ATPS Lecture notes, week 1
Winter 2011

put up posters from fall quarter

6:00pm
Matt, Kelly, Colin--- lead announcements

6:15pm
ask students to turn in HSRs

6:30pm
Ask if they have any questions about syllabus--- remind them that they are expected to bring 3 questions about the readings to seminar---

6:45pm
Send around Capstone sign-up sheet, field any questions people have about Capstone. --explain the benefits of advocacy research through the community toolbox model--- Teresa Mosqueda created a community toolbox about walkable communities as her Capstone project for the Department of Health--
Students must complete a minimum of 40 credits before taking Capstone & successfully complete fall & winter quarters of 2nd year core.  Need 60 credits to graduate: core= 36 credits, electives=24 credits. 

BREAK

7:00pm
Refer to posters around room, ask if this is data? why or why not?--- how many of you don’t know? --- good! ---I would rather follow a leader who is willing to admit they don’t know but are willing to learn---- 

Is it information? why or why not? how do we make it information?

If you were a faculty member, would you make a curricular decision based upon this “information”? why or why not?

These are the two key take-aways I hope you get from this quarter: 1) healthy skepticism of what is data & information and where it came from/how it was analyzed and portrayed, 2) recognizing the process of how data moves to information and decision. What is lost and gained in translation and how the researcher often does not have control over how their information is used.

We started down this path last quarter with the film “Day After Trinity” and the book “Freakonomics.”     

For me these resources from last quarter were very poignant reminders to be skeptical of research and to be mindful of how data and information are moved to decision. But even more than that, they connect beautifully to your readings for this week about advocacy research and the politicization of science. 

Who can explain the connection?   

So what is advocacy research?---- it is probably what you actually read about the most last year where you studied civic engagement and public participation.

ask them---- then just touch on points they skirt around

What is action research then? (White)

Action Research (A Design, Not a Specific Tool)

First used in 1948 by Kurt Lewin as a way to solve practical problems in social groups. Four steps: planning, executing, reconnaissance, and evaluating. This is applied research. Lewin was convinced that social science could strengthen democracy. Using induction (small to big- that lady with glasses was mean to me, all ladies with glasses are mean) based upon his experiences with Nazi persecution, he looked at how democracy can disappear under the influence of a powerful leader. He used action research to make sure it would not happen again. Action research focuses on increasing understanding about a social problem in order to achieve real change.

5 models linked to action research: traditional action research, participatory action research, empowerment research, and feminist research. PAR= research, education, action. Participants bring about change themselves by being active in the research process.

Action research: Can be used for needs assessment or program evaluation.
 
Advocacy Research (A Design, Not a Specific Tool--can use any method for this)

How is advocacy research different from action research? Action research is based on a strength model (look for what works) while advocacy research is based on a deficit model (what is wrong). Action research focuses on how to deliver services/solutions while advocacy research is typically problem based- doesn't necessarily move to solution- not service focused. Advocacy research is one way to give an issue legs- keep a story going. It is defined by the initiator, this is not usually the researcher but it could be- the researcher is de-centered in advocacy research (similar to action research or community based research).

Advocacy is active promotion of a cause or principle. Your research will stand you in good stead when it comes time to reinforce your passion with evidence.

Some examples may help clarify just what advocacy is:

• You join a group that helps build houses for the poor--that's wonderful, but it's not advocacy (it's a service).

• You organize and agitate to get a proportion of apartments in a new development designated as low to moderate income housing--that's advocacy.

Regardless of what your effort is aimed at, you'll need information before you can do anything else. 

• Research gives your advocacy substance . Your research adds facts to your belief and passion. IMPORTANT TO PRESENT BOTH SIDES. Research can short-circuit the opposition . If you've done careful research not only on your own position, but on the opposition's position as well, you'll have the information to answer their charges and questions, and either to disprove their claims, or to make reasonable and logical arguments for the soundness of your position over theirs.

• Research gives you new information to help make your case . Often, your research will turn up powerful information on your side that even you didn't know about. It will also help you determine how much funding is needed, approximately how long it will take to see results, and the likely consequences of doing nothing.

• Research can show you what's most likely to address your issue successfully . As an advocate, you have to know exactly what to advocate for . What have others done that's worked? 

• Research can confirm what you were already sure of . You may "know" that you're right about a particular issue, but it brings a great deal more security to be able to say that all the experts in the field agree with you, or that studies have shown that what you're advocating for works really well.

• Research allows you to make cost-benefit arguments . 

• Research gives you credibility . If you do your research well, it identifies you as a serious advocate who does the groundwork before you try to convince people of your position. It will make people more willing to listen to you, and to believe what they hear.
 
Research is especially helpful in certain situations:

• When you're trying to get legislation passed, or put new policies in place.

• When you want to make the community aware of an issue.

• When necessary services or innocent groups of people are under attack.

• When officials are corrupt.

• When the government or others are lying to the public.

• When you're trying to prevent harm to the public.

• When you want to further the public interest. 

So what is feminist research? Would it fall under the umbrella of action or advocacy research? = likely action. BUT THERE IS NO SUCH THING AS ONE FEMINISM. You must put a descriptor in front of it. This is where Babbie ticks me off.

This is where we return to our paradigms and which paradigms inform which research paths. Feminism and action research stems from the critical paradigm. Advocacy research and structural functionalism is more about assessing what is wrong= interpretive paradigm. 

However, I am leery of advocacy research---- “to be absolutely certain is to be absolutely wrong at the top of one’s voice.” 

Use vaccines and autism as an example--- California is leading the nation right now in children with whooping cough (that kids can and have died from) and one of the leading reasons is because parents are not vaccinating their kids. NOTE MY DRAMATIC USE OF THE WORDS “CHILDREN COULD DIE!” THIS IS A COMMON THEM I HEAR WHEN PEOPLE ARE TRYING TO MAKE THEIR CASE……. PEOPLE COULD DIE! Anyway, arguably one reason parents aren’t vaccinating their kids from whooping cough is because of advocacy research conducted a couple years ago that linked childhood vaccines to autism. This research has dramatically impacted non-profit health clinics and state social services who receive funding for vaccines and who are therefore required to do education and outreach about the benefits of vaccines. 

Well, guess what? It looks like that research may be fraudulent. Show video:  http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/40930256/ns/health-mental_health/?GT1=43001 

All of your readings for this week focus on this point: how do you, a researcher and public administrator, move through a problem to decision? In the example I just showed you, public health decisions and parenting decisions were made based upon one study. 

I would offer two ways to think about this and identify how you may move through a problem to decision: 1) how you frame power dynamics, and 2) how you reason out a problem.  

Write elitism and pluralism on board---explain--- 
Elitism: Floyd Hunter 1953. He examined power in the city of Atlanta, Georgia. He created lists of economic notables presumed to have power in community affairs, local volunteers then gave each name a leadership rank based upon their reputation, then 40 people from the list of 175 names of the power elite volunteered to be interviewed. These interviews revealed power by association with other elites. Basically, that there where power clusters across Atlanta and that these people were elites because they could make decision cut off from the masses. There was no one ruler, but there were cliques of power and these cliques were usually due to property ownership. He conducted the study again in 1968 in Oakland, California and found the same thing.  
Critique of Elitism: suggests that even though the community knows of the power elite, they do not challenge them. That the community is maintained by the many, but changed by the few. Hunter attached power to sources that appeared to be consistent (financial or reputation), but status is not the equivalent of power. 
Pluralism: Robert Dahl 1956. He examined three issue areas in New Haven, Connecticut: political nominations, urban redevelopment, and public education. He found that power was widely scattered amongst the masses; power comes through resources & everyone has at least some resources. These resources can be money, access to decision makers, sheer numbers of people, a collective cause, and voice.  Potential power exceeds actual power and no one is all powerful since everyone has at least some resources.   
Critique of Pluralism: majority interests will still rise to the top, individual rationality can lead to collective irrationality. 

Arguably, advocacy research buys in to the pluralism model= that their voices have power that allows them to be advocates. 

However, their crutch is elitism. If they didn’t have this conspiracy of elites to agitate against, they would not have a foundation for their advocacy. I actually appreciate it when researchers are explicit about how they are framing power dynamics like the Lambright article did: “Government & Science.” He made it pretty clear what he was advocating for and against. 

But once you frame the power dynamics of a problem, how do you reason through it to get to a decision?  

White offered you a good framework for his explanations of reasoning in chapter 4. Building on what you already read, here are the key paths of reasoning or forms of decision-making I see in public service:

Rational Model of decision making (positivism): relies on concepts from economics and psychology. An individual makes a rational decision by assessing all of the alternatives known to them and selecting the one decision that will maximize his or her utility (value) and maximize the attainment of objectives. It’s the teeter-totter model of decision making: we’re going to assess the costs and benefits of the options available. This assumes that perfect information is available to the decision maker, all alternatives available have one and only one clear meaning, and that all alternatives have a common denominator to be weighed against each other. Assumes an objective, market, model of society and a closed environment for decisions to keep chaos and politics out.---see classic PA theorists such as Herbert Simon, Frederick Taylor, Luther Gulick, Max Weber, Charles Goodnow.

Incremental Model of decision making (interpretive/ hermeneutics): groups of decision makers formulate small goals and consider only a limited number of options. A decision is rarely, if ever, made from scratch. Start from current situation and small changes are more likely than dramatic or revolutionary changes. Favors status quo over radical change because small changes are always possible at the margin. Favors the power of communication through argumentation due to the intersubjective meanings and understandings of options available to decision makers. Consensus may only be reached through the better argument and clear understanding of meanings and consequences. ---see theorists such as Charles Lindbloom and Jurgen Habermas. 

Polis Model of decision making (critical): Assumes politics and values are inherent in decision making within any community or organization and can allow for an open and creative process. Recognizes the impacts of group dynamics on options available to decision makers and their how webs of associations exist in tandem with loyalties to their own interests and that of the public. Does not see objectivity as desirable in decision making: process of persuasion through the struggle over ideas. Decisions are not made in a vacuum and there are multiple streams of agendas and decisions flowing simultaneously.  ---see Deborah Stone, John Kingdon, Mary Parker Follet

    

If I think about the Lambright article for tonight about the politicization of science and the Brooks article for tonight about how government funding of non-profits does not seem to encourage or discourage private donations, I come up with two questions I’d like to you explore in seminar: should government, at all levels, get out of the business of funding and supporting advocacy research? In turn, should government stop funding non-profits in order to encourage private giving?     

END BY 8:00PM

BREAK

SEMINAR
