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Presentation Notes
I know I the workshop schedule it said “The story that emerged,” but I wanted to change it to “a” story.  What I want to work on—or through—with you today is a version of this whole AANAPISI experience.  I tend to see it from the Institutional Research perspective, but I was also an ESL teacher for almost 15 years prior to moving into research.  This experience has been eye-opening, to say the least.  Having said that, I want to say up front that although I have been working on this for 3 years, I do not consider myself an expert—not by a long shot.  I’m sharing what I consider to be interesting pieces, pieces that I’m still struggling to try to find connections between. And I’m excited to be able to try to figure out some useful connections to pursue next with all of you, and hopefully to make some connections with people in this room—because this is great work, and I believe deeply that it will make a difference.



Three Evaluation Threads
 Disaggregated Data
 Privileging Legacy Outcome Variables
 Is Everything Alright?



Disaggregated Data
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Presentation Notes
Deal with the data disaggregation thread first.

Right now, there’s basically one aggregate category that we use for reporting in WA.  As you can see, it includes Asian, Pacific Islander, and Hawaiian. 




Disaggregated Data
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It spans the range of 70 different census race/ethnic codes.  They won’t even fit on this slide.  

So we’re missing valuable information.  We know this is a problem. It’s political.  It’s logistic problem. There’s the problem of “small N” at the local level.  There’s the collection problem at the local level.  There’s work being done—the problem is that of mustering of will—usually it’s done with research backing up a political claim.  There’s not much research here because there’s no disaggregated data to base it on.  

So the aggregate data problem prevents explorations by researchers into the nature of problems for AAPIs during their educational experiences, and the “problem-based orientation of higher education research requires a developed understanding of validated problems to justify work” (Museus, 2013). Circular problem—I’m not going to say much more about this thread. 

I will say there are good people working on it.  There’s CARE, the iCount initiative, and I know there’s concern at the White House—starting at least 3 years ago.



Questions on Disaggregation?
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Any questions or comments on disaggregation stuff before we move on to the second thread--Privileging Legacy Outcome Variables.  Has anyone had conversations about this?  Any news that you think this group of interested evaluators would be interested to hear? 



Model Minority Myth
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One of the reasons model minority myth persists is because the aggregate, and thus flawed, demographic category ‘Asian’ the most successful demographic when the criteria are limited to legacy outcome variables.

It has been identified as a problematic narrative that maintains the status quo by portraying AAPIs as universally successful and problem-free.

Researchers have done a good job problematizing this.  



Privileging Legacy Variables
Used to be the “Access Agenda”

Now it’s the “Completion Agenda”
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Back in the 1990s and 2000s, we were talking about the “Access Agenda.”  Access is still a part of most community college missions, but now we’re all about completions.  And the Completion agenda means looking at course completion data (grades, pass rates), retention, and degree completion rates. These are the legacy variables. Good grades? Persisting from quarter to quarter? Finishing the degree?  Then everything must be perfect!



Alternative Variables for AAPI 
College Students

 Chang, et al (2010)—Shared Agency
 Stephens, et al (2012)—Norm of Independence
 Bahrassa, et al (2011)—Family Conflict
 Lundberg, et al. (2004)—Student-Faculty Support
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Chang, et al:  
Asian American youth reported higher levels of non-shared agency with parents (i.e., parental directing and noninvolvement), lower levels of shared agency (i.e., parental accommodation, support, or collaboration), and poorer college adjustment compared to European Americans. 
Results suggest that parents continue to be important in the education of older youth but that continued directing of youth’s education in college can be maladaptive.  

Stephens, et al: 
First, assessing university cultural norms, surveys of university administrators revealed that American universities focus primarily on norms of independence. 
Second, identifying the hypothesized cultural mismatch, a longitudinal survey revealed that universities' focus on independence does not match first-generation students' relatively interdependent motives for attending college and that this cultural mismatch is associated with lower grades for first generation students.  
Representing the university culture in terms of independence (i.e., paving one's own paths) rendered academic tasks difficult and, thereby, undermined first-generation students' performance. 
Conversely, representing the university culture in terms of interdependence (i.e., being part of a community) reduced this sense of difficulty and eliminated the performance gap without adverse consequences for continuing-generation students. 
These studies address the urgent need to recognize cultural obstacles that contribute to the social class achievement gap and to develop interventions to address them.

Bahrassa, et al:  
Results indicate that higher family conflict prior to college was related to lower first-semester college GPA, after controlling for standardized test scores and high school rank. 
In terms of protective factors, the results indicate that life satisfaction buffered the negative effects of family conflict on first-semester college GPA. 
Findings support the need to take into account family variables and psychological well-being in the academic performance of Asian American students.

Lundberg, et al: 
For Asian students, a strong correlation between engagement and interaction with faculty—students felt most engaged when they had regular contact with and feedback from faculty.  
Interaction with peers and perceived academic challenge were less strongly correlated  with outcomes (grades, retenetion) than for other groups of students (e.g., Blacks). 





VOICES
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Those are the kinds of research questions that are out there—when we realize the model minority myth makes invisible the problems of AAPI students. From an evaluation perspective, knowing that is frustrating because it’s exacerbated by the fact that both the categorical data—looking at “Asians”—and the outcome data—grades and graduation rates—combine to reinforce it.  It is a great example of what Charles Tilly called a “durable inequality.” 

Here at South Seattle, we ran a program called VOICES for 3 years that included professional development for opt-in participants.  These mainly focused on cultural competency and teacher identity.  In collaboration with the AANAPISI grant team, new courses and revised curricula were developed to address AAPI success.  Initially, these were assessed using just legacy outcome variables of grades and retention.  We didn’t see much difference was being made after a year of evaluating it in this way.



Student Engagement
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After the 2nd year, we conferred with our colleagues at PEER (partnership for equity in education research), the first group of AANAPISI grant recipients, and realized that we needed to measure student engagement as a mediating construct in the model:  why would we expect students to do better on outcomes if they were not differentially engaged with the new curricula?  It was during the development process of this evaluation that I began to realize that privileged legacy variables weren’t going to tell a story—they didn’t represent what was going on under the surface.



Cultural Specialists
& Guests
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At the same time, in the 3rd year of the program, the focus of the professional development shifted.  We still included a module on cultural competency and teacher identity, but added modules from South’s Samoan and Khmai cultural specialists.  The cultural specialists had two major roles. 1) to coach participants in learning about and understanding students from those backgrounds; and 2) evaluating the interventions proposed by the participants.



Difficult Conversations
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After the initial 3 day training, participants reflected on their practice, and wrote up proposals that they would introduce into their areas of practice as pilots to improve outcomes for API students. Over the course of the quarter, participants also received two follow-up trainings that focused primarily on pedagogical techniques that would allow for diverse student voices to emerge in any kind of classroom; this was titled “having difficult conversations.” 

One of the interesting themes that emerged from the initial training, follow-up pedagogical workshops, and interventions was the relationship of trauma to participation.  Trauma was related to many subjects: colonialism, genocide, racism.  These concepts have historical roots, yet students undoubtedly carry the weight of them into the classroom and throughout their lives.



Student Engagement
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Remember how back here we said that we needed to measure student engagement as a mediating construct in the model?  Where we asked “why would we expect students to do better on outcomes if they were not differentially engaged with the new curricula?”



Five Dimensions of 
Engagement
 Cognitive Engagement
 Behavioral Engagement 
 Teacher Press
 Student-Faculty Interactions
 Academic Resilience
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As luck would have it, the survey instrument suggested for use by our colleagues at PEER included a scale on resilience. In the year that has passed since 3rd VOICES training, I’ve been able to do a good deal of research on trauma and resilience. It is this research that I want to talk about as it relates to both future research on underserved API students and as it relates to the privileging of legacy data.
Here are the five dimensions of Engagement we tested.    

Two of these dimensions suggested important differences for students in Voices interventions:  Behavioral Engagement and Academic Resilience

Behavioral Engagement included items like: “I paid attention in my classes” “If I didn’t understand something in a class, I asked questions” “I finished the coursework assigned to me in my class”

Academic Resilience included items like: “I am a self-reliant person”  “I know how to get the help I need” “I can handle difficult situations at school”

Note: For later, keep in mind that Teacher Press is not a significantly differential dimension when applied to VOICES vs non-VOICES students.



Behavioral Engagement 
VOICES vs. non-VOICES
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P=.022, d=.58, medium



Academic Resilience
Repeated Measures
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Here you can see the nature of the growth—the slope of the line for AAPI students is significant, remember—it’s easy to see here. A paired-samples t-test was conducted to compare resilience in pre- and post-test factor scores for AAPI and non-AAPI students in VOICES instructor classes.  For non-AAPI students, there was not a significant difference between pre- and post-test resilience scores. There was a significant difference in the resilience scores for pre-test (M=38.47, SD=3.42) and post-test (M=39.65, SD=4.60) conditions for AAPI students; t(48)=2.23, p<.05, CI.95 -2.25, -.116.  Therefore, we reject the null hypothesis that there is no difference in resilience scores between pre- and post-tests.  Further, Cohen’s effect size value (d=.291) suggested a small but significant effect. 




Questions on Disaggregation?
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Any questions or comments on VOICES or our engagement measures stuff before we move on to the third thread—Is Everything Alright?

I wanted to also ask here—if you could take a moment to reflect—if you have something to write with, please write.  What resonates with you? Do you measure engagement at your institution?  Can you think of any strategies to affect the “durable inequalities” imposed by aggregate categorical data and legacy outcome variables?  How does evaluation relate to difficult conversations?  In other words, is there an ethical role of evaluators to look for measures that may be critical of current structures?  Why do you think resilience would increase for students in a class designed to include them?  What kinds of professional development experiences have you had—what elements were impactful and sustainable; which were fleeting and incongruent? 



Connecting Evaluation to 
Engagement, Trauma, and 
Resilience
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*DISCLAIMER HERE*

The last thread asks, “Is everything alright?”  I want to start with that question, because it’s the one that’s constantly on my mind these days.  Let me read you briefly a paragraph about trauma:

“One does not have to be a combat soldier, or visit a refugee camp in Syria or the Congo to encounter trauma.  Trauma happens to us, our friends, our families, and our neighbors. Research by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention has shown that one in five Americans was sexually molested as a child; one if four was beaten by a parent to the point of a mark being left on their body; and one in three couples engages in physical violence.  A quarter of us grew up with alcoholic relatives, and one out of eight witnessed their mother being beaten or hit.”

Draw the threads together of engagement, cultural competence (from VOICES) and resilience. 

Then move into an activity where we can discuss resilience in the context of trauma.

Engagement + Safe Classroom + Difficult Conversations + Compassion (the notion of Bids—Gottman) + the role of Culture = What to Measure—beyond the Privileged Legacy Outcomes?

ACES report slides go after this.  

PSYC 200 Focus Group Findings

PEER data slides go last.



Adverse Childhood 
Experiences
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The prevalence of ACEs has been described by Rob Anda as a “chronic public health disaster.” (Anda and Brown, 2010)  The numbers are telling:  50-60% of the adult population in the US experience ACEs, and of those 6-10% experience chronic post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD; Meichenbaum, 2005).  



Toxic Stress & Learning

http://youtu.be/c-2DqnXr8Oc

 Affects brain development
 Affects executive functioning
 Affects stress hormone levels
 Adverse effects on physiology means 

adverse effects on health and behavior
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ACEs negatively affect psychological and physical health.  New research on brain development suggests that experiences early in life are “imbedded biologically,” which is to say that those early experiences can affect the way the brain develops physiologically.  Shonkoff (2012) describes how executive function and self-regulatory skills are closely related to the healthy development of the pre-frontal cortex.  This means that an adult’s ability to focus and shift attention, working memory, and their ability to control anti-social behaviors, are directly related to this brain development that “starts in infancy and extends into the beginning of adulthood.”  Furthermore, because the pre-frontal cortex is broadly connected to structures in the brain that regulate stress and threat, such as the amygdala, the ability of a person to develop executive function and self-regulation both depends on and is affected by their ability to manage strong emotions. (Fox, Levitt, & Nelson, 2010)

The toxic stress environments that ACEs contribute to are extensively connected to developmental impediments.  The psychological effects include “fear and anxiety, maladaptive social adjustment, disruptive behaviors, impairments in executive functioning, and a range of other difficulties that are often categorized rather loosely as socio-emotional problems or mental health disorders.” (Shonkoff, p. 17302)  Moreover, repeated exposure in the form of toxic stress has a cumulative effect that can further compromise executive function and self-regulation.  Thus, toxic stress can also lead to “structural or functional disruptions” that have negative physiological effects, including “alterations in immune function and measurable increases inflammatory markers that are associated with poor health outcomes as diverse as cardiovascular disease, viral hepatitis, liver cancer, asthma, COPD, autoimmune diseases, poor dental health, and depression.” (ibid, p. 17303).  In other words, when young people experience ACEs, there is increased risk of both psychological and physical damage that is cumulative in nature.

http://youtu.be/c-2DqnXr8Oc


Resilience: The Antidote
Social & Emotional Support
Sense of Mastery
Hope for the Future
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The good news is that research on adult brain plasticity (neuroplasticity—the idea that the brain can change neural pathways and adapt to trauma) gives hope that mitigation of ACEs and their effects can be beneficial and help “turn around” people suffering the negative effects of toxic stress. (Shonkoff, p. 17305)  Generally, there are three resilience “antidotes” to ACEs and toxic stress that are recognized as improving outcomes by fostering resilience:  (1) social and emotional support, (2) a sense of mastery (through problem solving), and (3) hope for the future. (Longhi, 2010)  Madsen and Abell (2010) found similar protective factors—supportive relationships, problem solving, and optimism.



Risk-Resource Relationship
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The risk factors also extend beyond developmental problems, to include behavioral, health, economic, and, as we will see, educational problems. Masten highlights the importance of considering resilience as a resource, as well, that is typically inverse to risk (see Figure 2).  In other words, “most risk gradients can be inverted to create an ‘asset’ or ‘resource’ gradient showing that high levels of assets are associated with better outcomes.” (p. 228)  Put in the context of the protective factors discussed above, a person with less hope for the future would have higher risk of developing poor health outcomes, for example.  Conversely, an example would be a person with more mastery ‘assets’ would be at less risk of poor economic outcomes.  The accumulation of assets, as well as the accumulation of risk factors, tends to maintain a linear, inverse relationship: more risk, less resources; less resources, more risk. From a policy standpoint, this allows stakeholders to operationalize resilience through the realization that adding resources and mitigating risk both move the bar in the right direction for improving lifespan outcomes.



Risk is Real
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In addition to the ways discussed above (shared agency, norms of independence, and family conflict), it’s important to also know that the risks are real.  These are older statistics, but I’m actually trying to make a point.  GPA and what’s in the news, it obscures data like this.  But this is what’s going on in our schools.  I’ll just leave it at that.



Evaluation Findings 2012-2014



Focus Groups
Safe classroom spaces
A first-time feeling of empowerment
Making diverse connections
Seeing my culture represented
The reciprocal nature of 

compassion



Interview Data: 
Emergent Themes
1. Active Outreach
2. Persistent Outreach
3. Authenticity
4. Explicit Instruction on Agency
5. Cultural Inclusion & Validation
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Interview Themes—
Active Outreach—One of the main themes in the interview data is of teachers learning the importance of actively reaching out to students—you can’t wait, or worse, expect, them to come to you—based on a norm of what “should” happen.  Here’s what one teacher noticed:  “Saying, “Come to me, I am here, here’s my office. I am here for you.” That doesn’t work with AANAPISI students. What works is me going out to them. That was the big shift.”  Another example, based on information from a Voices reading:  “I decided that okay I’m going to do my advising in a way that I actually go into the classroom and meet the students and facilitate I within their classroom.  Instead of waiting for them to come into my office ‘cause that’s not going to happen.”  
Persistence—Persistent intervention is a key to increased self-efficacy and resilience.  Here’s what a VOICES faculty member reported:  “A number of students said that if we/I hadn’t been so persistent in encouraging them to continue w/ their education the following quarter, they probably would not have enrolled in the subsequent quarter.”  
Authenticity—Authentic interactions were called out in interviews regularly.  This was also a theme in our VOICES training piece on “Difficult Conversations.”  One of the points was, it’s hard for people to be the first to open up and be “real” or authentic, especially about subjects that are emotional or contentious. One teacher noted:  “Yes I brought in more material, yes I, I’m trying to connect with my students, um, but it’s my own personal shift that that’s affected my human interaction with them.”  Another instructor summed up the approach:  “Treat people like people.”  This can be connected to Active Outreach, too—sometimes it’s difficult to offer help if you’ve got a hunch it’s needed, because of perceived boundaries:  one faculty said, “I didn’t want to overstep my boundary, but ultimately reached out.  The student was very thankful.” 
Explicit Instruction on Agency—We learned from the research by Chang et al and the research by Stephens et al that assumptions of independence and non-shared agency for AAPI students could create cultural dissonance at school and have negative impact on outcomes.  That reasoning is corroborated by insights from VOICES participants. One instructor described teaching students explicitly to “seek out what you need” by setting up the intervention around collaborative learning: “Collaborative learning requires direct communications, persistence, and asking for help.”  These skills are very similar to items in our “Academic Resilience” survey factor.  Agency may also have to do with family life—this connects to Bahrassa et al’s work I mentioned on the research slide.  For example, a VOCICES faculty “Reached out to a student with known family responsibilities.”  These responsibilities were conflicting with class work and attendance.  This became a “pattern of just skipping class rather than showing up late.”  The instructor reached out, expressed concern, and worked out an explicit plan for “checking in” that ultimately helped the student (“he ended up doing OK at the end of the quarter”).
Cultural Inclusion and Validation—A common theme in the interviews was including “materials that were more relevant.”  To this end, South’s Cultural Specialists played key roles in facilitating an understanding of relevant materials, as well as coaching faculty on cultural background, outreach styles, and recommended actions for culturally sensitive topics.  VOICES participants and students alike cited the value of cultural inclusion in the projects, and the validating effects of doing so; we believe that improved cognitive engagement and resilience were only a couple beneficial outcomes of the VOICES project interventions.






Shifting Nature of 
Accommodation

Resilience

Teacher 
Accommodation

Student Agency

Cultural Inclusion 
& Validation
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Interview data revealed a shifting nature of accommodation.

Teacher accommodation (outreach, authenticity) increased as a result

Explicit teaching of agency made students more resilient

Inclusion of cultural materials validated student participation





4 Virtuous Cycles
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Framework:  Longhi, Barila, & Motulsky (2014) 
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