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| want to take this
opportunity to thank
Linda Cook for her
outstanding service as
vice president of Di-
vision D for the last
three years. Her ac-
complishments are
many.

Wit h Li
ship, bylaws were
adopted and a hand-
book was written to
guide elected leader-
ship and committee
members. Both are
available on the Divi-
sion D Web site.
Working with the
Graduate Student
Committee, she sup-
ported the develop-
ment of the Graduate

ndad"

Student in Progress
Research Gala and
the funding of one -
time travel awards

of $1,000 for each

of ten graduate stu-
dents to attend the
conference in 2010.
She worked with
NCME to co -sponsor
a reception with
AERA Division D. She
initiated pairing the

A Division D
-nd Research

& Milwaukee

business meeting
with a luncheon, and
attendance has been
very good the last
two years. She
helped bring two im-
portant ideas to re-
ality with the for-
mation of the Inter-
national Committee
and the inauguration
of the AERA Under-
graduate Student
Education Research
Training Workshop.
And under her guid-
ance the Robert L.
Linn Distinguished
Address Award was
created.

Her hard work in

(Continued on page 2)

Summer 2010

Inside this issue:

Qualitative Research
as Relational
by Michael Gunzenhauser

Qualitative Research - A
Gloss by Aaron Kuntz

Answering the
OHowsé of Bui
Diverse Student Body

by Emily Shaw

Summary of AERA -D
Business Luncheon:

Incoming VP has
BIG shoes to fill

AERA-D Call for Proposals

Grad Student Corner

News from the
Membership Committee

News from the
Mentoring Committee

Call for Nominations for
the 2011 Robert L. Linn
Distinguished Address

Award

Call for Nominations for
the 2011 Significant
Contribution to
Educational Measurement
& Research Award

Call for Nominations for
the 2011 Quantitative
Dissertation Award

Call for Nominations for
NCME Awards

Just for Fun

A Note from the Editor

Whys o6
ding



(Continued from page 1)

support of the countless
hours members gave to Divi-
sion D has clearly strength-
ened the organization.

All of the Division D commit-
tee chairs are appointed, and
all but one of the committees
are fully staffed. Terran

Brown will serve as the overall
chair and as chair of the edu-
cational measurement, psy-
chometrics, and assessment
section for the Division D

2011 Annual Meeting Program.
Mary Pitoniak will serve as co -
chair of that section. Jill
Adelson will serve as chair of
the quantitative methods and
statistical theory section,

with Laura Stapleton as co -
chair. Ryan Gildersleeve will
serve as chair of the qualita-
tive research methods sec-
tion, with Penny Pasque as co-
chair. Their work on the 2011
program began before the
2010 annual meeting was held,
with the circulation of re-
quests for proposal reviewers
and the creation of review
panels. | want to thank those
of you who have signed up to

A Message from our Vice President (cont.)

review proposals for the

2011 annual meeting. We
need not only good review-
ers but also session chairs
and discussants. Please con-
sider volunteering for these
important roles.

| am looking forward to
working with Cindy Walker,
secretary and newsletter
editor, and | congratulate
Gary Cook, who will assume
that position at the conclu-
sion of the 2011 annual
meeting.

| hope we can achieve a
closer working relationship
with NCME this year. The
program committees for Di-
vision D and NCME have dis-
cussed using invited sessions
to expand program offer-

ings across the two organi-

zations by reducing duplica-
tion.

Other agenda items include
the creation of a new early
career award, assessment of
review panels, the distribu-
tion of the new Division D
brochure, and earlier consti-
tution of the Division D
committees. We will be ask-
ing for volunteers in early
fall so that all the 2012
committees will be fully
staffed before the holidays.

| encourage you to volun-
teer.

| am looking forward to
serving you during the next
two years as vice president
for Division D. | am eager to
hear your suggestions for
promoting and enhancing the
division.

Copyright 1996 Randy Glasbergen. www.glasbergen.com
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Qualitative Research as Relational

Michael G. Gunzenhauser, University of Pittsburgh

Idd like to
what qualitative research is and
what it is not by looking at a key
aspect of qualitative research that
makes it valuable & namely the re-
lational nature of knowing in quali-
tative research. As a site of rela-
tional knowing, qualitative research
is an opportunity to embrace the
ambiguity of
their concerns, 6
says, and to make our subjectiv-
ities productive. We might help-
fully think of a qualitative re-
search study as an account of rela-
tions; further, 1 would argue that
we can judge the quality of our re-
search chiefly as a reflection on
the quality of the relations that go
into our research.

In the various forms and genres of
qualitative research, relation plays
out differently, however. If epis-
temologically we are interested in
the discovery of knowledge, we
would expect qualitative relations
to be characterized by breadth
rather than depth. No one relation
is particularly significant, and so
we should expect broad considera-
tion of subjects, settings, alterna-
tive explanations, and alternative
hypotheses. The relations are in
effect means to discovery, and we
should expect this inquiry to be
systematic, concept -rich, and con-
firmable. But in making any claims
to represent relational knowing, it
should also be quite modest.

Some might find this knowledge to
be too impersonal, and | would fur-

a ddr e sher amgue Gandopfter s t

0 k n o Vimitatge full poteetial s

do when working with
students) that while a
discovery model of
knowledge is important,
useful, and even vital
when done well in cer-
tain forms of qualita-
tive research, it also

afgjualitative methioads e
because it does not invite the
depth of meaning that can come
through research characterized by
deep, extended relations.

If instead we embrace knowledge
as actively constructed, the rela-
tion is more clearly and deeply the
site of construction. Knowing oth-
ers and their concerns takes time
time with others, time to think,

time to write, and time to return

to the relation anew. Knowing oth-
ers gives way to creating a relation
and creating meaning through rela-
tion. This process is quite often
shortchanged, because of the need
to finish or the desire to avoid the
messiness of ambiguity.

This kind of relation is ontologi-
cally different, | would argue, be-
cause it repositions the researcher
and researched as knowing sub-
jects in a relation of intersubjec-
tivity. The encounter is then the
object of study, and we can speak
anew of what is produced through
the relation (rather than what the
researcher comes to know about
the researched). This shift repo-
sitions knowing, ethics, and repre-

sentation, tying
them together as
opportunities of
and for creative
intersubjectivity.

To answer the
question -- what is
qualitative re-
search and what it
is not? dit de-
pends. I
portunity for creative intersubjectiv-

ity, produced in knowing relations

that are more or less deep, predi-
cated on how we see ourselves in rela-
tion to those we study and what we
believe knowledge to be. How intently
we wish to embrace its creative po-
tential is up to us.

For Further Reading:

Texts:

Hatch, J. Amos (2002).  Doing qualitative
research in education settings.  Albany,
NY: State University of New York Press.

Patton, Michael Quinn (2001). Qualitative
research and evaluation methods, 3 " ed.
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Exemplars:

Weis, Lois (2004). Class reunion: The re-
making of the American white working
class. New York: Routledge.

Duneier, Mitchell (1999). Sidewalk. New
York: Farrar, Strauss, & Giroux.

Articles:

Becker, Howard (1993). How | learned
what a crock was. Journal of Contempo-
rary Ethnography, 22 (1), 28-35.

Heshusius, L. (1994). Freeing ourselves
from objectivity: Managing subjectivity or
turning toward a participatory mode of
consciousness? Educational Researcher,
23(3), 15-22.
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Qualitative Research
Aaron Kuntz, University of Alabama

Allow me to
begin by noting
the difficulty

of describing
qualitative re-
search within a
500 word -
limit. Qualita-
tive research

is a complex,
historical field
of inquiry that
draws from an interdisciplinary
base of scholarship ranging from
cultural studies to psychology to
anthropology to geography, and
more. Thus, it should go without
saying that what follows is a
glossfi an overview that will inevi-
tably leave out important per-
spectives even as it conveys my
own thoughts of what critical
qualitative research is, or what it
ought to be.

Qualitative research is inherently
political, with particular choices
and consequences for how we in-
terpret the world in which we live.
As such, critical qualitative re-
search dispels the myth of objec-
tive or entirely neutral ways of
knowing and coming to know in fa-
vor of situating both the research
study and researcher within con-
tingent, socio -historical contexts.
In this way, the qualitative pro-
ject is a project of situation: situ-
ating the researcher, partici-
pants, and emergent findings
within context. Importantly, so-

—
-

cial contexts are end-
lessly productive from a
qualitative standpoint,

constructed meaning and
interpretation. These
meanings and interpreta-
tions are learned through
an intersecting array of
cultural norms and sensi-
bilities. Some interpre-
tations are given more
legitimacy than others fi some repeat-
edly given voice, others silenced or
rendered absent. As a consequence,
critical qualitative research remains
attuned to not only what is perceived,
but also how that perception is made
visible or heard, and how such percep-
tions are communicated in multiple
social contexts.

Qualitative research is steeped in
processes of interpretation and rep-
resentation. How one views the social
world and, in turn, represents experi-
ences in that world to others, mat-
ters. An emphasis on interpretation
and representation foregrounds indi-
vidual perception over objective ren-
ditions of reality abstracted from
culturally -proliferative modes of
meaning-making. The qualitative re-
searcher attends to processes of in-
terpretation and representation
through a vast array of methodologi-
cal practices i from interviews, obser-
vations, and historical document
analysis to engaged theorizations of
how we come to know and interpret
our social world. The critical qualita-

always producing socially -

- A Gloss

tive researcher does all of this
with the knowledge that interpre-
tation and representation are al-
ways incomplete and never fully -
formed. Thus qualitative re-
search operates as a process of
inquiry and reflexivity, an ongoing
means of coming to know that
never fully captures reality in all
its dimensionality. Qualitative
research dwells in partiality, even
as it seeks out in -depth and multi -
faceted renditions of experience.

The critical qualitative re-
searcher works through his/her
own assumptions concerning what
can be known, how to access such
knowledge, and what inquiry prac-
tices are most appropriate for
particularly emergent contexts.
This ontological, epistemological,
and methodological reflexivity
mani fests in a
tionality A who s/he is in relation
to the research interest and how
that impacts the study itself.
Reflexivity, in this sense, propels
the researcher towards newly -
informed methodological action.
More simply stated, the experi-
ence of qualitative research
changes how we operate in the
world i it alters the daily prac-
tices through which we articulate
our lives. Critical qualitative re-
search as inherently political, with
particular choices and conse-
gquences for how we interpret the
world in which we live.

resear
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Answering

t he
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of Building a Diverse Student Body:
Where Measurement and
Research Methodology
Meet Social Justice

(session summary by Emily Shaw)

The Division D Affirmative Action
Committee sponsored its first
session at the 2010 annual meet-
ing, featuring talks by Mitchell
Chang (UCLA), Sylvia Hurtado
(UCLA), and Patricia Gurin
(University of Michigan). Stephen
Raudenbush (University of Chi-
cago) served as a discussant of
sorts for this session, providing
his own thoughts on the topic and
also synthesizing the three speak-
ersd points from
of a research methodologist and
long time Division D member.

The session began with Emily
Shaw (The College Board), chair
of the Division D Affirmative Ac-
tion Committee, providing context
on the 2003 Supreme Court deci-
sion on Grutter v. Bollinger

which affirmed the legal frame-
work for the consideration of

race and ethnicity in higher edu-
cation admissions. Justice Sandra
Day O6Connor
ity opinion that upholding the con-
sideration of race/ethnicity as

one of many factors in admissions
was related to the legally compel-
ling interest it served, specifi-
cally, the educational benefits of
a diverse student body. These
educational benefits were sub-

stantiated by empirical social sci-
ence research submitted to the
court (some of which was con-
ducted by the session panelists).

Despite the
allow the consideration of race in
admissions, there have been con-
tinued legal challenges, and a num-
ber of states have passed ballot
initiatives prohibiting the prac-
tice. Itis within this context

that educational researchers and
tmgagure%een{ e§p%r?s Eatn bré’vige
the crucial link to support univer-
sities in maintaining legal admis-
sion practices with far -reaching
educational benefits for all stu-
dents. Ongoing, innovative re-
search measuring the educational
benefits of diversity within insti-
tutions is necessary and will be
particularly important if an insti-
tution finds its race -conscious
admission policies under legal
challenge. Furthermore, institu-

st at dods in statedtteatrare malgnger -

permitted to consider race in ad-
mission are in need of techniques
to develop race -neutral admission
models that will result in admit-
ting, enrolling, and retaining a di-
verse student body.

Shaw noted that the research in
this field could benefit from the

and

involvement of more Division D

Cour t Btbeft fohrrive ht Al afd®

innovative methods, research
designs, ways to operationalize
variables, and evaluations of
interventions aimed at increas-
ing the educational benefit of a
diverse student body in case
institutions find themselves
under legal challenge for the
consideration of race/ethnicity
as one of many factors in
higher education admission.

Mitchell Changfs
first among the panelists, and
was titled, Framing Diversity in
Ways that Consider Educational
Context. The notion that the
context of the institutional en-
vironment is too often over-
looked in understanding how to
maximize the educational bene-
fits of diversity was his focus
and he presented results from
his research using HLM to

study the role of cross racial
interactions (CRI) at the stu-
dent level and the institution
level (Denson & Chang, 2009).

(Continued on page 6)
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Answer |

ng the

of Building a Diverse Student Body (cont.)

(Continued from page 5)

Cross racial interactions (CRI)
represent a composite of student
responses regarding their level
of engagement in a range of ac-
tivities with someone from a dif-
ferent racial -ethnic group at the
college. The institutional average
represented the average CRI
scores of all respondents for

that institution. Results showed
that students uniquely benefit
not only from their own interac-
tions with someone of a different
race or ethnicity, but also from
being enrolled in an institution
that enhances interactions, as
oneds own indivi
are distinct from the institu-
tional context in which they oc-
cur. He remarked that studying
how the context affects the
educational benefits of diversity
should be further researched.

SAON\ AL

Sylvia Hurtado then discussed

her work with the University of
California (UC) Board of Admis-
sions and Relations with Schools
on determining UC admission poli-
cies and eligibility requirements

in her talk, titted,  Balancing Access
and Success: Coming to Terms with
the Social Costs of Indicators and
Opportunity Contexts. Hurtado
provided the UC Board of Regents
mandate which stated that they
must oOenroll a st
demonstrates high academic
achievement or exceptional personal
talent, on each of its campuses , and
that encompasses the broad diver-
sity of backgrounds characteristic

of California.o

of Proposition 209 in California they
must also, oOtreat
without regard to race/ethnicity,
gender, or nat.i
fore, they are charged with enroll-

dingahle mastdivesse studdnt bodies

with the inability to consider race/
ethnicity, and gender, for example,
in the admission process. Her talk
addressed how tests and the selec-
tion process impact diversity and
discussed promising practices in ex-
panding criteria in the campus se-
lection processes. In particular,
they are considering achievement in
the context of opportunity, using
high school profiles and socioeco-
nomic indicators. They will also be
using normed reader ratings to
evaluate student promise and poten-
tial to contribute to the campus,
state, and nation, they are augment-
ing review processes to evaluate
anomalous cases, extraordinary life
challenges, and admission by excep-
tion, and will be working with a

oWhyso

ona

and

broader distribution of Califor-
nia high schools. With all of
that said, she pointed out that
there is no selection process
that, by itself, can address the
decline in admitted and en-
wbleah Africam dArdeyicarts birece
the constraints of Proposition
209 were imposed.

Patricia Gurinds
From Separate Corners to Con-
nection and Collaboration , fo-
cused on a well-researched in-
tervention that she has spear-
headed at the University of
Michigan, Intergroup Dialogue.
Intergroup Dialogue works to
leverage the educational bene-

fits of diversity once the di-

verse class has arrived on cam-
pus. She pointed
not enough to simply have di-
verse students, but the institu-

tion must be thoughtful and

work with that diversity. Inter-
group Dialogue is a 10-12 week

(Continued on page 7)
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Il ng the

of Building a Diverse Student Body (cont.)

(Continued from page 6)

credited course at the University

of Michigan to which students ap-
ply to be a part of. The course in-
volves two social identity groups of
equal numbers which have histori-
cally had conflicts, and is led by
trained facilitators in: (1) learning
how to communicate across differ-
ences; (2) learning about identity
and systems of power; (3) discus-
sion of controversial topics; and (4)
building alliances for collaborative
action. Because students apply to
enroll in Intergroup Dialogue, Gurin
and her colleagues have been able
to randomly assign students to dia-
logue groups and control groups to
understand the effects of participa-
tion. Analyses were conducted on
student surveys, interviews, video
tapes, and the content of the final
paper and students are assessed at
the beginning of the term, the end

of the term, and a year later. Find-
ings have consistently shown that
students significantly improve their
intergroup understanding, relation-

ships, and action, and that these
effects are also evident a year
after the course

Stephen Raudenbush served as
the discussant for the session to
tie the speaker
gether and to offer areas of fu-
ture research and exploration
for Division D members and oth-
ers in the audience. Gurin noted
during the session that Rauden-
bush played a key role in the
2003 Supreme Court cases by
skillfully explaining research
findings to the Court in the sim-
plest, jargon -free way possible.
Raudenbush highlighted areas for
continued research including
analyses showing that the re-
duced probability of admission
for white students under af-
firmative action is negligible and
does not have a large adverse
impact on these students. He
also suggested researching stu-
dents admitted under affirma-
tive action policies to show that
they were indeed successful in

oWhyso

and

college and beyond. Additionally,
Raudenbush directed audience
members to look at Matthew
Gaertnerds
the University of Colorado at

s doutdenevaile an devejoping a

statistically sound measure of
academic disadvantage and how
the use of the measure in admis-
sion can impact the demographic
composition of an admitted class.
This work is particularly useful
for institutions in states that
must incorporate race -neutral
methods for arriving at a diverse
student body. Finally, Rauden-
bush stated that a great deal of
the work saying that diversity is
not useful or that affirmative
action policies are harmful are
typically rife with methodological
issues and utilize old databases.
It is important that we work to
highlight these issues and pro-
mote the proper interpretation

of results to ensure that the
public and the policy makers are
getting the accurate and truthful
message.
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The second Division D luncheon
at the 2010 AERA Annual
Meeting took place on Satur-
day, May 1, 2010 in conjunction
with our regular business
meeting and awards ceremony
at the Denver Convention Cen-
ter. The meeting was well at-
tended and outgoing Division D
Vice President, Linda Cook,
opened the meeting by intro-
ducing the AERA undergradu-
ate students in Educational
Research Training Workshop,

ng VP has

Shoes presented to outgoing VP Linda
Cook by incoming VP Barbara Dodd

Division D in Progress Research
Gala patrticipants, and the new in-
coming secretary H. Gary Cook.
Then, she congratulated the award
winners and reviewed the activities
that were accomplished by our Di-
vision in 2009 -10. One accomplish-
ment was a launch of two new com-
mittees fi the International Com-
mittee and the Division D Luncheon
and Business Meeting Committee.
Linda told us that the several new
session formats including a gradu-
ate student in progress research
gala, structured poster sessions,
and group roundtable discussions
were successfully implemented.
Linda thanked the outgoing com-
mittee chairs and introduced in-
coming committee chairs. Linda
also thanked our sponsors (ACT,
Buros, College Board, ETS, and
Pearson) for providing financial
support for graduate student and
mentoring activities.

Linda introduced Barbara Dodd as
the new Division D Vice President.
Barbara presented Linda with a

gitiokappreciatiane as well as a
big pair of shoes, stating that it

AERA -D Business Meeting and Luncheon:

OBi g Shoesbo
was going to be difficult to fill
Linda's shoes as incoming VP. The
new vice president, Barbara Dodd,
then briefly reviewed the budget,
which primarily is used to support
Annual Meeting activities. We were
informed that the total projected
expenses in 2010 amounted to
$66,000 and that we raised sponsor
revenue of $6,500 which supports
graduate student and mentoring ac-
tivities.

Barbara then gave us an update on

new activities planned for 2010 -2011.

We were informed that an Early Ca-
reer Award will be created and that
the Membership Committee is pre-
paring and distributing a Division D

brochure. In addition, AERA -D plans

to collaborate more with NCME and
that we will continuously expand the
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