill take care of things they care about,if they are given the oppdunity and tods to
exercisethat care. These principles were essentiain the development of the projed in Boiseand

they can besumnarized as follows:

1. Contentas praess notproduct.
2. Capitalize on thecrowd.

3. PeopleTake Care of What They Care Abou.

Contentas Process notProduct

How is a poject sunmarized? If someonewishes to find outabout a @rticular
evaluation progd they would likely bereferred to thefinal report. It is theknowledgeproduct
that is supposed to diyze and synthesre the iformationgathered during the inquiy. This

seamslike alogica notion butthe collaborative partners in Boise nentioned thatfar too dten
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thefinal report goes unred and in many cases therecommendationsgo urused. Thehopewas
to find away to engage participantsin the gnsemaking processand makethat process aailable
for othes tosee. In addition, we began thinking aboutthefinal report| as arepresentation of
current thinking, and somethingthatcould bechanged owver time as theirunderstanding and

knowledgebase grew.

Onekey aim of theproject was to blur thdines between participant andreseacher by
fostering aparticipatory environment where everyoneinvolved could stare theresponsbilities of
both paticipantand researcher. This wouldincreasethe experiential knowledgebasein the
community. More specifically, people are movedto action by way of experience morethan they

are by way of reading areport. The primary focuswas on theparticipatory process.

Capitalize on the Cravd

Therecent phenanenon of crowdsoucing is showingpromise in tems of producing
highly relevant sdutions tocompex problems.We are conditioned to thnk thatexperts are our
best source for soluions.However, there is growing evidence that shaing problem infamation
with a diverseaudience can yield innowative soluions fom peopleoperating outdde of their area
of expertise (Lakhani, Jeppesen, Lohse,& Panetta, 2008. This principle could be ircorporated by
including both rvice providers andthe young adults they servein every aspect of theevaluation
project. Several of the collaborative membe's in Boise nentioned thatyoung adults are included
in terms ofgathering information ut they are often excludedfrom the analyzing
and ense naking aspeds of evaluation. This ewaluation progd focusedfirst and foremoston
peopleas memlgrs of acommon community, theirrolesas sevice providers andyoung adults

were sendary.
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Service providers aientto community problemsdifferently than theyoung adults they
serve and vice versa. By engaging both groupgirst as memérs ofthe ame community it was
hoped they could kegin to seetheworld through each othe6 eyes, providingthem with sone
new perspedives on howto aticulateand deal with the issues #y face. Participants were
encouraged tothink abaut openingthe pojed upto othercommunity members aswell, like
church groups, stee owners, shool stdf, etc. If the pocessis visideto ahers they can choose

theirlevel of participation

People Take Care of What They Care About

Thekey element that seemsto hdd Wikipedia togetheris that peoplecare aboutthe
content they creae. Different peoplecare aboutdif ferent things. By opening up theprojed to
allow large amourts of active participation the poject will havemany different watchful and
caring eyes on thecontent. This means tret thefocus of theevaluation neds tobedriven by
those mostmpaded by the evaluation. Engaging thecommunity to focuson theissues mast
important to themand allowing themto make sense of what they find will likely resultin more
participation. There will ultimately need to be Imits on what issueget explored butthoselimits
can beputin place by the community members. Thegoa was tocollaboratively build an
evaluation structure that the community can susain on theirown orce | am no lorger working

with them.
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Secdion 21 The Sodal Construction Orientation

Chapter 5 - My Introduction to Social Canstruction

Social Constretion as a lody of knowledge was something Idiscovered relativdy
recently. However, theconcepts of saial constiuction were very familiar to mebecaise one
could aguethat thelnternet is theworl d 6rgest dngming socel constuction experiment. My
multiple fascinations withthe Internet, psychology and sciology led me to explore options to
continuemy education. | already had my Masted B Psychoogy and | was looking to expand
my skill setby getting an Masterds in Business Administration with anemphasis ortechnology.
Themorel explored various progamsthemorel discowered | was less ingrestedin theactual
technology and moreinterested inthe impats technology is having on usasindividualsand as a
socety. My fascinationwas with the unerlying phiosophcd implications. | soonredized |
would likely be mosthappy in a doctoral program doingsometypeof inquiry. However, | knew
| would not beable to qiit my job and go to shool full time. That was when several rather

serendipitous eents hapened.

As | was exploringoptions to futhermy education, my employer was lodking for away
to evaluatesomeof our work. In addition, | had recently discovered theTaos-Tilburg Ph.D.
program &ter reading some neterial on Appgredative Inquiry. Thetiming was pefect. The
program would allow meo gay at work, and my work had aprojed that needed to get done.
Intuitively, | also krew thatl wanted to t&e sonmething otherthan atraditional approah to
evaluation. Theevaluation wes foragroupof collaborative partners in ourBoiseldaho dfice.
Thecollaborative partners, madeup ofboth pulbic and private service providers, srved youth
that were aging out of the fostercare system. Their goal was to Felp theseyouth swecessfuly

transition into adulthood.Themorel lookedfor alternative ways of inqury the mae | stumbled
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upon the érm saial construction. | was very comfortable learning aboutsocial constriction
becaisemany of the concepts iesonaded with the experiences | described in the peviousfour
chapters. | felt as thaigh | was reading aboutthe Internet. Social constriction would lrecome

the theoreticd baddropfor this dissetation progct.
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Chapter 6 - What is Socal Construction?

What is social constriction? Thisis a ratural first question ayone would ask when
heaing aboutsacial construction. It was thefirst question | asked.However, it turns out to ba
very difficult question taanswer. Vivian Burr states t h a & ¢onsfiiud anismcautions ugo
beever suspiciouof our assunptionsabout how theworld appears to keo (Burr, 2003, p.3).
This dees not recessarily constiute an answer to what socialconstrictionis, ratherit is hinting
toward what it is not.This apgas to bea common tact many writers takein trying to ddine
socil construction. lan Hadking in thebook The Scacial Construction ofVhat, also urges readers
to resist seking adefinition by statingfOn thecontrary, wefirst ned to confront the point of
socal construction analyses. Dond askfor the meaning, ask what 6 s oihtd ldgd<mg, 1999,
p. 5. In the boolentitled, AnInvitation to SocialConstruction Ken Gergen offers something
close to ad€finition when talkingabout sa@ial constriction and the slf. filt is not that saal
constrictionistideas amihilate sif, truth, objectivity, science, and maality. Rathe, it is the
way in whichwe have understoodand pradiced them that is thrown into questiorin theend,
socH constrictionismalows us to eoonstiute thepastin far more promisng ways ¢Gergen K.
J., 1999, p. 3B Gubaand Lincolnrefer to saial constrictionas  Ifeleef system that is virtually
opposite to that adcience; a kind ofbelief systemthat is ofen referred toas a aradigm o(Guba
& Lincoln, 1990, p. 8). Onequicky redlizes that seking adefinition of socil constuction is a
futile effort. However, this bgs afurther question. Why is social constuction so lard to

define?

| believeit is easier to explain why social constructon is tard to cefine rather than to
adualy define social construction. Social constriction, as spokeraboutin thecitationsabowe, is

critical in nature. And, taking acritical stance cannot beachieved withoutbeing critical of some
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otherthing. This daces socal constriction in aprecarious positon inthat it can orly exists in
relation to that whch it is critical of, and seaningly ceases toexist by itself. Social constriction
is referred to asbeing postmodern. Again, thisterm posmodern shavs itd eelation to the moden.
Lyotard defired postmoden as filncredulity toward metanarrativeso (Lyotard, 2002, p. xiv). It
seansto me that many writers andpioneers in thefield of sodal constriction were seking to be
legitimized within theacalemic world which histaically has ben doninated by a moreposiivist
floneTruth &ersion ofredlity. | came to ths redization becaisemy own desire to déine saial
constiuction was fueled by amorefundamentl question ohow | was going to conduct
firesearch dromasocil construction paradigm. 1 d i d n 6 &nttg cansltt anwresearch, but
obvioudy | wanted theresearch to beaaceptedas legitimate. Taking that question futher| began
to worder who it was thatl was seking my legitimacy from. | was seking to earn aPh.D. in
sacia science therefore | obvioudy want my research to beacceptedas legitimate by the
acalemic community. That is when | realized that saial constrictionis caughtin acach
22.Rhetoricdly spe&king, why would a paradigm that is in opposion tothe domnant paadigm
want to belegitimized by that doninant paadigm? It does not reke serse to ddine saial
constriction within aparadigm that treats truth as singular, objective and dscoverable. While it
may be difficult to define socal constriction itis certainly easy to say thatsocial constriction
does not ted truth in thesameway. Ken and Mary Gergen write, filt is ot whetheran acount
is truein someabsolute orgodd sye view that matters so muctas theresults forour lives that
follow from takingavowals of truth seioudy. There can bemany truths, apending on
community tradition, butas theconstrictionistasks, whaet happens to ug for goodor ill T as we
honoroneas opposed tanotheraccount?d Gdrgen & Gergen, 2003, p. 58). Hereis where, in

my opinion, socél constuction seansto ofer somethirg fAdifferentt h aas opposed técritical
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ofd aposiivist paradigm. Social constriction ishard to define becauseof the context in which
the cefinition is lequested. In many cases theasking is coming withn thecontext of

acalemia, which higoricaly has been domnated by the positivst paadigm. The language

and tods ae inadquate to describe social constriction within aposiivist paradigm. This is
similar to the bloging and jourralismissuediscussed in chepter two.ltdoes n 6 t sensa k e
to compae a bloger to ajournalist because thundamentl orientation toinformationis so
wildly different. Similarly, it does n 6 ke sems#o comp@re soaal constriction, which
orientsto mutiple truths thatemerge through social process, wth aparadigm that sees truth

as sigular and disoverable throwh obsrvation.

Even when saia constuction can beexamined as sanething idifferent than @s
oppos eriticalt othdids still afundamentl paradox that males it difficult to define
socl constriction. Theparadox is aeaedby the notion that scial constriction is on to
many truths ormany realities. Therefore, when one begins asenterces sichas  i@id@ o
constrictio n  évesythiog thatfollows thefi s 0 | sed lejust dneperspective and
thereby cannot be sen as dfinitive. It would seem that socialconstruction can never be
defined in a dfinitive way, as a sngular truth, rathersocal constriction mustbedefined by the
context in which itis being used. From a positvist perspedive this an beviewed as a
weaknessor even as doulbe spak. | mustadmit that | had the smereaction when | first darted
to read about saial constriction. It sourded like afancy way to say inquiry-by-the-sea-of-
your-pants. While it would beantithetical to sacial constriction to |y what it is, withany
authority, | believeit is entirely possble to define socal constriction within the context in

whichit is beingusedfor inquiry.

Why is it imporiant to define socal constuction at all? Thedefinition ofsocd
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constriction, speifi cally within thecontext it is being used, helps to transmit to othes,
espeially those imaded by the inqury, with asenseof the utility of social constriction. This
is an imporant pant. Theutility of a traditional reseach paradigm can be sunmarized by
statingthat they are built uponexperiments that lead toidentification of causalfactors thatcan
be eplicaedand applied in thefutureto amilar situations(Cook & Campbell, 1979. That is
an mportant uility and it can be ustul if you are looking to producesonething thatcan be
usedin auniversal way. Scientific experimentation fam a positivstlensprovides us with
de<riptions ofphenomenon tht have asenseof consteincy and predictability. That may be
boththe positvisté stength andweakness. It is a strength becaise it allowdor the codificaion
and transmisson of knowkdge and information.It is aweakness beause it fas the potatial to
establish &is t a t uthat ntgucontnueto beupheld long after its usfulness.It would be
logicd at this pointto restatethe reel for something like social constriction totake a ficritical 0
starce toward theestablshedstatus quoHowever, and | am certain sane socil constriction
writers will disagee with me, thecritical stance emerges as ay-product of sacial constriction
and not neessarily as afunction ofsocil constuction. Later, | will explain ths ideain more

detail.

What then istheutility of sacial constriction?Earlier | usedthetermiidescr i p ttd o n 0
comment on wlat postivistinquiry produces. A description of aphenomenon is different
from undrstanding what a ghenomenon reans. In my view, socal constriction has
tremendous utity in engaging multiple staleholdes inthe process of maning making or
sensanaking. It is in the process of inerpreting the neaning of fiobservatio n g0, udea
traditional tem, that the constriction ofrreality or truth takes place The basic premiseof

multiple-redities postions soal constriction to bemostusdul in situationsvhere mutiple
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interpretationsabound.lt is in the pocess ofmeaning makingwhere power, privilege, and

many othersocial dynamics come irto play.

| developeda simple, intentiondly sarcastic, thaught experiment to illustrate the utility
of asocal constriction paradigm. Imagine if you will astrict positvist and me engaging in a
conversation. | holdin my hand a brick and | releaseit from my grip and naturally the brick
falls totheground. | ask my posiiivist friend totell me what causedthebrick to hit theground.
He replies ,Gravity.0 For good mesurel as k Did I ftausegravity?0 He chucklesandreplies,
AN o . Now, | takethat samebrick, this ime holdingt over his head and releaseit. As my
friend tuns to me iranger | simply reply, iboné t médet me bemad at gravity.0 While | did
not causegravity | did position thebrick and | was responsble for releasing it. So the ratural
guestion is, why? Was it an ad of aggresson orhosility? Was it an horest mistake? Why
would | chooseto postion andreleasethe lrick in that spotat that time? Thesequestionsare
not inquring into the plenomenonat theadion level (thefalling brick). Rater, thesequestions
represent a pobe into the neaning behind the action. While this may seem overly simplistic, |
think of socal constriction, and saial science ingenera, as deding with the meaning of things
ratherthana description of what is takingplace. When looking at why the brick fel to the
grourd, describing the gravitational force ading on the bick seemed adequate. Gravity is what
madeit hit theground. The description of theevent can betested and \erified many times owr.
There is someforce that seemsto pull the lrick to theground rather than leave it suspeded in
air. The phenomenon ofthe lrick falling appeasto have stability and condancy to it. However,
sucha description fails to beadequate to explain the nmeaning behind why | would drop the
brick onmy friend& head. The important shift here is that now the phenomenonunder inquiry

is not thefalling brick, but rather the posiion and tming of therelease. The phenomenon is a
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dynamic loca phenonenon sgcific to this instarce and invdving multiple relational
interactions. The question shifts fo m Hatvhapgned?0 t owhyidid you do thatdo Why
descriptions ae inheently undable and often change over time. Think of something/ou dd, or
something someoraid to you tenyeas ago. Think aboutwhat it meant to you thenand whet it

means toyou now.Arethe twomeanings different?

Taking asocal constuction appoac toinquiry does notmean all information
obtained throgh positvist means shold beabandored. Rather, taking a social construction
appraech wouldfocus mae on how agroupusesthat information, and otlr relational
dynamics, tomake meaning from theinformation. The posiivist perspedive sees aworld that
exists with inherent qualities thatcan bediscovered, and once discovered inegapable. A truth
is absolteif it states afundamentl, unversal, and inesgpable fad, afad that hdds no natter
what other fads might also existd ~ &dMn, 24, p. vi). And, theassumption is that themind
can obtainan objective viewof theworld (Madan, 2004) A sccial constrictionistsess a
world that is cantinually created and reaeaed tirough sacia interadion. We do not cede
meaning by penetrating the mnds of otlers to un@rstandwhat they know. As Ken Gergen
putsit , ath@ Runderstandingis arelationalachievement; it depends oncoordireted adionsi
and most fequently, coordinationas speified within atraditi o (Gergen K. J., 1999, p. 147).

There may aso be inernal conversation and/or ineradion, butthat too is aform of
sccial process.fiWe inventconcepts, modelsand shemes tomakesenseof experience, and we
continually test and modiy these constrictions in the Ight of new experience. Furthermore,
thereis an inewvtablehistorical and socigultura dimension to tts canstruction. We do not
construct our inerpretations inisolation but aginstabadkdrop of shaed understandings,

practices, language, and so forth (Sowvandt, 2003, p. 197 In this light socal constuction
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inquiry would focus on low agroupinterads and malkes meaning from informationagainstthe
badkdropof their shared understanding and pradices. This last pointegarding shared
understandingis critical becauseit addresses theommon misuncerstandingthat saial
constriction provides arelativist paspective where fi mything goes .Constuctionsare not
emerging from ndhing, they are emerging within acontext andwhile thatcontext may change
over time itcontinually sets théboundxries for how new information anchew experiences get
socidly constuucted intothefabric of acommunity. Thebad<drop or context of acommunity is
made up of many interactions kased on may types ofinformation andexperience, including
posiivist information and ascriptions ofexperience Thisinformationis not $mply dismissed

as irrdlevant, instead in hddsgreat relevance for how future information wil be interpreted.

Earlier | said | would explain further what | meant by the critical nature of social
constriction keing a by-product rather than function. Taking acriti cal stance toward the fistatus
g u oas aunction orprescriptive behavior, placesavaue judgmentonthdis t at ukn quo . 0
Hadking writes, iBut most peoplevho usethe sa@ial constriction ideaenthusiasicaly want to
criticize, change, or destroy someX that they dislike in the establishedrder of things
(Hading, 1999, p. J. h somecases a diberate disrupton ofthe status quo ay indeed be
nealed, such as with the padice of slavery and radsm. | would contend tlat the deliberate ad
is pat of the soal constriction process, etherthana function of the saial constiuction
stance In thecase ofslawery, there were many people whofelt it was wrong and they wanted
to end the pactice However, their viewpoint was continualy invalidated by the status qudt
isin the pocess of testingind modfying our conceptsthat a new idea emerges, inthis @ase, in
stark contrastto the status qudn esserte, it is the process of sa@ia constriction in ation that

is praducing thecritical stance This may seem to beafutile exercise in serantics. However, |
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believe the diginctionis important.

Social constriction is morehan acritical stance toward positivism, orany otherftismo
for that matte. It may also be Ielpful to think of it as morethan justidifferent than . Rerhaps
sccial constriction can be seen as an overarching umbella that embaces multiple ways of
knowing. In avery simplistic seng, many science experiments from a paitivist stance study
effectsin an effort to determine cause. This asames, ontolgically that stdif exists andit can
be known (epistemalogy) by developing methods to knowti This alscassumes sane type of
order orlinea connedion. The basic premiseis that stuff exists outsde of us, out intheworld,
that we can discower and develop ways to pedictably interad with it. | contend tlat social
constriction takes the stace that ourontdogical assumgionsgredly influence our
epistemolajical notions which ultimately shape the nethods wedevelop and slect to know
what we know. Furthermore, socil constriction is lessoncerned with causeand effed and
moreconcerned with how things energe. | use the erm emergence in conext of compexity
science where emergenceis seenas  fiefy property or behavior, which appears dueto non-
linea interadions within thesystem;emergence may be considcered the goroduct @ by-product
of thesystem Dobrescu & Purcareg 2011, p. 82. Where does th's leave socal constuction in
relationto ontdogy, epistemalogy, and methodolgy? For this projet, taking asocil
construction appraach could beequated totaking a multi-ontdogica approach. As expressed
in the umbella mesphor| usedealier, | see socl constuction as afimeta-paradigm o hatt
situatkes the inqurer(s) in a positiorthat would be, from an empiricd point of view, pre-
hypathesis.There is not ahypothesigo betested.If a hypothesis declopsit wouldlikely
emerge as aproduct or by- product of theinteradive inquiry. In essere, theinquiry stats by

understandingand honoring thecurrent conditons, whie knowingthatthe imuiry itself is
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introdwcing anew condition. And finaly, some ingntional new conditionsmay be introdwced

all for the purposeof seang what emerges.

Thisis where we can revisit theideaof utility. The notion of utility becomes important
becaisethe patterns and knowledgethatemerge will beusedor discarded acrding to their
utility to the group. | usethe rm utility to represent a lacd and histoical senseof usfulness
within asocio-cultural context. Thisis different from a positivst rotion of atruth that is ment
to remain trueacross muliple contexts and timeTheend of social constiuction inqury simply

representsthe beginning of new possiblities andfuturemeaning making.

Social constriction is dificult to ddine kecause itis not sanething thatcan bedefined
in an end-all-be-all way. Rather, when taking asodal constriction approach to inquiry one
must afine socil constriction within thecontext of the inquiry. The next two chapters provie
a theoeticd overview of how this projed incorporated asociel constuction aientation to
inquiry. In addition, the next two chapters build further upon the notion of anulti-ontdogical

approach, its uséulness forsocal inquiry, and its relationshipto complexity theay.
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Chapter 7 - A Multi-Ontological Approach to Social lssues
Ontolagy is generally thought of as a branch of metaphysicsdeding with the natureand

relations of eing. Ontdogy explores whet kindsof things exist, what properties they have, and
how they relateto ather things (Hofweber, 2005). It is therelational aspect spesifically within
ontdogy thatl believe social constriction has much to offer. Dian Marie Hoskingand Rene
Bouwen identify a firelational -constrictionigo approach in apaper they co-authored abou
organizational learning, defining thar approac as theaizing the pocesses of saial constriction
(Hosking &Bouwen, 2000). While they makereference to afirelational ontology, bwould
arguethat trey are talking aboutthe ontdogical process asawhole and nota speific type of
ontdogy (Hosking & Bouwen, 2000, p. 12P There are strang paralels between knowedge as
processratherthanproduct (discussed irchapter four) and theconcept of ontology as aprocess
ratherthanproduct. As outlinedealier, Wikipedia dfers away to corceptualize knowledgeas a
constntly changing by-product of continual interaction ratherthanafixed thingthat should be
free from further scrutiny. Science within aposiivist framework assumes an ontdogy that is
consigentand univesal. Science within asocil constriction framework, as outined in this
project, assumes the are mutiple ontolajical assumptonsat play in any given saial
interaction. The Cynefin framework developed by Cynthia Kurtz and Dave Snowden is a muli-
ontdogical framework for decision and ®nse making (Kurtz & Snowden, 2003). The Cynefin

framework was a central part of the £nse making processin this disseation progd.

| first ercountered the erm multi-ontdogyin a paper by Dave Snowden entitled, Multi-
Ontology gnseMaking: A New Simplicity in Bdsion Making (Snowaen D. J., Multi-ontdogy
sense naking: a rew simplicity in decision makng, 2009. In thearticle he talksabout orar and

un-order as twotypes of ontdogy thatrequire very different approaches toaddressissuesand
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provide irterventions(Snowden D. J., Multi-ontdogy serse making: a rew simplicity in decision
making, 2005. Theterm is also usd in abookentitled, Thethird lens: multi-ontdogy seng-
making and strate decision-making by Mika Aaltonen. This book also fghlights an
ontdogical duality similar to Snow@nds by contrasting orderand chaos (Aatonen, 2007).
However, Aaltonen goes furtherto define athird ontology, or thethird lens,as compleity. filn
complex systemsthereis order, but it is energent, it arises fromthelocal interadion ofadors,
eat of whom kehaves according to their own piinciples, logic and knowkdgeo (Aatonen, 2007,
p. xvii). Similar to therelationd-constrictionistapproach discus®d earlier there seemsto bea
focus on proessand emergence. Therelationd-constrictionistappraach does notgo sofar as to
define thetypes of ontobgy but bah approadces at least acknowledgethat there is more thana
single ontolayy and th's requires usto rethink ourepistemaogica and mehodolagica choices

(Aaltonen, 2007%.

In afounditional paper entitled TheNew Dynamics of Straegy: Sense-Making in a
Compkx and Complicagd World, David Snowden and Cynthia Kurtz introduced aframework
for seng-making in a muti-ontdogical world called theCynefin framework (Kurtz & Snowden,
2003. Theword Cynefin (pronourced ku-nevin) is aWelsh word for habitat. Theframework is
consicered a seng-makingframework and as sieh it is aframework that can betalked about
conceptualy butmust beconstricted lacally and historically to providemeaning to thosewho
use it.Simply put, there is noclaim that the Cynefin framewor kexidis outsdeof thecontext
in which itis beinguseal. Theframework has five majorcomponentandistypically depicted as
atwo-by-two matix with acomponent oflisorcer in thecenter (Kurtz & Snowden, 2003) A
simple reconstriction can beviewed below. The headings ae the current terms ugd by

Snowden and the leadings in parenthesis ae the headings otnginally used in thearticle.
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g ’\.‘
Complex Complicated
(Complex) (Knowable)
} Disorder
A\ v
Chaotic Simple
(Chaos) (Known)
. /

Theframework can bethought of as beng split vertically to dende the twomajor domains of
order and un-order. These are the primary domans andead of thosehas sub domainsOn the
right Sdewhich ontdogicdly represents ordr you have that whih is krown and that wheh is
knowable. These two disinctions providea boundary between simple ob®rvations, suctas the
sunappeas in the Ky and morecompicated olservations, suctas the sumotatesaroundthe
eath. Theleft side ofthe framework ontdogically represents wn-order. Here thefocus in less on
how thirgs ae knownand moreon how tley interad andrelate. Thecomplex domain eds
with the emergence of paterns that can beutilized. The chaotic domaindeals with instabilty or
seamingly randompatterns. The center domain of disorcer is used to represent competing
representations ofreality based on diferent ortological assumgions.When used in €nse
makingit is assurad this donain will shrink as prticipantsbres disagreements into saller
fragments of neaning. iThe Cynefin framework is bagd on thee ontdogicd states(namely,
order, complexity and chaos)and avariety of epistemological optionsin all three of thosestaes 0

(Kurtz & Snowden, 20(B).
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| will provide abrief overview of each domain othe Cynefin framework as | understand
it and ugd it this dissetation progd. There are four primary domains;Simple, Compicaed,
Compex, and Clheos, and afifth domain entitled disora@r. The simple and comgicated donains
reside on therder sideof the framework. The simple donain represents theareawhere cause
and effed are observable by mod, hence the rame fiKnown a@n theealy version ofthe
framework (Kurtz & Snowden, 2003. Theability to codiy aset ofinstructions is ethersimple
in this domainWhen put in thecontext of dedsion makirg, Snowden and Boone idenfiy the
mode ofadion as Sense-Categorize-Respond (Snoweh & Boone, A Leader's Framework for
Dedsion Making, 2007).In thesimple donain problems fit wihin Smple categoriesand a

response bcomesalmost rote Answers should beeadily apparent to aimost anyone.

Thecomplicated donain is veay similar to thesimple domain withthe exception that
causeand effed may be moredifficult to ascertain. If the simple donain can besummed uby
the phrasefi weryoneknows theanswer then thecompicated donain would be sumred up by
the phrasefi xperts knowtheanswer.0 In this domain thecourseof adion would beSense-
Analyze-Respond (Snwden & Boore, A Leaer's Framework for Decision Making, 2007.
Referring badk to the earlier version ofthe Cynefin Framework this dorain usel to becdled
fiKnowableod (Kurtz & Snowden, 2003. It builds upon the ontolgy of an ordered-world and

many posiivists would Ikely find this domain tdein their comfort zone.

Thecompex domain moves us ia the un-order side oftheframework. Theword un-
order is usd to describe sometlingthat is reither ordered nor absentof order. | prefer to usehe
term emergent-patternswhen referring to this domain. Snowden and Boonewould describe the
courseof adion inthis domaines Probe Sense-Respond (Snwden & Boone, A Lealer's

Framework for Decision Makirg, 2007). In this donain there are many answers, all valid and all

Open Source Evaluation | 64



likely to havevarying degrees of utlity. Determiningif a courseof actionwas uséul istypicdly
donein retrospect. This dornain offers little by way of predictive analysis. A fiprobedinto this
domainallows oneto ener thedomain so thy can get a fisenseo of what is going onand then

frespond. O

Thedomain ofchaos is wiere things are happening thatrequireimmedagte adion. This
domain could bethought of as thecrisis intervention domainThe courseof action here would be
Act-Sense-Respond(Snowden & Boore, A Leader's Framework for Decision Makirg, 2007.
The circumgances are changing sorapidly that searching forthefirigh t dutien evould befutile

and waste \aluable time.

Thefinal domain is disorg. This domain is usetb denote topics that do not fihe other
domains.Thesetopicsaretypically politically and/oremationaly charged topcs. When warking
with agroupto constuct aframework this donain should shrinlover time as thegroup kegins
to understand theissue at a ceeper level. Oneway to addressitems inthis domain is to te&k

them down into maller parts thatcan thenbe placed ontothe framework.

It is wath repeating thattalking aboutthe framework conceptually is very different than
usingtheframework in pradice From thedescriptionsabove onecould make the assunption
that the bounaties betveen domainsare fixed and thae are certain ways peoplewould
caegorize items withn theframework. Snowden and Kurtz madeit explicitly clear that is not a
caegorization framework, but mthera sense-making framework (Kurtz & Snowden, 2003 p.
468). In practice, participants would el toidentify the boundries of heframework. There are
avariety of groupexercises thatcan beused to ddine theboundxries. Theimportant feaure is
that notwo Cynefin Frameworks will ever bealike. Each time theframework is uflized itis

constrictedby the groupusingit at that time.  Thisis a \ery powerful featurein my opinion in
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that itoffers an interadional framework to externalize the muti-ontdogical assumgpionstaking
place during sense-making. Groupsare notlimited to aeaing a single framework either. In the
caseof this dssetationprojed the rvice providers and young adults aeaed theirown

frameworks as respective groupsand thencame bgether to discuss hovand why they creaed it
in theway they did. It provided ead group the pportunty to seetheworld through theeyes of

the otler.

For this progd, which will be outined in detil in the Casétudy section, the goups
usedclustered elements of their own storesto place on theframework. The framework
boundiries get defined as the group negotiates theplacement ofitems on he framework. As was
recommended to me by CynthiaKurtz, | statedwith thenames ofthe cbmains in far corners
with nolines dawn to define boundiries. In this way the group does not waste tme over a
boundry dispute, instad they can focus on amore gradient pacenent.Once al the itemsare
placed on theframework then farticipants ae engaged toidentify the boundary points betveen
domains.Theselines donot haveo be linar. Theimportant issueis that themeaningisin
constant negotiation between the nembers ofthe group. Togetherthey constrict the framework

and thecontext in which theframework emerges.

The Cynefin framework is a \ery useful tool for makingexplicit the ontobgical
assumptions popleand/or goups fave about aparticular isste. It is alsoimportant to note tlat
an indvidual person nay have multiple views on aparticular topic kesed on thecontext in which
they are experiencing the topic. Understanding that we have multiple identities isjustas
important as undrstanding the concept of muliple redities. Ouridentities hase ontdogicd
assumptions ttat are not always cansistent. For example, | may view thetopic ofdiscipline \ery

differently as a parent than as anemployee of somecompany. In addition to mutiple identities
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we mustalso take into accountthelocal and histeical natue of context. The Cynefin
framework is notintended to providea fixed view of redity but rather asnapshot intime that

can beusedto compare with othersngshots to gplore patternsand trace movement.

Theutility of theframework isin its abilty to assstindividuals and/orgroups in
making adsions ttat takediverse viewpoints into consiceration. The primary, and staed,
purposeof the Cynefin framework is fordedsion makng (Kurtz & Snowden, 2003. This
nation of utility is consistent with howhave been framing sodgal congruction. Traditional
more posiivists approaches toinquiry operate urder an assunption that tlings exist outin the
world and tley can bediscowered and thatwe can learn aboutthem and undrstand their
fitr u eatire. It is common task aout the fiaccuracyo of the information when examining
reseach from a positivst perspedive. The term accuracy is often usedwvhen probingthe
validity of a study. Here again, wemustas k Accufate according to what?0 What is the
acaracy based on? This assumes #hthe knavledge is fixed and has properties rrespective
of our understanding of thoseproperties. Een if we were to say this assumptiomns truewe
muststill ask, what is ourcgpacity to understand thoseoropertiesand is ourunderstating
simply an undersinding of the poperties themslves orsomerepresentation of those
properties? If it is the latte, we understand the poperties through ourrepresentatiors, thenwe
must ask ifcan we ever know thefitrueo nature ofthoseproperties?If we change our
orientation from aworld that exists outsde of us toan arientation where theworld is a mixof
interadions, constantly co-evolving theworld itsdf, then wecan bypassmany of the
philosophcd and paradoxical landmines inthe field of sociel science In this way, thevaue
of information ancknowledgeis not basd on its acuracy or validity, ingeal it is bagd on is

utility in that local histoiical moment.Furthermore, thevalue intheutility is not afixed value
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but apercavedvalue by the person or group at thetime. The \alue ofinformationcan change
overtime as rew information energes. | believe utilizing a framework like the Cynefin
framework can help maximize utility by providing all participants an oppdunity to
externalize their ontdogical assunptionsarounda particular topic. Reading a shaed
understanding of an issue becomesan important first 2ep priorto consicering solutonsor
makingdecisions.| used the £rm fishaed understan d i n gontrast toxconsensusThegod is
not neessaily to read consasus, and in may cases waiting for consensus couldacually
reinforce statis-quo kehavior. When | use the &rm shaed understanding, | am denotinghat
participants ae aware of the mutiple viewpoints of a particular issueeven if they disagree. At
theend ofthe day, the power structure in place may still makethefinal decision butin this
way they will makethat decision in plain sght of al participants.If thereis animbalance of
power that mbalance will behighlighted in this pracess.Theimpads of adedsion can be
understoodat a cegoer level and itis much larder to disnissthosewho may beimpaded
negatively. Cons@sus orthe otherhand cenotes thatll involved agreewith a particul ar
decision. Urfortunagly, this an sometimes disenfranchisethose impaded regatively by
labeling themas finot willingto get onbard with everyoneel s €onsmsusis rootd inthe
notion ofasingular truth or solutionIn thecaseof this dssetation poject thesoca savice
providers were ukimately responsble for making any programmeatic changes. However, they
desired an oppatunity to undestand how their dedsions will impact theyoung adults they

serve, and even moreso, wanted to fase their dedsions on inputfom the young adults.

Employing aframework thatencompasss mutiple ontolaies is helpul, but what
goes into theframework? How does theframework get creaed?The constriction ofa

framework is ausdul way to externalize the £nse-making process.However, there mustbe
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information upon whah the #nse-makingis bagd. There are avariety of practices to elcit
informationto generate a Cynefin framework. David Snowden& company Cognitive Edge
offers several methods fodeveloping matrial that coud beused to gerrate aframework
(Cognitive Edge, 2007). Cynthia Kurtz also offers a variety of methods ttat incorporate
gathering information fom multiple perspedives inher book Working with Stories inYour
Community or Organizabn (Kurtz C. ,Working with Stories in Your Commuity or
Organization, 2009. For the puposeof this dissetation| will focusspedficadly onnarrative

data which was usedor this poject.

Narrative data could include abroad pedrum of narrative information. For this propd
a speific typeof stay was desired as thedata. Story in this cantext is speific to thelived-
raw- experience of the participants. For this propd, we sowght outstariesthatcould be tdd in
a non performance based fashion.It could beargued that all stay-tellingis peformarce,
however the diginction beingmadehereis that there are stories peple &l as pat of a
dramatic performance and then tlere are stolies people stare between friends.For this progct
theinterestwas inthe ktter. Stories have been usedfor many years as way to bring asenseof
order to themany experiences oflife by adding context and neaning to the experiences (Bal,
1997).Thefocuson rarrative in this propct focuses on boththe stories catentas well as the
discursive reture of the stoy and how that story shapes the mening of the issues the poject
groupwanted toexplore. Thesevice providers developed some itial questions tey were
interested in exploringand those gestions kecanethe stary-eliciting questions usedn the
data collection aspect of the poject. In addition to colleding stories, participants were asked
questionsaboutthestaries they told. This important feature allows the stoy tellerto provide

additional context to theirstay (Kurtz C. ,Working with Stories in Your Commanity or
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Organization, 2009. This corteptis very similar to theconcept of tags discussed in chapter
three entitled IWhen GoodEnouwgh is All You Neeal.0 This additonal metadata can be
structured to providefor easy aggregation analysisand pettern detedion. Thisimportant asga
incorporates gquantitative analysis into theinquiry project. Engaging participantsin alarge
group sense-making proaess futher involves tlem in the neaning making of their comhined
staries. Taking amulti-ontd ogy appraach toinquiry allowsfor the inqury processto develop
episemological and mehodolagical practices from a \ariety of ontological stances in a effort

to maimize the utlity of theinquiry for thegroup.
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Chapter 8 - Sacial Construction, Complexity Thea'y, and
the Internet
In reviewing the literature for this dissetation| found many parallels betveen compexity

theay, social constiuction and theemerging practices on thenternet. Thecommon thiead |
foundbetween them vas that they are deding with similar types of systemsnamdy, compgex
adaptive systems. Comgex adaptive systemsinvolve many componentspr agents, that learn
and adapt through interaction, dten nar-linea interaction (Holland, 2006) Earlier | wrote about
how Hoskingand Bouwen described relationd-constrictionismas theesizingthe pocess of
socHl constriction. Similarly, John Miller in his bookCompkx Adaptive Systamns: An
Introduction, describes gudying compex systemsas gudying in-between the usual scientific
boundries (Miller, 2007). Social condruction and compexity theay share many similarities in
their orientation tointeraction. TheInternet is robust withinteraction and can arguably be cdled
the largest social compex adaptive system on ouplaret. At the Feart of al inquiry is a desireto
understandand ad in responseto that undestandng. Simply put, mostinquiry seemsto explore
aproblem in dfort to uncerstand and/oraffed sometypeof change. HorstRittel and Melvin
Webber provided anamefor problemsarisingin comgex soda systemsin a1973article where

they coined theterm fiwicked prob | e (Ritiel & Webber, 1973).

Rittel and Weber saw sacietal problems, owhat we could essily call compex adaptive
system prol@ms, as a different type of problem han thosefound intraditional sience (Rittel &
Webber, 1973). fiAs diginguishedfrom poblems in the atura sciences, which are definable
and separable and may have solutons that are findable, theproblems ofgovernmentl planning
and especialy thoseof social or policy plannng 1 areill-defined; and tiey rely upon elusive

politicd judgmentforresolution(No t 7 s o | uatproldemsae ne@reaved. At bestthey
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areonly re-solved- over and over again.)o (Rittel & Webber, 1973). They went onto identfy

ten lkey characteristics ofwicked problems wheh | have reproducd below:

1.

Thereis no dfinitive formulation ofawicked problem

. Wicked problems lave no stoppingule.

Solutions to wcked problemsare not true-or-false, butgood-or-bad.

. Thereis no mmedite and no utimate test of asoluion to awicked problem.

. Every soluion to awicked problem is afione-sha operationo; because here is no

oppatunity to lean by trial-and-error, every attempt counts sgnificantly.

. Wicked problems do not &ive an enumeable (or an exhaustvely describable) set

of potential solubns, ror is thee awell-described set ofpermissilde operations

that may be incorporatedinto the pén.

. Every wicked problem isessentidly unique.
. Every wicked problemcan beconsicered to bea symptom of anotherproblem.

. Theexistence of adiscrepancy representing awicked problem can be explained in

numeous ways. The choiceof explaration determines the @ ture of the

problents resoluion.

10. Theplanrer has no rght to bewrong.

Many itemsin this list ae compatible with thesccial constriction idess resented in ths

dissertation. Thislist speaks to boththe multiple interpretations ofa problem aswell as the

potential to havenultiple soluions.ltem numbethree speaks to theaspea of utility in that

soluions ae not endpoints butatherthey are judged by the utility they provide in thecontext of

the poblem.

Item ®ven refers to the uniqueature of each saial issueltem eight can be

interpreted torepresent thenotion that no issuéindsitself absent ofcontext. Item nine is gnilar
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to theissue of ontology determining epistemology and influencing the ®lection of methodolgy.
Theway sorreone oriernts toa problem will influence how they approach findinga soluion. |
believeit is useful to disinguish ketween wicked problemsand moretameproblems.t is also
usdul to diginguishthat different approaches are readed tolearn about, describe, and intervene
on aproblem depending on thetype of problem.Social science studes social systemsand
inherent in sacial systams ae multiple agents acting with some inépendence within an

interdependent system hat continualy adapts agheinteractionsunfold.

| believe the Internet is competely changing the way we conceve of information which
is why there are so many parallels asl described in the previous setion an the Internet. For
centuries we have seen information as groduct inse@rable fromits physica manifestation.
Somethingwritten on astone blet was forever fixed tothat tablet. Moveable typeintroduced
theability to make mutiple copies ofinformation. At the time, that was amajorrevolution in
the infamation industy. However, printing and distribution carried with it tremendousods
and theability for sormeoneto commuicate through this medium vas sgnificantly limited to a
relatively privil eged few. Information was seen as a commodity with inherent value and many
identitiesfrom publishes tojourralists were credaed as by-products of theindusty. The Internet
has forced us to ethink our assumptionsaboutinformation anddl of theidentities assaiated
with theinformationindusty. Wikipedia hes transfamedencyclopediasfrom beng static
physical booksof information to a dijitized, dynamic and continually evolving repositay of
information.Youtubehas transfamed theway video can be distributed. And, as inthecase |
outlined previoudy, created aplatform where the value ofinformationis based on ts utiity and
relevance to the person(s) consumingt. Theopen souce software concept has tansfamed the

production of software. In an open souce project there is not a jarent canpany organizing and

Open Source Evaluation| 73



planningout awell-conceived notion of asoftware applicaion. Inskead, you seea sef-organized
groupralying arounda spedfic problem they want to solve. You do not lave to bean employee
of acompany to conributeto the software product; you simpy have to be someonewith time,
talent, and acompuer. Thelnternet is providing us with &rontrow seat to the pocess of scial
constriction and in many cases, as inWikipedia, itleaves afipaper trail, meaning you can see
ead previous teration ofan article. So, not oy is socél constriction takng place but wehave

trace evidence on ascale never befae seen.

Thepossbilitiesare endess.In my dissetation project | document how!l usedwhat |
learned from the Internet, thefield of socil constuction and compexity theory to evolvean
evauation progd with acommunity in Boiseldaho. Theprojed is outined in deil in the next

sedion which provides acasestudy of my project.
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Sedion 31 Case Study
Chapter 9 - Context Setting

It is challenging to summarize in writing, which isratherlinear, aprocessthat was na-
linea. The casestudy that follows dd not ocur as aresult of how theprevioustwo sedions
shapd my thinking. Rather, thecasestudy emerged as my thinking changed, bothby what | was
learning from thelnternet and saial constriction and by what | was learning from my
interactions with thesvaluation participants. | wanted theprojed to bea collaborative process
with thecommunity being studed, and | knewwed i d avédbudbet. |d i d mavédseth
methodolgy in mind prior to theevaluation.| was serching forideas asthe evaluation wes

moving forward, led by the feedbadk from the participants.

| was nottotally naive to evaluation. My graduate studes were in Psychology and | had
been warking in Child Welfare for over adecale. | had experience participating in bath sall
and large evaluations.However, | was always gruck at how theevaluations prodaed very little
adual change. When you talkto anevaluator they will often tellyou amazing storiesabout wtet
they learned. When you talk to thosebeing evaluated you will oftenhea storiesabout how they
felt misunderstood omisrepresented. To overcome tis challengel wanted to ensee that the
participants were included in the analysisand snse makingaspects of heinquiry. Thiswas

where | stated theproject.

This asestudy does notrepresent facts that should beacceptedand spead universally.
Rather, this asestudy is intended to add tahe growing body of literature on how toconduct
participatory socel constriction inqury. While the inqury is beng framedas evéluatio nib
was clear we were aiming for sonething different and approaching evaluation from a diferent

paradigm. Theinterest was not in howeffedive the collaboration was in providing services to
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youth butrather howthe group (service providers and theyouththey serve) develops shared
understanding and knowedge. The overarching questonwas how des acollaborative group
learn and teke action togetler? Theinquiry is focusingboth ontheimmedate reedsof the
community while simutaneoudy exploring anew paradigm, nangly sodal constriction. In the
book The Structure of Sentific Revolutions, ThomasKuhn talks of garadigm testingas a

different adivity thanareseach worker participatingi n rrilahsaenceo (Kuhn, 1962.

flnstead heis like thechess payer who, with a problem sétedand the bard physically or
mentlly before him, tries out \arious aternative moves in thesearch for a soluton.
Thesetrial attempts, wretherby the chess payer or by the scientist, aetrials oy of
themslves, not of theules of thegame. They are pos#ble orly so longas the paradigm
itself is taken for granted. Therefore, paradigm-testing occurs ony after persisient failure

to sdve anoteworthy puzzle hes give rise tocrisis Kuhn, 1962, pp. 14+145)

Thesocal constuction paradigm often challenges taken-for-granted ways of understanding the
world (Burr, 2003).From that line ofthought, it would sem that every socil constriction
inquiry would includesometype of paradigm-teding. This ase study can bereal fromthe
perspedive of community memlers inteested inthefindings or as otherinquiry praditioners

interested in theproagess.
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Chapter 107 Introduction to the Case Study

Theldaho Resarce Opportunities Communities Knowledge (IROCK) collabaration
engaged in aself-evaluation proged usng narrative and ssnsemaking methoddogieswithin a
socal construction aientation. The IROCK collaboration is acoalition of thirty-plus Treasure
Valley public, private, and nan-profit organizations seving Young Adults ages 14-25 thatare
experiencing or likely to experience barriers  theirtransition into adulth@d. Themisgon of
the IROCK collaboration is to fiprepareand supporiyoung feople on tkeir journey to
independenceo.

ThelROCK collaboration wanted togain deeper insightsinto how ttey, and the
community they save, generate knowledge and usethat learning to take informedaction. The
inquiry had two central focuses Generating a shared understanding of the issues fadng youth
transitioning into adulthood was onefocus of this inqury. The othercentral focus wes to
develop a methoddogy of self-evauationthat the collaborative partners could sustain intghe
future. Many evaluation efforts sek to measure the effediveness of grvices, whilethisis an
enticing proposition, it can prove to be dificult in socel sevices because efectivenessmay
have different meanings to different sakeholde's. As staed in the book Empowernent
Evaluation, iTheassesment ofaprogram 6 sluewand wath is not theend pointof the
evaluationi as it often isin traditional evaluationi butpart of an ongoing process ofprogram
improvem e n {Féterman, Kaftarian, & Wandersman, 199%. In traditional evaluation,there are
clear and separate roles for the evaluator(s) and thoseevaluated. Theintent of this propd was to
distribute the workload of the evaluation across hosebeng ewvaluated. In turn, theevaluated are
alsotheevauatas. My role mowed from beng evaluatorto afadlitator of the evaluation

process Pr thisgroup.
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There were two issues thatguided te credion ofthe intial inquiry questions. First, the

needs of thecommunity partners were central to the agvelopment of theproject. After several

meetings with key stakeholders from the community partners we drafted aset of questions to

guide theinquiry process.

T

l

What are the challenges formerfosteryouth face when transitioninginto adulthood in
this commurty?

How well, or not, ae the collaborative partners working together to provide a spestrum
of savices tothis popuétion of young adults?

What are the diferences and simlarities in theways young adults andservice providers

seethe issue$aang this communty?

Seoond, developing a sustainable low/mo-costmethodolayy of self-evaluation wes explored in

this progpd. | developeda set ofquestions in @rtnership with the stakehaders toguide this

aspect of theinquiry.

T

T

Can the sif-organization grinciples inopen souce and crowd-sourcing projects be
applied to exduation?

What types ofevaluationadivities place those Ileing evaluated frontand centerin bath
analysisand snse naking (the ocial constiuction ofknowledge)?

How can a grouplearn together and stae that krowledgeto buld uponit in future
inquiry projects?

What will help thegroupmovefrom learning to taking informedadion?

Thefirst set of inquiy questions was gaeratedthrough conversation with the collaborative

group. The second %t of questions was developedprimarily by my interest in medingtheir need

to havea sef-evaluation processthey could sustain wen my participation ended.
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Chapter 11 - Early Adaptationsi The Shift to Stories
Eager to apply thelessond was learning from the Internet my firstideawas to dewelop a
sccial network website for the goup. At the time ning.comwas offering the ability to aede a
free social networking site. The sites were suppoted by advertisements paceal on the side of
eat webpage. Thesites were fairly comprehensive and had arobust discussion bard feaure.
Thethought was to ¢eate the irfrastructurefor the group totalk about \arious issues in a

discussion bard format.In this way the conversations would be sted and used as daa.

Thisideafailed quicky. Some ugrs didsign onand adively participate kut there were
several people that were notcomfortablewith thetechnolagy or they had dfficulty accessng the
site for variousreasors (mogly due to constaints on Internet usage by variousemployers). The
site was not gesratingthe amountof informationneeded to alequately answer theresearch
guestions.In retrospect, | can e that ths erly stumhling block arose becausel took alargely
technical approach totheinquiry ratherthan ircorporating the key principles outined in the
previous setions. In theealier chapters on thenternet, | stateseveral times thatmy interestis
morein theway groupsform and get work done rather than thetechnology supportingthat wak.
Despite my own best dforts | was lured by the technology aspects and lat site ofthe aganizing
principles. In particular, the kar for participation was set ®o high and rerrow. Participation reeds
to beeasy. The social networking site was relatively easy for the youngadults to usebut the
service providers found the ednologica hurdle too high to ovecome.l approahed thegroup

with theinformation, or liteally the lack thereof, and askedthem for alternative ideas.

| met with acore set ofthe collaborative partners to discuss aher options.Theideaof
sometypeof survey emerged but was quckly dismissedas  frewnbthesam e type of previous

evauation dforts. Oneof the memblers suggestedinterviews as a neans ofdata colledion.
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Severa members agreed that interviews would likely uncover mare information than asurwey. |
had been recently reading about usig storiesas data and was intrigued by the idea | told the
group about some ofhe concepts| was learning aboutin abookentitled AWorking with Stories
in Your Community or Organizatio n(&urtz C. ,Working with Stories in Your Commuity or
Organization, 2009).In the bookKurtz provides nunerous iceas on howto condict a stay
project from gart to finish. Kurtz has recently been cdling her work Paticipatory Narrative
Inquiry (Kurtz C. , Participatory Narrative Inquiry, 2011). It is important to note tlat heruseof
the erm fistary project s quite diferent than many of thestory projeds one would find doing a
Goqggle seach fortheterm. Theterm dory is notto denote awell constuctedand well
performed sbry. As stded ealier, stay in this contet denoes the lived raw experience of an
individual. Thegroupliked the icka and we maed forward with a pan to develop a poject
outiine with afocus on $ories.We would continueto usethe ning website, but more as a hub

for information anda communication toolratherthanfor data colledion.

Thenext chapterdiscuses thecase study methodology which is asynthess of the
principlesgleaned from the Internet, socal constuction theay, and theCynefin Framework
from Kurtz and Snowden (Kurtz & Snowden, 2M3). Themethodobgy thatemerged was
unique to thecontext of this evaluation butit is dosdy aligned with Kurtz work which shecdls

Participatory Narrative Inquiry (Kurtz C. , Participatory Narrative Inquiry, 2011).
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Chapter 1271 Participatory Narrative Inquiry Approach i
M ethodology
Theintent of this progd was to elp theIROCK collaboration in Idaho explore how they
learn together, build shaed understanding, and take adion on wtat they learn. The participants
in this project included both ervice providers and the young adults they serve. Approval
regarding the projed sape, diredion, and stucturewere made by the IROCK steeaing
committee. It is important to note tlat all steering committee membrs are service providers,
although oneservice provider was aformer foger youthin thecommunity. Theintent was to
includesorme young adults on the steeringpmmitteehowever this wes not possble dueto

schedulesand iming.

Theprimary datafor theinquiry were collededin theform of aneadotes(short stories)in
responsdo dory diciting questonsand intheform of questions tolean mae aboutthe stories
people told.A total of 65 stores were collededfrom 14 grvice providers and 12young adult
clientsduringfour separate £ssons. Theprojed culminated in a diy long sense naking session
with 8 service providers and 8 young adult participants (1 ofthe rvice providers and2 of the
young adults inthe sensemakingsession did not sulitrstories duing the data colledion period

T this was intentional to add more points of view to the projed).

Theproject resulted in afina report which has keen slightly reformatted and males up
the majaity of this casestudy sedion. Theoveral projed consised of the following milestores

(theitemsin this list ae explained in more detail throughouttherest of ths setion):

1 Project proposal and approval by the IROCK steering committee After someearly

experimentationthe group agreed totake a narrative approah totheinquiry project.
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1 Steering committee collaboration on coreinquiry questions: | fadlitated ameeting
with the steering committeevia video conference to constrat a st of stay i leciting
guestions that would beaskedof a group of service providers (see appendix D) and a
groupof young adults (see appendix E). In addition to the stoy eliciting questions the
groupalso dewlopeda set of questions that paticipants wouldanswer about the stary
they told (see appendix F). Finally, aparticipant profile was developed togathersome

basic demographic information abouead participant (see appendix B and C).

1 Anecdote Circles: Four separate anecdotecircles (stay colledion) sssons with the
service providers and young adults were facilitated by me viavideo conference (I am

based in Sedtle and thegroup is inBoiseldaho).

1 Story Teller Profile: Each participant in theanecdotecirclescompeted aStory Teller

Profile (see appendix B and C).

1 Questions aout the Stories: Participantsthat told gories duing the aneadotecircles
competed aQuestions doutthe Stories fam (see appendix F). This form allowed for

uses to provideurther context to the stoy they told.

1 Transcriptions of stories: All stories stared duingthe aneadote circle sessionswere

transaibed.

1 Catalysis Report: | compiled the stories, thguestionsaboutthe stories,and the stoy

teller profiles into a Gitalysis report (see chapter 13).

1 SenseMaking Sesgon: A sense naking sessiorwas held in May 2010which included

both ®rvice providers and young adults. Theintent of the session \&s toengage
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staleholdes to dg deeoer into their stories to extrad themes, @iterns, and otherrelevant

items from which to lasefutureaction.

1 Summary Report: | wrote asummay report which providedadetail sunmary of the

entire project includingfindings andrecommendations fornext steps.

Themethodolgy used for this propad is madeup of acomhnation ofvarious rerrative
inquiry techniques. The methodol@y was developed from a ®cial constiuction aientation to
inquiry and incorporated a muti-ontdogy framework. The Participatory Narrative Inquiry
methoddogy was largely influenced by thework of Cynthia Kurtz and Dave Snowden as
discussd in Chapter11. Dave Snowden isthe Founder and ChiefScientific Officer of Cognitive
Edge (Cognitive Edge, 2007). Snowden and Kutz worked together at IBM where they both
contribuied tothe development ofthe Cynefin Framework and sries of methods to tilize
narrative data comhbined with semi-structured questonsaboutthe narrative data (Snowaen D.
2010. Theinquiry developed by Snowden and Kurtz shaes sane similarities with Grounced
Theory. Thebasic premiseof Grounded Theory is that the tleory emerges from the dtaas
oppo=d to garting with a hypothesisor preconceived noton (Glaser & Strauss, TheDiscovery
of Grounckd Theory; Strategiesfor Qualitative Reseach, 1967. Anyone with acursay
understanding of Grounded Theory knows here is a continued debate ower what Grounded
Theory redlly is and howit should bedore. The split between Glaser and Strauss hasesulted in
variants of Grourded Theory thatrangein orientation from posiivistto constrictivist (Hallberg,
2006. Glaser cautionsagainstthe useof the term Construetivist Grounded Theory because it
places apreconceved orientation onthe data (Glaser, 2002). | want to make a clear disinction
that ths propd should ot be consicered a Grounded Theory project. There are some

similarities indeed, spedficaly in relationto divinginto the dtaand leting the tkeory emerge.
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While Grouncded Theory encourages energent paterns it stll relies quite keavily on a
firesearchero as acritical component to codingnd categorizing. This prgect placel theprocess
of coding andcategorizing into the fands of he group keing evaluated. This places themat the

centerof the seng-making processof thar data.

Data Collection Procedures

There were three primary sources ofdata ugd in this projest (Story Teller Profile,
AnedotesHtories, andQuestionsaboutthe Stories). The data were colleded duing four
separate anecdotecircles between December2009and February 2010. In addition the Catalysis
Report (e chapter 13) served as asummay of patterns in the nstadata that was used in the
sense naking proaess(see chapter 14). Each participant was provided with an Informed Comsent

Form which can befound in Appendix A.

Story Teller Profile
Each participant in theaneadotecirclescompeteda Story Teller Prdile. The Story

Teller Prdile providedbasic information aboueech stay teller and can befound in Apendix B
and Appendix C. Thegroup ofstary tellers congsted ofboth Service Providers andYoung
Adults. The Service Provider participants were self-selected memlers of the IROCK
Collaboration. The Young Adults were referred by various partners ofthe collaboration. The
Story Teller Profile information was caled so itcould be linked to @ersoné goriesand their
Question aboutthe Stories farms. Theinformation colleded on tleseforms ae discussd in

detail in chapter13.

Anecdotes Circles

Thestay colledion mehod was agroupinterview processcdled Anecdote Circles

(Calahan, Schenk, & Rixon, 2008. Thesessions wre recorded with theparticipan t s 6
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knowledgeand laer transcribed. A total of 14 Savice Providers and 12Y oungAdults

participated infour separate Anecdote Grcle sessons.The Service Providers and Young Adults

attended separate sessons.They two groups vere serated intentionally for the Aneaate

Circles kecause it was thought the young adults may be influenced in whet they say by the

presence of sacial workers and viceversa. The Aneaote Ciclesbegan with a €t of stay-

eliciting questionswhich can befound inAppendix D and Appendix E. The stary-éliciting

guestions were developed by the IROCK skering committeememlers. The questions were

tesed with asmall numbenf young adults andrefined based on theirfeedbadk. During the

Anedadote Cicles only one question was aked at atimeand participants ould choosdo tell a

stary in response onot. Thegroup decidedwhen they were ready to move on to the next

guestion. In addition to stary-éliciting questions, participants were given timeat theend ofthe

Anedadote Cicle ssgons foropen sharing of staries. The basic protocol was asfollows:

M Introductions

1 Explainand hand outinformed Conserfiorms

1 Obtain verbal agreementfrom all paticipants br recmording the £sson

1 Provideparticipants with abrief overview of the process

(0]

o

There are five stary eliciting questions

A questionwill beread aloudto thegroup

Anyone in the group can respond witha stary

Aftertelling astay thestory teller will compete a Questionsabout theStory
form (see appendix F)

Timewill be allotted to allowall participantsto tell at lest ore stay per question

(however, participantsare not required totell astory in response t@ac question)
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0 When thegroupis combrtable to moveon, the ext question wl beread
o Timewill beallotted at theend ofthe sesgon for open stay telling. Thisis an
oppatunity for participantsto tell stores that @& important to the inquiry but not
represented in the sty eliciting questions.
0 After90-120 minutes thesession will conlude
1 Provideparticipants with bank Questionsabout the $ory forms

1 Begin the stoy dliciting process andoegin recording

There were several practicd and stategic reasonsfor usinganecdotecircles. From a
pradica perspective, conducting aneadotecircles maximized the usge of timeby having
multiple participantsin theinterview process.This erabled us to gatly over sixty storiesfrom
twenty-six participantsin justfour ssgons.Theothermajorpracticd hurd e was geographic
spae. The participantswere all in Boiseldaho and | was locted in Sedtle Washington. Our
organization hed existing high quality video conferencing infrastructure in place and | was able
to conduwt the anecdotecircles via vico conference. Ideally, | would have preferred to be
present in the smeroomwith the @rticipants but ar lack of abudget did not allowfor thistype
of interaction. On asidenote,| was allaved totravel to Boisefor one trip and | wanted to sve

that trip forthe £nse naking session.

Aneadotesare generally short bigraphical storiesof areal incident(Merriam-Webste,
2011J). Thistypeof narrative datawould be ickal in the gnse that it would @pturethe livedraw
experience of an indvidual. The anecdotes, orstories, aetold inresponseo gory-€liciting
guestions.This is alschelpful because the garticipants would not havéhe oppatunity to
rehearseor perform stores. The storiesemerge more naturally as they would in aconversation.

Anedotecirclesemphasize aspace to explorestories without jugment orresponse to the stp
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told. Thegoal is toget diverseperspedives from many participants (Gllahan, Schenk, & Rixon,
2008. Thisideafits well with the lasic terantsof Paticipatay Narrative Inquiry and socdl
constriction notons(Kurtz C. , Participatory Narrative Inquiry, 2011). Sometimes socal sevice
evaluationsare condicted as a neans to atermineif a project or program continues to keceive
funding. This daces avalue on theoutputof theevaluation, especially for thosewho would be
impadedeither posiively or negatively from theoutputof theevaluation. This feaurecan
influence how participants ansver questions.Anecdotecircles on theotherhand, create an
environment of openness andeaning. There are nofirighto or fiwrongd  oses; there are simply
the experiences ofthe participants. Condicting aneadotecirclesallowed for agood nix of
pradicd and stetegic benefits and themethodobgy was agood math for the philosophid

values ofthe poject.

Finally, Anedaate circles also fit nicely with the principlesl learned from my exploration
of theInternet. Anedote circles make an easy entry pointto paticipation. Condicting the
sesson via viceo conferertes helged to keep thecostsdown. Even though we usedstary-
eliciting questions,each question was waded in away to elicit a stoy thatwas viewed as
posiive, negative, or valueneutral. We also included timewhere participants could &l any
aneaotes outsle of the prepared questions.This alowed for participantsto engage in the

process ofsetting the pprameters aroundvalue and relevance

Questions aout Stories

For every stary told each stary-teller filled out aQuestionsaboutthe Story form which
can befound inAppendix F. The Questionsabout the Story form is an inegral part of allowing
participantsto furthersignify their stories. The stories ttey tell are not meant to bewell thought

out fully constricted staies,ratherthe intent is tacgpturethear raw lived experience around
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various issuesBy asking additional structued questionsaboutthe stary, participants @n provide
further context and sgnification totheir story. The metadata can then beusedfor aggregation
and pattern detection. There are many different types of questions that can beasked after
sonmeone has tdd astay. We wanted to keep the gestions to aminimum offive to sven
guestions inan effort to hold trueto the principle of keeping participation easy. The questions
allowed participantsto identify their emational toneassocated with the story as well as other
important asgds of context suchas frequency of the circumdances, pedictability of the
circumdances, the paposeof thestary, and an approximation of when the stoy took dace. The
pradice of developing metadita questions was rew to thelROCK participants so they askedif |
would draft a set of questionsthey could review and edit. | drafted theinitial set of netadeta

guestionsand wechanged them lased on thelROCK steeing committeefeedback.

| believe this asjgct of the project is one otthe mostpowerful componentsBYy asking a
common st of structured questions foreach stay onecan easily aggregate this metadta to
examine patterns. It also reinforces the pinciple of placing the determination ofvaue and
relevance in the handsof the story tellers by providing themthe oppaetunity to place context
aroundtheir stary. Thelesson fom the Internet this most resembles isthe notion of &gging.
Tagging is used on the mternet as ameans of poviding use-generated aganzation to conent.
In avery similar way, asking questionsabout stsies das the ame thing. As mentioned ealier,
in agrounded theay projed the narrative datais coded and aganized. Asking questionsabout a

stary is away to allow wsers thefirst effort atcodingand sgnifying their story.
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Chapter 13- Catalyst and Analysis = Catadysis
Catalysisis a &rm from chemistry that desribes thechangein rate of a chemicd
readion, typically an increase, dueto theintroduction of acaalyst. It is used here as a metaphor

to desribethe first plaseof sense naking. Analysisis typically the process ofanalyzing data.
However, analysisis often carried outby a firesearcher or fiprofesgonal  of somesort.
Catalysison the land, aims to provideoarticipants an initialglimpseat emerging patterns in the
dataand to seve as acaalyst forfurther sense naking hence the name catalysis. The
information forcatal ysisis generated by aggregating the data colleded from the Questionsabout
the Sory forms, the ®ry Teller Prdfile forms,and excerpts from the stors tdd. Catalysisis a
fitting metphorbecaise it initiates thesensanakingprocess andorovides participants many
different entry points into examiningthe dita. During the projed | producd asepaste report
entitled Catdysisand provided itto the stering committeeand presented itto the sevice
providers and young adults at thebeginning of the sense naking sessionFor this dissetation

thatreport hes keen slightly reformatied and makes up thamajarity of this chapter.

There are amyriad of patterns that can emerge by comhining the verious cita colleded
fromthe Story Teller Profile and Questionsaboutthe Sory forms. For this projea | combined
and recomhined the data severa times andtook the liberty, with full knowledgefrom the
participants,to seéd the patterns that vere clear and glevant to thegroup. This neyotiation was
theresult of timeand persan-power constraints and was not the peferred method.Theoriginal
proposl was to have a small group of participants wak on the pitern development together, but
schedulesand imeframes eliminaed that opion. In addition to providing visual epresentations
(through graphsand charts) ofthe mtterns, | also provided somecontext for ead pattern and in

someareas proviced apossble intapretation @nd labeled it as sah). Again, ths padice was
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supporéd by the groupand it was clea to the group that the intgoretations were intended to
entice (or caalyze) further conversation. Thedistinctionis important becausel did notwant
them to eal thecatalysisand smply accept theinformation adi xper taraysis, which would
competely defeat the purpose. My interpretationwould bebased both onthe patternsthat were
emerging and my knowledge of the stories toldl facilitatedeadh AneadoteCircle and, pimarily
becaisewe did nothave abudggt, | transcribed all of therecorded staiesmyself. My familiarity
of the naterial was leveraged to providethe group an initial look at their data. In addition to the
interpretation, there are sedions wlere | included excerptsfrom the stoesthat ®rved as the

basis of my interpretation and lateled thosesedionsasiiln Their OwnWord s . 0

Patter nsby Participant

During the data collection presel conductedfour Aneaote Cicles, two br Sevice
Providers and twofor YoungAdults. Theinformation gathered from the Story Teller Prdile

forms ae summarized below for each group.
Service Providers

A total of fourteen Savice Providers participatedin two different aneadate circles.All of them
identified that they had dired sevice experience. Six of thefourteen saidthey had sugervisory
experience and twoof them hadexperience as adiredor. Services Providers were askedto
provide treir years of experiencein child welfare. Thefourteen Service Providers hed atotal of
201 years of experience between them.This chart showsthe numberof Sevice Providers by

Y eas of Experience
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Number of Service Providers
by Years of Experience
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Young Adults

There were twelve Y oung Adult participantsin two different aneadote circles. The Young
Adultsranged in age from 18-25. Only one Young Adult had noexperience in the Foster Care
system.While many of the Young Adults seved by the IROCK collaboration havebeen in

fostercare they aso serve youth whohave not keen in fostercare but are seenasfiat-r i s k. 0

Number of Young Adults by
Yearsin Foster Care

jilIE

Neverin FC Lessthanl 1-2years 2-5years Over5years
year
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Assessment of Need in the Community
ThelROCK collaboration focuses on sikey areas (Transporgétion, Housng, Empbyment,

Educaion, Mendl Health, and General Life Skills). Service Providers were askedto rate the
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level of need in eat category by spedfying if it applies to AlmostAll, A bout Half, or Only a
Few of the Young Adults they serve. Young Adults were asked to rate the level of asgstarce

they need in each category by specifying if they needed, A Lot of Help, A Little Help, OrNo

Help. Their ratings were converted into an average score (1 representing the lowest level of

need and 3representing the highestlevel of need). The graph below showstheresults.

Level of Need by Topic
3
2
2 /
S
= 2
o
. == Service Providers
o
E 15 .\ == Young Adults
3 " \l-\.
1
X
& S
& _F & & & o
& & N >
<& < K 6@{\?}
| nter pretation

Themoststriking pattern is the gap between the two groups, however, it would be
inappopriate tocompare the ével of need between the two goups lecausethe questions were
worded differently and that may explain thegap between themlt is interestingto nde that the
lines trend togetler. There appears to beagreement in taems of the oeral trend acrossall
domains with thexception of General Life Skills. From this geph Empbymentis the dorain
with the highest level of need followed by Education, Transporgtion and Housirg. The
narratives tdd by bothgroups suppded thesdrends.Many stories ncluded thenes of dfficulty

of findingwork, maintaining stable hasing, and lack of public transportation in thecommunity.
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Mental Hedth recaved arelatively low rating from bah groups havever many of the
stories told includd mendl health issues. Onepossble explaration for this contadiction could
bethat the gastion refers tothelevel of nead for YoungAdults. While afew of the stores
included thenes of mental health for Young Aduts, the najority of themental hedth references
in the storiesvere aboutbirth family members. In severa stories nental health issues of brth
family memtlers plyed a significant role in the Y oungAdults placementand/or housing
situation. Another explaretion could smply revolve aroundthe stgmaassociated with mental
hedth. People may interpret mental hedth to mean something diagnosdle versusemational
well-being.

General Life Skills was the onexception where the Service Providers and YoungAdults
diverged dgnificantly in their assessment dhe level of neal. Savice Providers seeafarly
high level of need and Y oungAdaults claim they neead very little help in this area. The Young
Adults storiecontradicted theirrating. Many of their stories expressed aneed for preparation
for adulthood,relationshp skills, navigation of public systems, et One explanation could be
that Service Providers have a fitaken-for-gran t emtbaning of theterm General Life Skills

whereas Young Adults may not be surewhat that term means.

Patternsin the Questionsabout the Story data (seeappendix F)

There were atotal of 65 stories collected. Savice Providers told 33 soriesand Young
Adults tdd 32.Thesstory-€liciting questions were similar for bothgroupsand the questons

aboutthestories vereidenticd.
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Stories by Story Eliciting Question

There were 5 stay dliciting questions foreach group. Thequestions were similar but waded
differently to make them relevant to each group. In addition there was time allotted for fiopen
stary tellingd where participantscould tell any stary they felt was relevant to the pocess.Some
of thesestorieswere caegorized by the groupand those tlat did n @ eny caegory remained
labeled as ffOpen Stories.0 Below is atableshowvingthe treakdown of staries by question (an

N/A means thet topicwas Not Asled of thet group).

Service Young
Story Eliciting Question Providers Adults
Working with Multiple Agenciesat the same tme 12 5
Turning Point/Stories | wo n f@rpget 7 10
Behavior to beModeled or Avoided 3 7
Open Stories 3 2
Small Gesture 4 N/A
What is the bggest gapin sevices N/A 4
Breaking Through Barriers 4 N/A
Reammmendations forafriend N/A 2
Things NoOne Is Talking About N/A 2
Total 33 32

Feelingsand Frequencywithin the Stories

During the Anecdote Cicles participantswere asked to ansver asaies of questons
aboutthestay they told to help snify what their stary means to themThe Questionsabout the
Story Form can be foundin Appendix F. Participants were askedto rate how they felt when they
told theirstary. This allows participantsto sef-signify their feelings assciated with the stary.
Thisis helgul becausefeelings can bedifficult to discern when reading just thetext of astary.
The graph below showsthe distribution ofedings &ross the stoes tdd by Service Providers

and Young Adults.
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When You Tell This Story How do You Feel About It?
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Thenext two charts combine thefeding data with the frequency question. For the
following charts thefeding data were comhined into generaly positve (hopeful, happy, and
excited) and generally negative (frustated, &d, supid, angy, and hopless). Participants were
askedto rate how frequently they find themselhes in stuations ike the stay they told. The
frequency question helps to identify patterns thet are happening regularly as opposed to issues
that may have been anomalous.While al experiences ae important, it is helgul to knowwhat
circumdances peple are experiencing on aregular basis. When examining changes toseavice
provision you want to make sureyou are making changes to legularly occurring patternsas
oppo=d to dewloping ashort tem drategy to deal with aone-off or unique sitation. Thefirst
chart shows thepattern for Young Adults and thesecond chart shows thepattern for the Service

Providers.
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Young Adults - Frequency and Feelings
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In general Service Providers toldmore posiive stories tlan theY oung Adults. Service
Providers desribed most of their circumgances asfiSomenvhat Commo nand their emational
tonewas fairly evenly distributed aaoss thereguency spectrum. Young Adultsalso desribed
mostof their circumdances asfiSomevhat Commo n .However, their negative stories tenad to
occur more frequently than their postive stores. When you combine thefilt Always Gaes this
Wayo and iiVery Commo n aategories the @rvice Providers and Youwng Adults have very

different patterns.When YoungAdults tdd staies that invéved very regularly occurring
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circumdances 83% ofthem were negative. When Service Providers told stories tlat involved
very regularly occurring circumgances 77% ofthem were posiive. To examine thesepatterns

moreclosdy we can look at samne extrads of the stores belav.

In Their Own Words - Looking Deeoer into Story Themes
There were atotal of 21 stories lakeled as filt Always Goes ThisWayoor — diyV
Commo n .The YoungAdults tdd 12 ofthesestories, 10 egative and 2posiive. Service
Providers tdd 9 of thesestories, 7 posive storiesand 2 regative. Three major themesemerged
for the Y oung Adults: Preparation for Adulthood, Comrmunity Suppat for YoungAdults
Leaving Care, and Family. For Service Providers two primary thenes energed:
CollabortionMWorking Together and Y outh Participation. Below are selected quotefrom each
grouporganized by theme.
Young Adult Themes
91 Preparation For Adulthood1 SelectedQuotes
o Althinkldi dnét real | y uptlabout6umpntha agd.mométd ur e
a different Sate and éarnedhow totake care of myself and Id i d nveanyhdpa
from aryore. | learned thatl am theonly onel cantrulydepen d on . 0
o AWhen | turned 18 Imoved in with somdriends thinking lcan do whateer |
want. However, | did n Gedlizewhat | was gtting myself into...I thinkit would be
helpful to have a better understanding d whatis needed when weeave foser

careand turn 18. 0
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Al wish soneonewould haveaughtmehow to actappropiiately, likkwh at 6 s
decent andwh a tindesent...I justthinkit wouldbe good iftheyprovidedyou

with somdraining on fow tointeract . 0

1 Community Suppats for YoungAdults Leaving FosterCarei Selected Quotes

(0]

Al fed liketherearend t lot af programs and fport for youth aging oubf
care..Unless you ae conneded with your bith famly, but most othetimethat6 s
prettydysi nct i onal . 0

Al think thereare alot of programs in Boiseet up to helpgople..Ilt 6 s | us't
matter of peoplelond know aboutthem.

A There is dways assitance outthereitd s | matiertof krowing howto work

the gystemand fndingthepr ogr ams . 0

A Tansportaionis lowsy here...Thebus systeronly runs uril 6 p m. 0

Al think unemployment is a big deal in Bois. 0

Al turned in eveaal applications to plaes and Ifollowed up wih thembut |

haven& heard anything back from aryone. 0

1 Familyi SelededQuoates

(0]

il amin themiddle of a turning pmt right nowand I do n kndw howthings are
goingto wak out. Mosty itd sy relationship vith mycurrent foster familyand
figuring out howthis relationship wil work aftergr aduat i ng. o
AVWhen | was put infostercare threyd i d eaéhimeabout elationships and

interacting with peopleyour onn age. 0
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o AOnething in paricular caught upwith meand Id i deaved think aboutit or
knowit waswrong. My family and Iwere doing alot of drugs.So, a lot obad
things vere hapgening around mend Id i dknodvit was bad lecauseeveryone
was doingt. 0

Service Provider T hemes
91 CollaborationMWorking Together 1 Selected Quotes

o MACollaboraing has felped us gain wareness ofall the work thais goingon in
the community...\We foundthat the Department of Labor has dot of history and
experience in theareaof employment. Sowe can leverage whatthey bring tothe
table with whatwe bring tothetable to sewe young aduts inthebest passible
way. 0

o AWhen | think about howall of us work togther (in thelROCKcollaboration)
what | hare noticed is how well we can get young [gople conrected to grvices
thattheyare éigible for basedon the elationshipswe have built in this
collaboration...l justhink the relationshipswe have built with each other eally
make a difference. 0

o Thisstory is notgoing sowell...Part ofthe poblem weare having is thatall of
the agencies involved areworking welltogether but his Mdicaid has leen
discontined...becausewe ca n Gettthe mpsourees and supporheis degrving of
weare starting atsquare om...Thehurdleis bureaucracy. 0

o Al was thinking about e young grson onmy caseload. He transitioned out of
foger care and weprovided somesavices for him but hefell through thecracks.

We were trying to et him on SSand for thatis a dauning pracess.So, having a
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contact rsonthere whoknew mewas greatl did n 6 veto Imae phonecalls
to peopld d i dkndviWe were able to gt services forhim.l co u | dhaved t
doneit withoutthat conact person at sdal security and the kelp of other

agencies woking together toget himhel p . o

1 YouthParticipationi SelectedQuotes

o Al haverun into this situation acouple of tmes when we hae lots of sevices and
collaboration around aoung adul, howeve, theyoung adultgetsto a point
when theyhave somelight attheend ofthetunnel and it scares then. So they
think, d e todrait anaher crime so | can bedetained longr and avoid gepping
through a door | anmotfamiliar with .E®en if that door is a letter placeitb s n o't
adoortreykn o w. 0O

o 1 TNereis a youngman thatl really like. I lovethis ki d but p wonot
him. Every timewetry to turn thediscussion taetting ajob or sonething like
that hechanges theconversationto Hadw aet he Cavia b b eafing @ 6t
becauseyou have this rdationship vith this yaing adult but dl that help ad

direction you wantto givehim hesimplywill notaccep t . 0
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Feelingsand the | mpact of the Storieson Others

Participants were askedto lakel what impact they hopetheir stary will have on othes.
They could choosdérom thefollowingitems:

A | hopethis gory informs people.

po]

I hope this story mativates peple tochange.

p>]

| hopethis gory will help people ®e things from adifferent pespedive
A | hope this dory highlights an issu¢hat nobaly seemsto betalking about.

A | hopethis gory (pleasefill in)

Thepurposeof this quesion was to providethe staoy teller theoppatunity to 9gnify what type
of impad they would like their stary to haveon ahers. Thechart below summarizes the @tafor

both groups.The storiesare grouped by their emotional tone(Positive, Negative, and Neutral).

What Impact Do You Want Your Story To Have On Others?
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o see from a
Motivat I Highlight
Toinform SLEEL DR different All of the Above Other e
to change issue
perspective
W Positive 16 10 5 2 2
Negative 10 7 9 1 1

W Neutral 1

This chart shows the g ority of thestories beng tdd in three of thesewen caegories. About
41%of the stores tdd weretold for the intentfiTo Infform o evst Within this ctegory, 16
stories lad postive fedings assciated with them, 10 rad negative fedings asscated with them,
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and 1 was cansidered neutral. The category fiMotivates People to Clanged madeup about 26%
of the stores. In thatcategory there were 10 positve stories and 7 regative stories.And finally,
the caegory fiTo Help People Seerlhings from a Different Perspedived was madeup of about
22%o0f the stores. In that category there were 5 positve storiesand 9 regative stories.Itis
interestingto nae thswasthe ony category where morenegative storieswere told than positive

stories.The next two charts show theletails forthesetop three categories broken outby Young

Adults and Service Providers.
Young Adults - What Impact Do You Want Your Story
To Have On Others?
9
- 8
2 7
S 6
5 5
R
g 2
z 1 :-
0
To inform Motivates people to change e
perspective
W Positive 5 5 2
Negative 8 5 5
W Neutral 1

12

Number of Stories

[ T = e

Service Providers - What Impact Do You Want Your Story
To Have On Others?

To inform

dﬂ

Motivates people to change

To see from a different
perspective

W Positive

11

5

3

Negative

2

2

a

| nter pretation

Open Source Evaluation| 102




Themostcommon caegory was Tdiinfor mwhich also semed tobe the fisafes t 0
caegory, akind of catch-all for both groupsThis ategory included many morenegative stories
for Young Adults thanfor Sevice Providers. When Service Providers are telling storiesfito
inform 0 eyt ate overwhelmingly postive. This patten is different for Y oungAdults. When they
aretelling storiesfito inform 0 eyt tdhd morenegative stories tlan pasitive stores.

However, when Young Adultsand Service Providers are talking about héping othasto se
things from a diferent perspedive they both pimarily had a negative feeling associated with
those stoes.

In Their Own Words - Looking Deeer into Story Themes

As mentioned ealier thefiTo Informo category seemed to beacachall category for both
groups.The themes within thestoriesin this ategay were very divergent. For the otler two
caegories (Motivates People to Clange, and See Things from a Different Perspedive) the
patternswere morepointed and detectable. Below are somethemes thaemerged for Y oung
Adults and Service Providers acrossthose twacaegories.

Young Adult Themes
1 Motivates People to Clangei Seleded Quotes
o A last year was probally the craziest year of mylife. | had donesame hard core
drugs, petty much been whereve | wanted to ke, doingwhatever | wanted to do.
And this yar | got buséd for committing somecrimes thatl thoughtwouldn@
catch up wih nme...If you get afelony people dord look atyou the sam Luckily,
| got wo miscemeanors and thatvas a turningpointin mylife.l amnot m&ing

the sane mistekes and supid desisions that Imadein thepas t . 0
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o AOneday, about aweek after my birthdaya poilce officer came to my school and
| thought he was going to ast somebodybecause a lot of peoplewere doing
drugs.But, hecameup to meand tdd meto gointo hs car... o days later | was
being charged with 12felonies...lended upnot listening to mytherapig, not
following throughwith probation, and | spnt a coupleof days in jdl...I have
been through a lobf hard $uff and mysocialworker was always thereup to bat
for me. | had a lotof help andeventudly | startedto listen to mycounslor and
following throughwith my probation andhings sarted getti ng bet t er . 0

o Ald eknownmy socialworker since | was 16.She pushed meto leave a guy | was
dating who is now deabecauseof drugs andalcohol. She puséd meto finish
high shoolwhen | was two months pregnant. Stae beaggressve butthere is
justsonething about her grsondity. 0

1 Help People SeelhingsfromaDifferent Perspedivei Selected Quotes

o AOneofthethings | really like about stéf at Caseyis they treat uswith resgea

and weare part of the dedsion m&ing process.Whatwe thinkand wantis
valued in the wayheytalk to us anccommunicatewith us, or ne. | don& wantto
speak or ot hers. o

o Al hada case woker just recently help meto seethatthis guyl was datingvas a
dowchebag. Serioudly, shedid everything to show m..And, sheven voluntesred

to get thecase fiks rom thecourt (sincehewas asex predator) so I could

actually hear whatthevictims had tesayabout him. 0
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AMy foger families never did teach meabout dher people. Theysimplylaid down
rules for meo follow. | neve really learnedhowto interact with other ople
until |l turned 18.0

A kst month myent wasdue. | get ETVG fromHealth and Welfare and theypay
myrent. There is a rew property management companyat myapartments. The
new mana@r had mycheck on her desk but shedid n Knowit was for ne. So, |
got acall sayingmy rentwas 2weels pastdue.Iwa s n 6t scalfoewhatho t o
to do so Icalled mycase worker. Shehelped straghten it dl out. So, Ittle
mistekes hap@n butit becomes a praess beause thereare sveral people
involved . 0O

Al was presribedmedication for depression.When | talked with mysocal
worker abouttaking themeadication shesaid | didré need to be on thatt
confused meand male me feel badfor taking the medication.l wish she would
have justkept her opinon to herglf. Things were working wellfor me. 0

AMy turning pointwasexactly on mybirthday. Thatwas theday| went into foger
care. It was justafter my mother pas®d away...If | would havestayed with my
moml would have ended up ike mybrother who has leen in jail for 9 years.

It was bad athebeginning, olvioudy, becauseof depresson, | just lost
sonebodyl loved and Idi d n &eta dad.hadmired mymom. When | turned 16

| realized it was atually a good turning poinin mylif e . 0

AGoing irto foder carew a s n 0 texpaiende;at @ctually freed mefrom my
abusve stegp-dad.He was put in prisorwhere heshould ke. After all that|

thoughtlife was ging toget better.But recently myhusband had ancaident
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and almost died..thoughtwhydid God dathis tome? Why does he t&ke me
from a tell of a childhoodtakes meto a beter life andthen just taks my
husband aay? My prayers were ansvered whenhe (myhusbarml) woke up and

heis now almost 10. 0

Service Provider T hemes

1 Motivates People to Clangei Seleded Quotes

(0]

Al have a young adultthat| justreceived from te Department. He just
emarctipated from fosteicare and hewas adamat that he didié wantto have any
involvement with sewices. | kept attending his planimg medings...Heturned 18
and was dropped off atsheler. Hefinally called and wanted to pubgether a
service plan...I thinkjust continually being there to let them knowthat when they
are readywewill be trere. 0

AOneof thefirst people I met when | stareed waker for this agency was ayoung
man thatust gaduated.Right afer high hoolwegot im into Job Corps and
hedid really well...Hebegan to sufer frommental health issues...Hewas
honeless for nineanonths letween the timehewent to a skelter and we were able
to get him on disabilty...During thattime| would check on him two or threetimes
per week Through thisexperience | grew as mch as probaby hedid just by
sea@ng what he wat through andwalking in lisworld a little bit.o

Al had a youththat had cone to meatfter dropping out ofhigh <hool. At first he
wanted to gt his GED, butthen hechanged hismind andwanted to gt backinto

an akernative high shool...I went to Is graduadion and his motér came up to
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meand saidthathewould havenever graduatedif it were notfor this program.
So, thatwvas kindofagod war m fuzzy. o

o fAWe have a young marthat came through fostercare and aged out. This kid has
somedisabiities and we signed him upttvivoc rehab butthatwas abouta 3-4
month wating list. Sowe went to LDS employment sewices..He s thriving there
andeveyone loves him.It&s shortterm i 3-6 maiths.But, | thinkit will lead into
someother stdif for him and hecan atleast add thato his experience. 0

o Al amat aloss..What dowedo for thesekids to get them invested in tleir own
future? When themotivatio n i sreit® s fiddifh.. kG heartbreaki n g . 0

1 Help People Seelhings from aDifferent Perspedivei Selected Quotes

o fAWehad a dy treatment program.We also ran a parent saport group.l had a
parent who thanled us.They really felt validated. Even thoughwe were part of
the department they appreaated ourwork with then. Thatfelt really good
becauseas partof thedepartment you vere not always thought overy highly by
parents, esgdally when doing child protetion. So, thatwas a &€d good morent.

o Ml hada stuentthatwasworking throughdrugasn d al coh ol Il ssues a
have health insurane...He went and gotMedicare and unfortinately the
treatrent center woudnd take him kecausehe was unaer 18 and his mother
wo u | dgn &consex form for hm, shewas an additto0.So,t6 s good t hat
took it upon imself to m&e thosecharges, but bad bcausehed i d mtéhe g
treatrent that he eeded.o

o fil amcurrently having ahard timeconreding with a youth.\We kept working

with him and héept saying hel i d ed t uYBu havemd doneanything forme
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