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SUMMARY

Communitybasedoarticipatory research (CBPK)well developed in its theoretical
framing and médtodological approachgegetthere still exists a lack afeneralizedyuiding
information on communitgngaged dissemination procesddgere has been a push in the
dissemination and implementatisaiencegD&l) field towards more critically attending to
community-basedperspectives and influences of #g@logical contextHowever, D&l is still
limited with its bounded focus on efficacious prevention and intervergsearch, which not all
CBPR aims to disseminate and implemdiat understand not onlyhatworks in terms of
communityengagedlissemination butvhyandhow, process evaluations are particularly suited
to assess these critical mechanisms of changeadvance the knowledge gaperefore, a
process evaluation case study of commueitgaged dseminatiorwas conductedlhe case
was an oral history (OH) projecomponent of the Little Village Participatory Community
Health Assessment (LVCHATheresearch aimvas toassessheimplementation processes of
OH communityengagedlisseminationoperaibnalized as planned dissemination outputs,
emergent dissemination outputs, unrealized dissemination outputs, and ripple effects.

The study utilized a unique multistep qualitative methodology and analysis such that
directed contemanalyses and triangulah were used to assess diverse archival data that
characterized dissemination processes (e.g. meeting notes, flyers, manuscript drafts, reports,
etc.). Then, constant comparative analyses informed generalized findings acrggedtu# t
dissemination tgenerate a collective process modebces®valuation components
recruitment and engagement, fidelity and implementatesgurces and capacitgndcontexii
guided evaluation questions, codes, and findiRgsultsevidenceccommunityengaged
dissenmnation as a process adaptation teesources, capacities, aoanhtextual influences

namely the Little Village context, countearrative, and power consciousnd3ssemination

Xiii



Asuccesso mani f est e diveagerafching@dometather tham fidelityd s a c o
towards implementing disseminatioroutput This orientatiortowardsa larger goabffereda

uniqueway toconsider disseminatiai s u ¢ ¢ e s s this casedtudywas defimed as

emphasizing and promoting community assetsthe counternarrative Usingtheunique

theoretical andnethodologicabpproactallowed for an expansive and ecologically informed

evaluation studyas inclusive of noronventional disseminatioto bettermform a generalized

and comprehensive commun#ygagedlissemination process model

Xiv



[. INTRODUCTION

A. Brief Description and Research Aims

Over the last two decades, there has been a growing interest in combasaty
participatory research (CBPR), @advance health equit€érgo & Mercer, 2008srael, Schulz
Parker, & Becker, 1998/linkler & Wallerstein, 2003; Wallerstein, Duran, Oetzel, & Minkler,
2017). At the core of CBPR is action and social change. Dissemination in CBPR involves
engaging in a emslational process to get from point A (the researchriggljito point B (social
change strategies and implementatidallerstein, Oetzel, Duran, Tafoya, Belone, & Rae,
2008) Although there have been ample developments in the CBPR literature, pdsticuthe
areas of theory and methodologies (Christop&tts, McCormick, & Young, 2008; Jason et
al., 2005 Wallerstein et al., 20)7understanding the dissemination process betwessgarch
and actioroutcomess critical to guide researchershowto bridge the gap (Brownspkyler,
Harris, Moore, & Tabak2018;Wallerstein et al., 2008)

In the Dissemination & ImplementatiaeiencgD&l) field, there has been a push
towardsusing communitybased modelandmore critically attending to thecological context
(Atkins, Rusch, Mehta, & Lakind2016; Durlak& DuPre 2008; MendelMeredith,

Schoenbaum, Sherbourne, & WeRO08; Minkler & Salvatore, 2012; Wandersman et al.,
2008).Yet there exists a considerable problem of inconsistent terminalod) model usage in
defining and characterizing this space b&mweesearch and action (Graham et al., 2006; Rabin,
Glasgow, Kerner, Klump, & Brownso@008).Moreover, the D&I field is still limited with its
bounded focus on efficacious prevention artdrivention;to synthesize CBPR and D&l is to
acknowledge that natl CBPR aims to produce an efficacious intervention. The current study

therefore used @@mmunityengaged disseminatigrerspective that both (1) strengthens CBPR



by explicating comprehenas findings and recommendations and (2) expands D&l frameworks
by critically addressing influences of the ecological context on dissemination processes.

To understand not justhatworks in terms of communitgngaged dissemination but
alsowhyandhowit works, evaluation research is critical. Process evaluationsadieyparly
suitable to address this gap, as they assess mechanisms of change while being adaptive to
contextual infuences I(innan & Steckler, 2002)This dissertation was a case study process
evaluation of communitgngaged dissemination. The case wasrahhistory (OH) project
component of the Little Village Participatory Community Health Assessment (LVCH®).
research question wakow was the Oldommunityengaged dissemination process
implemente®d The studyimedto evidence howommunityengaged dsemination allowed for
a broader understanding and practice of what dissemination is and could be by intentionally

considering the influences of context.

B. Research Study Context

The research study context that was befitting to carry out the procesgienalves an
OH project that originated from years of commusatygaged participatory inquiry within the
LVCHA (see Figurd). In order to understand ti@H project, it is essential to first contextualize
the community of Little Village, which is the setjifrom which the research originat€ar this
section, | firstdescribé the origins of the academammunitypartnership and a brief account
of what led to the OH project componenthénprovided a general description of the OH project
anddefined thaypes ofdissemination that occurretastly, | demonstratehow the OH project

is a suitable research studyntext to evaluate a communiéyngaged dissemination process.
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Figure 1. Little Village ParticipatoryCommunity Health Assessment (LVCHR)oject
Components2017.

1. Little Village .
The Little Village neighborhood, also known as Sdutawndal e, i s

available social and health data

developing brief health reports

on

e

community areasSeligman, 200band a community of primarily Mexican immigrants and their

families.In the 1980s, the neighbdmod saw a large influx of Mexican immigrants, and from

2008 to 2012, the Chicagoland area wesgecond highest destination for Mexican immigrants

in the U.S. (Zong & Batalova, 2014). Currently, 86%.ittle Village residents identify as

Latino, 80% ae of Mexican descent, 41% are foreigorn, and 31% are not citizens (U.S.

CensusBureay 2015).

of



Immigrant identity bears an experience of social and economic marginality, particularly
for Mexicans in the U.S. (Chavez, 2013; Findlammer, Kolody, & Vega2001).
Discrimination experiences have been related to poorer physical health for this population, even
when adjusting for acculturative stress, social support, and socioeconomic factors (Finch et al.,
2001).Immigration as a structural sociopolitical s in the U.S. may potentially compound
this negative impact on health. Many of the socioeconomic and health disparities within Mexican
immigrant communities (Brown & Patten, 2013; Finch et al., 2001) along with the historical
discourses (Hondagnetotelqg 1997) reported in the academic literature are reflected locally in
Little Village.

Little Village is considered one of the most densely populated areas in Chi&ageh of
residents lived in crowded housing (defineghescentage occupied by housingtamnwvith more
than one person per ropnschools are overcrowde@liicago Public Schools Data Portal, 2016
only 1% of the total community area is considered open sfcai Community Health Survey
2.0, 2019, and there arenly 0.59 acres of green sgguer 1,000 residents (Chicago
Metropolitan Agency for Planning, 2016jrom the 20115 American Community Survey
estimates (U.S. Census, 2015), approxime&ébp of residents lived below the poverty level and
15% were unemployed. Fifty four percent hesklthan a high school diploma, 40% had a high
school diploma, and the remaining 6% had at least a Baghelegre€Sinai Community Health
Survey 2.0, 2016 Per capita income for the community was $10,495, compared to the city
average of $29,486 (U.Se@sus, 2015). Fifty percent of households receive food stamp
benefits, 45% are food insecure. In terms of general health, 34% lack health insurance and 44%

reported between fair to poor heal8inai Community Health Survey 2.0, 201%hese factors



that rdlect where residents live, work, and play are known as social and structural determinants
of health, and can negatively impact community health (De Maio, 2010).

Although Little Village ranks third in the city of Chicago in terms of economic aoidlso
hardship, its residents have favorable overall health and among the lowest infant mortality rates
and longest life expectancy (Dircksen & Prachand, 2016). Moreover, the community has a deep
history of activism, community involvement, and cultural camity wealth. Little Village
schools, organizations, and public spaces are steeped in history of struggles and activism with
local and national significance (Grossman, Keating, & Reiff, 28@dvall, 2018.

Despite the rich cultural capital and sociahesionof Little Village, residents still
experience the negative impacts of social and structural determinants on theidin@altii.,

Little Village community organization staff approached faculty at the University of Illinois at
ChicagoSchool of Pubt Heath to help identify and address community health needs, which led

to the creation of the Little Village Participatory Community Health Assessment (LVCHA).

2. Little Village Participatory Community Health Assessment

The LVCHA adopts a CBPR framework, root@dciommunity perspectives, social
strengths, and strategies for health improvement (Wallerstein & Duran, 201@ofrraunity
Health Assessmen€HA) is adapted from the Mobilizing for Action in Planning and
Partneships model (NACCHO, 2014) amtinphasizesommunity level influences and the
importance of adaptive methods for community engagement and equitable dissemination
(Macintyre Ellaway, & Cummins2003. Thus,the LVCHA aims for equitable and active
partner oles to sustain participation across adiggts of the research, particularly in iterative and
culturally relevant disseminatiditsrael, et al.,1998\Vallerstein, et al., 2037Community

partners comprise of residents and staff from various organizatmkéng to address health



and wellness. Fallty partners have expertise and interestommunity healttand

immigration. Lastly, students from several semesters of CHA graduate cofiesed in the

School of Public HealthCHSC 431 Community Assessnien Public Health are active

partnersThe LVCHA has also been conceptualized as an engaged teaching project, through
which institutional support is central. Since
community project components have been dgyad and implementedde Figurel) (Hebert

Beirne et al., 2017; HebeBeirne et al., 2018; Hernandé€zenkovaCastafieda, Alexander, &

HebertBeirne,2017).

3. Oral History Project Component.

By the fall of 2013, the LVCHA had an extensive data repository of interviews, focus
groups, community hetl surveys, and secondary data reports on how the aforementioned
socioeconomic and structural aspects of Little Village impacted residents' healtbvét,
community partners expressed a concern that gyeghesizedindings lacked an huepth
understadi ng of residentsd col | ec thasederiestdtiongtregt hs .
research findings identified mostly community deficits. TMCHA then consciously shifted to
celebrating community assets to capture the legacy, cultural capitagssmacefulness of
community members. The team also adapted and aligned with an appropriate methodology and

the OH component of the LVCHA was initgat (Hernandez et al., 2017).

a. Oral Histories

Oral historiesare snapshotsopen ended narrative descrguts of a part of the
storytellerodos | ife that may be centered aroun

probes, yet unlike interviews and focus groups, they are less strudtuegdOH, the storyteller



is both themterpreter and the central figy giving meaning and interpretation to lived
experiences (Bruner, 1994). This process transforms life events into a narrative by framing the
discourse of events and the interpretive theme. One of the unique contribut@iAsisfthe

strong use of imagg and metaphor that allows the researcher to understand how the storyteller
makes meaning of their lived experiences (Kirmayer, 26DHs are operationalized differently
depending on the field of study and academic paradggm life history; for morenformation,

refer to complete publication on the OH project component, Hernandez et al., 2017). Another
notable emergent understanding has been referring to the OHs as digital stories, to reflect the
shorter and more widelhareable nature of the storiesm the OH project componénfThe

current study used the term OH(s), as the LVCHA made use of this conceptualization throughout
the project conception, data collection, analysis, and dissemination phases.

Both the OH contds and interchange are embeddedocial, historical, and cultural
contexts (Shopes, 2011), which can reveal more complex phenomenon than conventional
gualitative methodologies in CHA (Bleakley, 2008loreover, OH projects are suitable
approaches theath inquiry in CBPR Harper et b, 2004;Ma d s e n , Mc Ni col , &
2015) OH wasa culturally appropriate methodology within the LVCHAdhighlighted unique

information on community health (Hernandez et al., 2017).

b. OH Think Tank.

The primary working group of individuals that wereafved throughout the OH project

component was called the OHhink Tank This group was structured akin to a committee of the

! This is the conceptualization used by a key graduate student LVCHA stakeWaldiional description on her
operationalization was includedtine data (manuscriptocumenti.e. her dissemination research propoaalan
emergent dissemination outptitis individualalsoprovided additional clarificatioon her terminologyn our
member checking conversation.



LVCHA, and therefore consisted of both community and academic stakehotwrarthér larger
partnership. The OHRThink Tankwas a ctiaborative group in which community experts drove
the inquiry and lead UIC academic partners in (1) identifying community asset data, (2)
promoting community stories that countered dominant dedieghted narratives of Little
Village, and (3) providingin ongoing bidirectional engaged learning experier@d Think
Tankmembers were involved in the group because of their vested interest in promoting
community assets; therefore, they were committed to collecting and analyzing the OHs as well as
the commuity-engaged dissemination process that followed.

Community partnersithin the Think Tankinitially participated by identifying leaders
from the neighborhood to tell their stori€ne community partner suggested thatabademic
student members of theaymp initiate a partnership with StoryCorps Chicago, an organization
with the mission of recording, sharing, and preserving stories (StoryCorps, 3@iryyorps
provided methodological and technical expertise throughout the projetiieindtaff contact

remaineda key OHThink Tankmember

c. OH ProjectActivities

Between201315, the OHThink Tankfacilitated theaudiocollection of 32 OHs from
community residents For the analysis stage of the project, the group initially engaged in
preliminary theme idntification through qualitative thematic analysis procedures (i.e. coding,
memoing, and analysis of codes). Collectively, the OHs empha¢izetie power and stngth

of low income, immigrant residents and communities that goes unrecognized by caralentio

2The OH Think Tankdescription was informed directly from an internal evaluation of the group, completed by a
graduate student member. The planned and final versions of this report were includedretheatarrent study

and represeetian example of an emergent dissertioraoutput.SeeAppendix Afor full datainventory

3 Additional detail on the OH researstudyprocess is included in Hernandez et al. (2017).



research designs and academic agendas, (2) the resiliency of residents that serves to unify, bring
power, pride, and sense of identity, and (3) how the typie&thstream narrative on immigration

is shaped by deficit orientetthta from regulatory andisreillance systemis community

members painted a contrasting picture of the rich, generous, loving community that is Little

Village (Hernandez et al., 201 Mhesestudyfindings were unique and enhanced the other

LVCHA sources of community health informa o n . | mportantly, the OHs
community cultural wealththe identity, culture, and lived experiences of residents in their own

words (Yosso,05) . OHs al |l owed s pac eexgression,mwhitmuni ty n
they had agency ambwer in representing their own voices (Hernandez et al., 2017).

Following the initial thematic analysis of the OHs, the Ttink Tankfacilitateda
communityengaged dissemination process for three primary planned and implemented outputs:
(1) listeningevents, (2) a manuscript, and (3) storytelling resoutgstening events were
defined as events that provided active listening and dialogue spaces for parjicpdo
analysis, knowledge translation, and dissemination. Second, the published a mpafocged
on the unigue and essential contributions of OHs as a form of qualitative inquiry in CHA
(Hernandez et al., 2017). The final planned and implementeehdisation outputs were the
storytelling resourcesk operationalized as a storytelling guigied story summaries. Along with
the three planned dissemination outputs, there were multiple emdiggarhinatioroutputs,
unrealizeddisseminatioroutputs, and ripple effects. Emergent outputs were defined as
unanticipated dissemination outputs thatevgpawned directly from the OH project, unplanned
from the project outset, and often enmedtépliowing the completion of the OH project.

Unrealized otputs were defined as dissemination processes that included plahaseput

were not implemented. Rifpeffects were unintended consequermesffectsof the OH
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project Theyweredistinct from emergent outputs such that they were understood mareso a
unplanned outcomes of the OH project.

Thecollective OHcommunityengagedlissemination procesgas deihed by these four
types of processe€ompared to the other qualitative and quantitatiV€ HA components, OHs
have been one of the most suitgimejectcomponents to produce equitable participation and
meaningful disseminatignvith the most diverse armbmplete available data &mswer the
cur r e nt cestral resegréhguestidrigure?2 is a logic model that representthe overall
LVCHA dissemination processs of 2017from the participatory planning to implementation
phasesacross multiple prog components. Figurg@depicts a magniéd timeline of the OH
specificcommunityengagedlissemination proces$his research context was therefore an ideal
case to conduct the process evaluagiod produce comprehensive findings and

recommendation®r communityengaged dissemination



Figure2. LVCHADiIssemination Process 20167 Logic Model
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[I. BACKGROUND LITERATURE

In comprehensively reviewing the background literature to frame the catuoelyt |
begin by describing my conceptual framework: the ecological paradigm. This framing is an
appropriate lens from which to understand commuaitgaged disseminat processes, because
of its overlap with CBPR values. | alstcludedadditional thedes that inform and augment my
conceptual framework.

In theoretically grounding and positioning this studgegin bydescriling CBPR, and
include information in its pnciples, philosophy of science, and general mddbeendefined
and describéhow CHA is a key example of how CBPR manifests in practice. CBPR advances
health equity throug@HA methods, which frame the LVCHA and the OH project component.

Next, Ifocusedon a key aspect of CBPR: the space between research and action. |
reviewedresearchhat aims to define thspacea namely traditional dissemination, knowledge
translation, knowledge mobilization, and the field>@&kl . Across the terminologies anabdels,
there is a clear need to include contextual influencesamuiricallyreach beyondn
intervention focus. Therefore, | defined commugtygaged dissemination, positioned as the key
process that moves research to action in CBPR. Idesthbair r ent st udy6s oper
of the concept and preliminary systematic reviews as es@drhe CBPR literature still lacks
comprehensive evaluation information on commueitgaged dissemination processes, so |
followedup with a review of relevantrpcess evaluation frameworks and research evidence of
theiruse within participatory researsbttings. Finally, | weavktogether how these literature

gaps led to the current study.

A. Ecological Paradigm Conceptual Framework
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The ecological paradigm refeis the interdependence of people and the various social,
physical, and cultural contexts in weh they live (Trickett, 1998; Trickett et al., 1985). More
specifically, this study draws from the Trickett et al. (1985) principles of the ecological
paradigm: gcling of resources, adaptation, interdependence, and succession.

Cycling of resources is@ncept referring to an understanding of persons, settings, and
events as interactive resources, such that, n
among ther things, that they manifest cycles of resistance or receptivity to outside influences
deending on the state of balance between their
Trickett et al., 1985). Adaptation refers to a process of growtitlaaaige in response to events,

i.e. how people or settings respond to events and then hastuséisiand policies may develop

over time. Interdependence is the idea that people and settings are in constant interaction,
reflecting a push and pull nature oligence. Lastly, the principle of succession emphasizes the
importance of history and inqyiover time. These principles characterize what could be termed
as the ecological context, which synahimeshow they work together. For example, resources in
community settings might have emerged or adapted to historical events, implying the succession
of past events evolving as interdependent with current resources and piiaatiagsvhich are

critical when considering the interaction between academic résrarand communities.

Two additional important processes within the ecological paradignipate effects and
feedback loopsRipple effectsaresystemic events that occur in settirayglcan have widespread
and unanticipated positive or negative outcomes. From an ecological perspective, the community
researcher has an, isfivaththeiworkdf orgamizmgrespburtesrsdthat o a s s
knowledge about these effects become areseur f or t he communityo (p.

1985). CBPR represemggynificantevents in community contexts and therefore attending to
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ripple effectgeflects an explicit understanding that research impacts community settings and
vice versa. As sucheédback loops exemplify this cyclical nature of effects within an ecological
context.

Framingthe current study within the ecological paradigm is appropriaiepasrlaps
with CBPR. Like CBPR, the ecological paradigm has an explicit focus on morentheaiadual
and interpersonal aspects of research, by recognizing contextual influéleeshe cycling and
adaptation of historical motivations and structural anstitutional processes is interdependent
with present conditions of resources in creatiaglth inequities. In addition, both perspectives
emphasize strengths, empowerment, and social justice (Jason et al., 2005; Rappaport, 1995;
Ryerson Espino & Tricett, 2008;Trickett, et al, 1985).In contract taraditionalresearch
approaches in which there is a diagnosis of problems and emphasis on gaps, both CBPR and
ecological perspectives capitalize on internal and external strengths, supports, and reEsources
develop sustainable solutions (Jason et al., 2005; Wallerstein 20@8). CBPR projects attend
to contextual influences, making the ecological approach suitable to parse out, identify, and
analyze them (Trickett et al., 1985). Lastly, both perspesaffirmand prioritizeissues of race
and power within researchihe ecological paradigm considers betith amultilevel systemic
understandingf thehistorical roots of oppression, while CBPRas a A commi t ment
consciously change the power relasbip between researcher and researched, seeking to
eradicate the distation betweewh o does the studying and who
et al., 2017;Jason et al., 2005; Rappaport, 1995

Along with the ecological paradigm, this study dravasfrseveral additional key
theoretical sources to inform and augmentdasceptual framing. First, it builds upon the

dissemination and implementation theoretical frameworks of efficacious intervention research

t
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(Damschroder et al., 2009; Glasgovagt, & Boles,1999; Klein & Sorra, 1996; Mendel et al.,
2008; Rogers, 1995; Waabman et al., 2008). Next, it is methodologically grounded in process
evaluation theoretical frames (Baranowski & Stables, 2Dbian & Steckler, 20025aunders,
Evans, & Joshi20(b) with an intentional realist evaluation orientation (Pawson & Tilley, 1997),
that allows for creative modes of data inquiry and analysis (Jagosh et al., 2015; Potvin, 1996;
Rabinet al, 2010). Lastly, although triangulation is largely a methodoldgientation and
practice (Denzin, 1978; Patton, 1990), because it was woven throughout the evaluation, it is
important to consider within the conceptual framework. These theories are further explored in

the background literature of the current study.

B. Community-Based Participatory Research

CBPR is a collaborative approach to research that involves all stakeholders equitably in
every step of the research process, from defining the problem, data collection and analysis, and
finally disseminationtowardssodal change (Cargo & Mercer, 2008; Israel et al., 1998;
Wallerstein et al., 20)7Multiple terms under the umbrella of participatory research have been
used to describe similar types of inquiry, including commubéged participatory research,
participatay action research, mutual inquiry, action research, and engaged research (Braun et al.,
2011; Burke et al. 2013; FaBorda, 1987; Israel et al., 1998; Minkler, 208ehensul,
Schensul, Singer, Weeks, & Brault, 20MarezBalcazar, Martinez, & Casddyots 2005). As
a whole, these frameworks posit that research should both create knowledge around community
concerns and provide solutions tpabmote social change. CBPR is currently one of the most
widely used approaches of participatory research (Istadl 1998Wallerstein et al., 2037

The foundational work described by Israel et al. (1998)\Vdatlerstein et al.(2017)

positions CBPR as an orientation to research rather than a prescriptive methodology. The
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following nine principles representievy al ues; CBPRé (1) Recogni zes
identity, (2) Builds on strengths and resources within the community, (3) Facilitates
collaborative, equitable partnership in all phases of the research, (4) Promd¢esriog and
capacity buildingamoryg all partners, (5) Integrates and achieves a balance between research and
action for the mutual benefit of all partners, (6) Emphasizes local relevance of public health
problems and ecological perspectives that recognize and attend to the muléptandetts of
health, (7) Involves systems development through a cyclical and iterative process (8)
Disseminates findings and knowledge gained to all partners and involves all partners in the
dissemination process, and (9) Involves a long term proces®amditment (Israel et al., 1998
Walllerstein et al., 2037

CBPR contrasts with the traditional evidend®sed intervention paradigm, which is
characterized by a positivist philosophy of science that values objectivity and universality in
searchofasingulaob,b s er vabl e Atrutho (Christopher, Wend
Methodologically, the positivigtaradigm has translated to larggale trials in multiple, and
often randomized research sites, to assess the efficacy of interventions (Wandersman, 2003).
This model of prevention science has had mixed success in reducing health inequities at the
communiy | evel because of the disconnect bet ween
communityds willingness and cHagoerty& Mrgzekt o i mpl e
1994).CBPR represents a contemporary and contrasting paradigm of health research
(Wallerstein & Duran, 2010), with a constructivist philosophy of science that maintains
knowledge production as historical, cultural, contextual, transfovey and based on subjective
human experiences (Belone et al., 2014; Bruner, 1994; Oetzel €1a), £onducting research

with communities better aligns with organizational capacity, indigenous knowledge, and cultural



18

values- all of which are importat in the adoption and implementation of a community
intervention (Miller & Shinn, 2005).

There havédeenabundantevelopments within the CBPR literature on theoretical
framing and how the various contexts of research and group dynamics of the cotabwaati
influence the research, intervention, and outcorBetofe et al., 2014Zargo & Mercer, 2008;
Chen et al., 201G hristopher et al., 2014srael et al., 1998; Oetzel et al., 20Wallerstein &
Duran, 2010Vallerstein et al., 2008Vallerstein etal., 2017. To depict and collectively explain
these factors, Wallerstein et al. (20@8&ated a logic modelvhich has since been adapted and

improved(see Figurel) (Wallerstein et al., 2017)our characteristics of CBPR are defined:

contexts partnergip dynamics, interventioandr e s ear ch, and out comes.

Translation/mplementation, &Di s s e mi niacludedas abulleted point within the
interventionandresearch category. Additional research is needed to further explicate thissproce
because it importantly linkaterventionandresearch to outcome§here § a lack dinformation
both i n Wal |l 49 msdada and theegteatea CBPR lterafue On understaruing
andwhycommunityengaged dissemination processes worlky@leith appropriate logic models
and/or frameworks for disseminatispecificallyin CBPR. This need is particularly important

for marginalized populations, as commuratygaged disseminatiaan potentidy drive social

change and actiaiowardshealth eqity (Wallerstein et al., 2008).
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1. Community Health Assessment

As CBPR has become more commonly used in health researmunityhealth
assessment (CHA) represents a primary example of putting the values into @adtice
importantly emphasizes research outcomes and a€lidA is a strategic means @étermining
communty needs and assets to improve community health and wellbeing (Myers & Stoto, 2006).
Identifying health disparitiesowardsadvancing health equity has become a central outcome of
CHA (Braveman, 2008;earmonth & Curtis, 2013; NACCHO, 201#inh-Shevrin,Kwon,
Park, Nadkarni, & Islam2015). Health inequity refers teealthdifferences created from
systemic unjust burdens placed on individuals and communities; it recognizes contextual factors
t hat i mpact an i ndi v iogportanity,d bd heatihy|aksqknoswmasc o mmu n i
social and structural determinants of health. Some of these factors ireteid®®cioeconomic
status, housing and economic structures, political environment, and cultural norms (Braveman,
2006; TrinkShevrin et B, 2015).CHA f ocus on these determinants
opportunities to be healthy (Davis, Rivera, & Parks, 2015; Patel, Rajpathak, & Karasz, 2012;
Santilli, CarroltScott, & Ickovics, 2016).

CBPR framed CHAs carry a social justice and &aaey orientatin, such that through
community engagement from diverse stakeholders, the CHA seeks to identify and uproot the
systemic and unjusbot causes of health inequities (Cummins, Curtis, BRenx, & Macintyre,
2007;HebertBeirne et al., 201 Macintyre, 2007 Macintyreet al, 2002;Pennel, Burdine,
Prochaska& McElroy, 2017;Whitehead, 1991 Recent research has advocated for an explicit
framing of health equity with critical per spe

commit tocritical praxs and political engagement in the fight to dismantle satratctural and
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health inequitieso ( p.nintégBakglutiddtowaldsthis goalbdrduge) . CB
of its social justice emphasis on creating systems of collaborative engagenseaidbchange.
CHA demonstrateeow CBPR manifests in practice argpresents the framing of the OH

project component.

C. Defining the Space Between Researeand Action

At the core of CBPR is engaging in action for health equity in marginalized communities.
Although CHA is an excellent example of methodologically advartowgrdsthis aim,a
significant research to practice gap still exists withablic heath, psychology, and various
other fieldsthat havea stake in improving health equity (Brownson et2018).The
translational dissemination process between research and action is critical to guide researchers in
howto bridge the gapWallerstein et al., 2008However, a considerable problem has been
inconsistent terminology usage for how to define #pacethere is a great degree of overlap in
termsand their subsequent framewoslet little agreement on how they should be used (Graham
et al., 2006; Rabin et al., 2008).

Multiple systematic reviews have aimed for consensus and provide comparative
informationon the commonly used terminology: dissemination, implementation, diffusion,
knowledge translation, knowledge mobilization, knowledge transfer, knowledge utilization, and
research utilization (Graham et al., 2006yesque & Works, 202@Rabin etal., 2008. Across
these terms and models is their collecbesisin evidencebased intervention researdh.
response, there has been a posfardsattending to the influences of the ecological context
within this space between research and actiontanadclude CBPR(Atkins et al., 2016; Durlak

& DuPre 2008; Mendel et al., 2008; Minkler & Salvatore, 2012; Wandersman et al., 2008).
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For the following suksections, | first defingithe multiple terminologies and prominent
theoretical frameworks thahaacterizethe space between research and action. | subsequently
critiqgued the current state @&I research, such that the most commonly used terms and
frameworks (1) do not adequatelddress or represent commusigsednodels that account for
the ecologeal context and (2) are constrained by their lingfocus onefficaciousintervention
researchMoreover,the degree to which these models fit within CBPR based CHA is limited
sud thatnot all CBPR aims to develop or implement interventidxdditiondly,
conceptualizing implementation as applying and adopting interventions is not appropriate for
CBPR based CHA with disseminationtputs that arseparate from, or in addition to,
intervention program implementation (e.g. policy briefs, community adyoc@mpaigns,
setting changes, etc.). The current study considers these theoretical gaps in the literature and
therefore used a communigngaged dissemination perspective that expaind current D&

frameworks to reach beyond interventions by addressingextuainfluences

1. Traditional Dissemination.

The National Institutes of Health and Centers for Disease Control and Prevention have
traditionally defineddisseminatioras the targeted distribution of knowledge and intervention
materials to a specificyblic health or clinical practice audiencgr@ham et al., 2006;

Schillinger, 2010)In practice, dissemination outputs are still largely conceived as journal
articles andummary reports of research for stakeholdBrewnson et al., 201&ernandez
Pefiaet al., 2008; Graham & Tetroe, 2009).

In a review ofpublic health dissemination practices, Brownson et al. 8@dund that

although 75% of the researcher respondexgented that nolacademic dissemination was

important, the most frequently reportedstmination method was publishing in academic
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journals (99%), followed by academic conference presentations (81%). Research funding does
not often include provisions falissemination planning, and academic faculty productivity is

often measured on numbarmanuscripts. As publications are metrics of institutional success,
communityengaged dissemination is often viewed as time and resources spent away from the
types of dssemination outputs that academic institutions value and support both in ideological
and financial way$ journal articles and conference presentations. Additionally, although
research design and methodological procedures are subject to rigorousanstittid peer

review, dissemination is not often included in that process. For egamgptitutional Review

Boards ofterhaveconsiderablestandards for ensuring ethical data collection and appropriate
data storage that upholds confidentiality andthé pgpoc t i on of research part.
there are no strict guidelines orrstiards for how researchers should embark on dissemination
processes with respect to protecting the rights and welfare of research participants, or how that
mightlook differentin CBPR settingsThese pressures characterize the constraints of the
academi@cological context, as a system that in practice devalues comremgidged outputs

of research.

2. Knowledge Translation and Mobilization.

Knowl edge translation is defineshunds, 0the
application of knowledgé within acomplex system of interactions among researchers and users
T to accelerate the capture of the benefits of research [for Canadianshtimgugved health,
more effective services and products, and a s
2006).Knowledge translation emphasizes a constructivist perspective, such that the collaboration
with nonacademic stakeholders in themamdiction of knowledge is fundamental. Knowledge

isatwoway street; fiend wuser so o ftions, and eoemunity (i . e.
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members) are essential to engage with throughout the research process to ensure the knowledge
and action steps meéteir needs (Graham et al., 2006). Several terms related to knowledge
translation have emerged in recent years (i.ewkedgeto-action, knowledge brokering,

knowledge utilization) Graham et al., 200&evesque & Works, 20300ne in particulaf

knowledge mobilization- is conceived as more appropriately emphasizing the -hufignsional

and longetterm political natur®f the process as opposed to a linear move from research to
practiceimplied by traditional disseminatiqibevesque Works, 2010.

Knowledge mobilizatiorcaptureghe processes through which the knowledge is spread
how it gets usecand the feedback ¢ps that occur. In other words, there is input (evidence),
outcome (practices or decisions), and the process through which these tiwkeatreétting the
right information to the right people in the right format at the right time, to influence decision
making (evesque 2009;evesque & Works, 2030The overall objective of knowledge
mobilization is to enable those who stand to benefihfresearch (e.g. academics, policymakers,
community groups, educators, media, etc.) to have access to knoWlatigvancesocial,
economic, environmental, and cultural development.

Both knowledge translation and knowledge mobilization are usebahtgider within
this review of the background literatuges their conceptual underpinnings are similar to
disseminationHowever, the evolution of this work has historically been based in Canada
specificallyfor Canadianspr the UK (Graham et al., 2006evesque & Works, 20)0whereas
the more commonly used theoretical framing in th®. bas bee&l . Therefore, for th
following section, | provide a general review of D&l concepts, definitions, frameworks, and

more importantlythe gaps in which the oent study airadto fill.

3. Dissemination & Implementation.
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Dissemination and Implementation (D&l) research broadlygeswon prevention and
intervention researctor evidencebased programs (Atkins et al., 20D&mschroder et al.,
2009. D&l activities ae framed withinterventionresearch and practi¢Rabin et al., 2008);
therefore, all subsequent references to D&liswgied as occurring within the realm of
efficacious interventios D&I uses the traditional definition of dissemination afedines
implementation as the adaptation and putting into practice of knowledge gained from of
interventions over time{endel etal., 2008) Furthermore,

Implementation is the critical gateway between an organization decision to adopt an

intervention and the routine use of that intervention; the transition period during which

targeted stakeholder become increasingly skillful, comsisand committed in their use

of an intervention. (Damschroder et al., 2009)

Multiple D&l frameworks exi§ however the mostommonlyused include the diffusion of
innovations frameworkKlein & Sorra, 1996Rogers, 1995), consolidated framework for
implementation researclCFIR (2009), and REAIM (Glasgow et al., 1999).

Diffusion of Innovationgims to exfain the processes that influence the spread and
adoption of new innovations (intervention knowledge and actions). Key components of this
model indude (1) attributes of the innovation, (2) innovativeness of the adopter, (3) social
system, (4) individual@option process, and (5) diffusion system (Rabin et al.,;ZR0§ers,
1995. Mendel et al. (2008) extended this understanding, defining diffasidthe spread and
use of new ideas, behaviors, practices, or organizational forms, which may includeedman
spontaneous spread ( p. 25)

The Consolidated Framework for Implementation Research (GRi&)rates previously
published implementation ¢ories into a single framework, to guide data collection, analysis,

and interpretation (Damschroder et a009). CFIR aims to embrace rather than replace the

meaningful contributions that previous models and theories have made to D&l research;
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thereforejt is considered a metheoretical framework that provides a repository of standard
constructs that can tapplied across multiple domains of implementation research. The five
domains of CFIR include the intervention, inner and outer setting, the indisiahvolved, and
the process by which implementation is accomplished.

The REAIM evaluation frameworlpositionedmoresoas adisseminatiormodelthan
implementation, aims to assess the impact of public health interventions across five factors:
reach, eicacy, adoption, implementation, and maintenance (Glasgow et al., 1999). In
developing the framework, @gow et al. (1999) asserted that reductionist implementation
paradigms oversimplify reality in the quest to isolate efficacious treatments andraften |
external validity. REAIM was among the first widely used D&I frameworks to contend that
efficacy facused perspectives do not address contextual influences well, such as how grogram

are or should banplemented in clinics, large health systems, onmmnity settings.

4. The Value of Context and Community

Among the major critiques of the current stat®&f in defining and understandg the
space between research and action is the lack of attention to contextual influences and
communitybased perspeces. Traditional dissemination (i.e. targeted distribution of
intervention knowledge to specific audiencdeesnot often allow for a broader understanding
of what constitutes fev-rkmeadstatégies(me, 201d;v el opi ng
Glasgow & Enmons, 2007)Therefore, in a special issue of the American Journal of Community
PsychologyResearch and Action for Bridging Science and Practice in Prevemtioltiple
researchers built upon previous D&l models to better underatahéxplairhow influences of
theecological context systems, structures, settings, multiple levels of influence, cultures,

policies, varying stakeholder roles, and capacitfluence D&I. Within thespecialissue was
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the development of thiemteractiveSystemsFramework (Wadersman edl., 2008) and two
additional frameworks on exploring contextual factors that influence implementation (Durlak &
DuPre 2008, Mendel et al., 2008).

Wandersman et al. (2008) proposedltiteractive Systems Framewowkhich
recognizes the imptance of cormunity-drivenmodels of disseminatian contrast to how
previous D&l models were categorized as either sehased, usebh a s ed, or-toas fAr ese
practi ceo madasedimodels, knowlesige arnd ;mmovations emerge from research and
academia (e.gdiffusion of innovations) (Flaspohldpuffy, Wandersman, Stillman, & Maras,
2008;Klein & Sorra, 1996Rogers, 1995). In contrast, communrityven models consider the
users of innovations and context of implementation; how practice emergebsangesoical
contexts (Flaspohler et al., 2008). The Interactive Systems Framework also highlights the
influences of multiple stakeholders (e.g. funder, researcher, practitiameitheir respective
capacities to accomplish D&I. Building on the Intiree Systems Framework, DurlakBuPre
(2008) posited that, fAsuccessful i mpl ement at i
local contexts differ. Developing sufficient capgdibr implementation is essential for helping
| ocal p r o v entofthes succesh will depertd on the interaction of multiple ecological
factors that cont .)Athotgk hetinteractive SystemstFramdewérlp . 3 3 5
considersa myriadof contextual factorgt still operates withirefficacious interventin research
and practice

In the same spirit of attending to multilevel contextual influences in D&I, Mendel et al.
(2008) developed fliamework for health services research. Howevehas opted to use the
term diffusionover disseminatioto intentiondly include unplanned or spontaneous D&l

outcomes as a product of potential contextual influences. Unique to this framework is an
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incorporation of process evaluations to provide multipéglback loops at the intervention
development, formative, and suminatstages (Mendel et al., 2008).

In the most recent edition tie foundational textbooR&l Research in Health:
Translating Science to Practic®linkler & Salvatore (2012) describedw CBPR can enhance
D&l with the involvement of community members. GBRugmentshe quality, validity,
sensitivity, and practicality of research instruments, the likelihood of overcoming distrust of
research, the relevance of research interventansikelinood of success. Of particular
importance is the assertion thaBER can improve the potential for disseminating findings to
diverse audiences and translating eviddpased research into sustainable changes in programs,
practices, and policies (Watkdein & Duran, 2010). Moreover, Minkler & Salvatore (2012)
emphasizedhe priority of publishing CBPR framed translation and dissemination research, as
applications of the paradigm in D&l are scarce. Although numerous tqgikdisticeoriented
resourcesand individualized case studig®e available, there is a lack ofngealized
recommendations for communigngaged D&l, especially evaluative information. This study

soughtto address these needs.

D. Community-Engaged Dissemination

To answer Minklerand $av at or e6s (2012) <call to incorpc
to ackrowledge that not all CBPR aims to produce an efficacious intervention. In a recent review
of the state of the D&l field, Atkins et al
padkaged programs in the form of eviderza&sed programs (EBPs) does swtcessfully
integrate the knowledge of settings and persowsrdsma x i mu m (Atkins atalt, 2016,
p. 217).CBPRmight call for various other dissemination methods or applications of the

knowledge gained from research (i.e. policy brief, communigtings, setting changes, etc.).
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Thecurrent study considedthese theoretical gaps in the literature and therekfiired
andutilized a perspectivéhatdefines the space between research and acticonamunity
engaged disseminatibathe processfaollaboratively working with community members to
developandimplement action strategies for change, based on research findings. Community
engaged disseminatias a process thaicknowledges and includksowledge translatign
implementatiorof dissemination outpuis), andrecognitionof unintended or spontaneous
effects it is positioned as an iterative process that offers feedback loops of information for both
community and academic partnefsie involvementaind leadershipf community stakeholders
increases the capacity to disseminate findings in culturally imgfalhand appropriate ways.
Non-academic disseminatiactivities, outputsand audiences are emphasized and encouraged,
especially to media outlets, community meetings, and policy briefsne a few (Minkler &
Salvatore, 2012). Communigngaged dissemation ultimately allows for a broadenore
inclusive,and more diverse understanding and practice of dissemination camplubsitcomes

from research.

1. Early Empirical Support .

In one of thdirst comprehensiveeviews of disseminatiooutputsin CBPR (Chen et al.,
2010),effectively evidencing communigngaged disseminatioresearchers found that across
101journal publicationsthe most common dissemination method was organizing community

meetings to discusgudy results. Other strategies included phone calls, posters/flyersprone

4 For the purposes oiiis study,l opted to nottermthipr ocess fidi sseminati owfmora CBPRO
broadbased adoption, considering that not all commueitgaged research is termed as CBPR. Morebussl

the termdissemination becauseistthemore frequently identified term for the sooctdlange process oth D&
andCBPRliteratures. Knowledge translation is intrinsicaltjed to and embedded withihe process afommunity

engaged disseminati@nd isthe termused primarily in Canadian contexts, along with knowledge mobilization.
Dissemination is used mom® in the U.S., which is within the setting of the current study (Straesoe &

Graham20009).
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one meetings, and presentations in both academic ardcaoiemic settingsall with varying
degrees of community participation in planning these activiitben et al. (201®lso

conducted qualitativeesearcho gain a more in depth understanding of dissemination beyond
what was reported in the originally reviewed publications. Five themes were identified: 1)
Disseminatiorwas intrinsically valuable as a moprinciple of CBR, for its role in developing

and maintaining relationships between partners; 2) the needs and goals of various stakeholders in
the collaboration affeetd dissemination; 3) literacy and cultural differeneeseimportant
considerationgn dissemination efforts; 4) time and resource constraints affdidsemination,

and 5) disseminatioplayeda vital role in spurring and sustaining change. Researchers also
supported the notion of including knowledge transtatidgthin the communityengaged
dissemination process such that they conclubdatidissemination was about exchanging
knowledge, developing relationships, and encouraging social change in the community while
promoting sustainability (Chen et al., 201®)generalcommunityengagd dissemination is
much more extensive thamplementinga traditional study outpye.g. publication, reporr
efficacious intervention program; it is a product @oatextuakcommunity and academic
collaborative proces®ften woventhroughout the resarch projectlsrael et al., 1998;

Walllerstein et al., 2007

2. Locally Driven Systematic Review

Foll owi ng Chen e tsoughtto corfd@a@chndem@orary systamiatie w ,
review of communityengaged dissemination, specifically in CBPR studi¢ls Wiexican
immigrant populationg the U.S.In the academic literature, although CBPR haen

effectively used with Latino populatiofiBalcazarGarcialriarte, & Suarez
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Balcazar2009;FalsBorda, 1987 SuarezBalcazar et al2009, little had been stematically
known about the dissemination processgl such communities

At a local level, Mexican immigrant health inequities stemming fstractural
socioeconomic disadvantages had manifested in the Little Village community in Chicago
Multiple CBPRprojects aiming to reduce such inequities had occurred or were in progress
during this time in 2015To better characterizznd connecthe reseatt priorities of Little
Village stakeholders, a grassroots resource sharing network called the Little Ridlagarch
Forum was created. | along with two community partners facilitated community dialogues
which community members led discussions on CPR&ities andcharacterizedlissemination
as the most important aspect of the research protlesseforebased on both the community
need to better understand empirically grounciesimunityengagedlissemination strategies and
the gap in the academiddrature, | conducted a systematic review in whinghLittle Village
Research Forurmguided my analysis. Camunity conversationgere translated to analytic
codes, therefore making the revibased ifocally-drivenunderstandings

Twenty-threehealth related CBPRstudies, published between 2010 and 2015, were
reviewed gee Figuré for systematic review stragg). Findings explicated theommunity
engaged disseminati@tcording to each of the categories that emerged in the review:
Dissemination goals, Dissemination activities, Who disseminates, Disseminating to whom,

Disseminating at what timendDisseminatbn barriers(See Tabld.). The most common

5 Health research was definad multidimensionalwith physical, mental, emotional, and social domains. This
conceptualization dfiealthwentbeyond population and epidemiological measures to include overalbegiaty and
a recognition of the social and structural determinants of health in contriboitEngealthy environment(S.
Office of Disease Prevention and Health Promot&i1,6.
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dissemination goals were providing feedback to the overall ressi@dtyand capacity building.

In terms of dissemination strategies, commubitignted practices like community events,
communitybased intervemdn programs, and health curriculum/messdgegeted for the
community were most common. The individuals and groups doing the dissemination as well as
the audience of the dissemination were both positioned primarily in the community. In terms of
timelines dissemination occurred most often at thd ef studies. Lastly, barriers to

disseminatioi an emergent categorywere due tahelack of capacity andr agreement on
dissemination strategies. These categories captured the range of the coremyenjst
dissemination for this population, and lectively differentiated the construct from traditional

dissemination.
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CBPRarticles identifed through PUBMED CBPR atrticles identified thugh PSYCINFQ
database searchin@n = 2,800) database searchin@n = 2.440)

Articles excluded (n = 2,766

y

Articles excludedn = 2,420

Articles screened for Mexican populatidfm = 34) Articles screened for Mexican population (n = 2

.| Articles excluded (n = 5) Articles excludedn = 6)
4 A 4

Articles screened for health reseafch = 29) Articles screened fohealth researchin = 14)

N

Articles after duplicates removegh = 31)

Fulktext articles excludedn =4 )

y

Articles screned for additional eligibilityn = 27)

y

Articles combineéccording to
inclusion criteriagn = 4)

Sources included in qualitative analysis
(n=23)

Figure 5 Modified PRISMA Flow Diagram for Systematic Review Strategy. For this state o
review, only title and abstract fields were screened.

a. The search terms that were used to identify these studies incbrdeunitybased
participatory research, communityased participatory action research, participatory
research, participatory aan researchandaction research

b. The following search terms were added to the two database sedietx&san immigrant*,
Mexican American*andMexican*.

c. The last step of theéatabase search included terms to specify that the studies fit within the
currmt studydés concept uthahdincladed the followifichedlte, a | t
healthy, physical, mental, social, weking, social determinants of health, structural,
structural determinants of healtfandenvironment
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TABLE |
COMMUNITY -ENGAGED DISSEMINATION SYSTEMATIC REVIEW FINDINGS
Categories ConceptsCodes Definitions
Dissemination Identifying the purpose/goal for the disseminatio
Goals dissemination to what end(s)?

Advocacy/Action/Socia

Change

When the goal of dissemination was broadly
advocacy/action/social change.

Capacity building

When the goleof dissemination was to build
capacity for either the researchers, community, ¢
both. Capacity buildinghvolved enhancing
strengths, skills, and/or resources for community
members, researchers, and/or organizations.

Improve health
outcomes

When thegoal of dissemination was to both addrg
and improve community health through
dissemination strategies.

Increase knowledge

When the goal of dissemination was to ensure th
knowledge was transferred and gained. Some
examples includefuilding a commurgation

initiative, disseminating health messages, creatil
forum for education on a specific issue, etc.

Long term policy
change

When the goal of dissemination was to change
legislation on the health issue related to the stud
This was done throughvariety ofstrategiedike
organizing/advocacy, working with local
politicians, developing policy recommendations,
etc.

Research feedback

When the goal of dissemination was to provide
feedback to the research study process (i.e. mer
checking)- usudly in the case of modifying study
methods to better fit the community context.

Dissemination
Strategies/Practices

Identifying specific strategies of dissemination.
What are the actual practices/outputs/methods g
disseminating?

Academic/school
pregntations

When findings were presented at an academic
conference and/or school setting.

Community
development

Building capacity in the systems/structures of the
community. Examples included developing
community centers, community programs, or a
physicalspace to improve the community, like a
park or trail.

Community event

When academic and community stakeholders
organized and implemented a gathering or serie
eventsin the communityor sharing study findings.
Examples included dialogues, forumsda
workshops.

Health
messages/curriculum

Developing specific messages geared towards
health improvement on a particular topic (e.g.
healthy eating, diabetes management); usually v
precursors to intervention programs.
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Categories

ConceptsCodes

Definitions

Intervention program

Developing an intervention based on study resul
Usually was formative intervention research in

which the disseminati (
intervention program itself.

Media campaign

Outreach to social media or news owtliéte
magazinespewspaper, etc. to disseminate finding

Needs
assessment/Evaluation

Developing a needs assessment/evaluation bast
the study findings. Usually occurred during
formative intervention research and member
checking.

Online website

Findingsdisseminated publicly through an online
page/portal.

Visual photography based dissemination of the

Photography findings (e.g. photovoice.)
When partners developed strategies for policy
change, specific to an issue andli@nce (e.g.
policymakers, political organization, businesses)
Policy Aligned withlong term policy change

recommendations

dissemination goal.

Printed representation

When findings were disseminated with physical,
visual paper representations (e.g. posters, flyers
brochuresnewsletters).

Video

When findings were disseminated with a video (i
moving picture, visual, representation of study
findings).

Who Disseminates

Identifying who disseminated. These codes were
only used when an individual/group was explicitly
identified.

Community partners

Community based stakeholders.

" Community advisory
board

Officiated group of CBPR stakeholders, mutually
decided upon. Usually consisted of community a|
academic partners.

" Business leaders

Local business owners ihegcommunity that most
often employed residents.

" Community based
orgs

Health service oriented community based agenc

" Faith based orgs

Organizations whose values were based on faith
religious, or spiritual beliefs (e.g. churches).

" Intervention Program
Admins

Individuals that implemented the intervention
programs.

Promotoras/Community
health workers

Promotorawas a commonly used Spanish term f
community health worker (CHW), a broad umbre
category of parprofessionals who providdtealth
education and outreach services within their own
communities.

Participants/community

residents

Individuals/groups most directly involved in the
study that identified mostly as participants or
residents.
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Categories

ConceptsCodes

Definitions

Researchers/Academic
partners

Stakeholders associated with academic institutio
most often Universities.

Disseminating to
Whom

Identifying the target audience for dissemination
These codes were only used when an
individual/group was explicyl identified.

Disseminated results/knowledge to every

All partners stakeholder in the CBPR group.
Community health Disseminated results/knowledge to
workers/Promotoras CHW/Promotoras.

Community in general

Disseminated results/knowledge to the cmumity
in general- when the authors did not specify wha
community individual and/or groups they
disseminated to instead stated "to the communit

Community orgs

Disseminated results/knowledgedommunity
organizations.

Media/general public

Disseninated results/knowledge to the general
public, usually througimedia campaign

Policymakers

Disseminated results/knowledge to local
legislators/politicians.

Targeted community
subgroup

Disseminated results/knowledge to community
participants and/aresidents that reflected the
participant group involved in the study (e.qg.
farmworkers, mothers and their children, or
participants and their families).

Disseminating at
What Time

Identifying the timeframe for dissemination.

Planning for
dissemination
beforehand

When dissemination was planned ahead of time
before it happened.

Throughout the researg
process

When dissemination occurred iteratively through
the researcprocess.

At the end of the study

When dissemination occurred primarily after the
study was conducted and the findings were
complete.
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Both systematic review studiéChen et al. (2010) and the locally driven study
provided foundational evidence for communigngaged dissemination. More specifically, they
primarily informedwhatworks, i.e. types of dissemination activities and outputs. They also
brought attentiomo identifying those doing the dissemination as well as the audience(s). Yet the
literature still lacledinformation on the procesbat would informwhy or howcommunty-
engaged disseminationay or may notwork. This knowledge gap exe&inot just in the CBPR
literature, but also more broadly in D&uch thaacknowledging an ecological understanding of
Awhat works for whom und e r-standhg insgiratienal godlifit i on s
D&l] that is largely unaddressed by curreats e a(Atkirs,cet al., 2016). To address these
concerns in tandem evaluation research is needed, especially to attend to contextual factors, as
participatory research does not exist social, political, or cultural vacuur@kasgow &
Emmons, 200;/Harper et al., 208, Ryerson Espino & Trickett, 2008nhfluenceof the
ecological contexare key in understandifgpwandwhy communityengaged dissemination
could be successfully imginented and process evaluations are suitable to answer these

guestionsas they assess mechanisms of chabge#én & Steckler, 2002

E. Process Evaluation

Process evaluatismoffer a key contribution to advance the knowledge gap within CBPR
and D&I. The pimary purpose of a process evaluation is to assess how and textdrata
project is implementenh orderto either develop it further or create recommendations for
replication Linnan & Steckler, 2002 Process evaluations not only document strengtths an
weaknesses of implementation loahalso attend to contextuald@rs that impact
implementation and ensure time for feedback and data interpretation (Parker et al., 2003), which

makes it a suitable methodological approach to explore comrremgigged dsemination.

h
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Moreover, ecologically framed process evaluationgebattend to social and structural
determinants of health, as opposed to more traditional or acontextual evalusgtioas &

Steckler, 2002Springett & Wallerstein, 2003

1. Evaluation Frameworks

Baranowski & Stables (2000) developed princigdenponents of process evaluations for
health interventionsand several other frameworks have been adapted in the following years
(Linnan & Steckler, 2002Saunder®t al, 2005).To summarize andampile key process
evaluation components across the madeisangulated and adapted them into cobective
framework Additionally, to move beyond an interventisnp eci fi ¢ f oc+#sa,seldoused

terminologyto replace intervention specific lamage SeeTablell. for component descriptions
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ELEMENTS OF A PROCESS EVALUATION
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Process
Evaluation
Components

Purpose

Qualitative
Inquiries

Quantitative
Inquiries

Aspects of
traditional
research that
the component
assesses and
informs

Recruitment &
Maintenance

Recruiting people in the
project & ensuring they
continue to be engaged
throughout the project

How was recruitment
done and how was
participation
sustained? Did
people drop from the
project, and if so,
why?

How many people
were recruied? How
many completed the
project?

External \alidity

Context Aspects of the ecologica| How and why did thg What and How many| External véidity
context that might contextual factors contextual factors and
influence impact the impacted the Generalizeability|
implementation. Includeg implementation of implementation of
potential contamination, | the project? the project? Levels
or the extent to which and types? From
key participants and whom and where?
stakeholders may be
affected by other profs
and/or interventions in
the community
Resources Available capacity to How and why did How many and what| Moderation
meet project capacity impact the | kinds of resources | and/or medition
implementation goals implementation of were used for the
the project? project? Levels and
types? From whom
and where?
Fidelity The extent to which the | How well was the How much of the Internal Validity
project is implemented | project implemented, project has been
as planned according to the completed (how
original plan and many stories,
more importantly, to | listening events,
the CBPR etc.)?
partnership and
community?
Reach and The extent to which the | How and why did thel How many people Moderation
Exposure project reaches the project reah the did this project and/or mediation
intended audience and | target adience? reach?
they understand what th{ What aspects of the
project is supposed to d¢ project impacted the
audience the most?
How and why?
Barriers Problems encountered | How and vhy did How many barriers | Limitations

throughout the project
that hinder meeting
implementatiorgoals

barriers impact the
project?

were there? What ar
the levels and types?
From whom and

where?
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Process Purpose Qualitative Quantitative Aspects of
Evaluation Inquiries Inquiries traditional
Components research that

the component
assesses and

informs

Initial use How patrticipants and How and why do How many activities | Moderation
stakeholders initially participants initially | were conducted? and/or mediation
engage with project engage with the What are the levels
activities activities? andtypes? From

whom and where?

Continued use | The extent to which How do participants | How manyactivities | Moderation
participants continue to | stay engaged with th| were continued and/or mediation
engage with project activities throughout | throughout the
activities the project? Why or | project and at what

why not? points in time? What

are the levels and
types? From whom
and where?

Note This table idriangulated an@dapted from several foundational process evaluation m¢ianowski &
Stables, 2000; Saunders et al., 2005; Steckler et al.).20€iginal authorslistinguishedormative uses of process
evaluations amonitoringand summative uses describing For the purposes of this studygombinedthoseinto
onePurposecolumn.
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In conductinga process evaluation, several steps are necessary to positgindiiand
guide data analysis (Saunders et al., 2005). The first step is describing the project completely
the intended goals, strategies, and expeatgplus/outcomes. The second step is to describe
compl ete and accept abl e tpilsa theepeoject, Ppastnershipeasds , 0 b a
resources. The final steps include, g@pheratinkey research questiodgrectedby the process
evaluation compomes, and (4) identifying the analytic approach and research methoddlmgies
answer the questions andrry out the evaluation stutlySeveral of the foundational process
evaluation models recommend choosingappropriateset of process evaluation compotseto
guide the research questions and appropriate subsequent methodologies (Baranowski & Stables,
2000;Linnan & Steckler, 2002Saunders et al., 2005)jariousaspects of the project can

influence which components are feasible to include, especidllBPR settings.

2. Process Evaluations in Participatory Settings

Process evaluations asaitable to use in CBPR because they are adaptable to the
evolving nature of complex and multilevel community initiativiestermanKafterian, &
Wandersmajil996;Springett & Wallerstein, 2008 Theyalsohave the potential to affect
broader social striigrestowardsthe goal of social justice (Fetterman et al., 1996nan &

Steckler, 2002Springdt & Wallerstein, 2003).

In advocating for process evaluations in dissation research, Potvin (1996) positioned

traditionaleffectivenesgvaluation appraznes as requiring a higher degree of control (analogous

to efficaciousintervention research), whereas the very nature of dissemimaitiatives,

8 For the currenévaluatiorst udy, t he project descripti cRkeseamch8tudi success
Contextsection. Theavaluationquestions, analytic approach, and methodologies are describedRE8©ARCH
METHODOLOGYsectim.
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especially in CBPR, ake them difficult to control. Researchers therefore need multiple creative
methodologcal approaches of data collection and analysis, as iheooneset of tools that are
contextually appropriate for all projects. Most process evaluati@neforeutilize collaborative
approaches of inquiry and qualitative research methiodsgn & Steckler, 2002

Process evaluatioria CBPRcan be subject to a variety of capacity constraints that can
limit the evaluator from collecting information in a ma@nvenional fashion (baseline data, pre
and postest information, etc.) (Bamberger, Rugh, Church, & Fort, 2004). One response to these
constraints has been developing evaluations that align with a realist evaluation paradigm, which
posits that programs are eetlnled in complex systems and structures and thus cannot be fully
understood acontextually (Pawson & Tilley, 1997). In practiceabstevaluation approach
includes severdatrategiego reconstruct and triangulate baseline data from mubiplecesand
to reduce capacity constraints by using secondary data sotioggsther, data sources might
includecommunity health surveys, mgus data, project records, meeting attendance records,
interviews with key informants, and focus groups (Jagosh et al., . 2B b)sing multiple data
sources, potential recall biases from more subjective sources of information (e.g. informal
interviews, $ories) can be reduced when complemented by more objective sources of
information (e.g. analysis of records, data reportspifiRet al, 2010).

Participant observatiois onedata collection strategfatis especially important in
CBPR process evaluatia In one case exampla process evaluation of the dissemination and
implementation of a recreational swimming program,aeseers stated they learned more from
the site visits and observations than from the quantitative surveys and qualitativewrstervie

(Glanz, Isnec, Geller, & Spangler, 2002). Another example evaluat@@BPR project in the
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Little Village community Harper et al., 2004 emphasized how participant observation offered
information about the lives of residents they otherwise wouidhaee learned;
Spending time in the dap-day agency activities all revealed a range of personal stories,
community narratigs, and cultural narratives. Through this process evaluators learned
about the multiple roles that staff members play, the relstiips among and between
various staff members, and the dynamics between those relationships. (p. 207)
Their participant obsgation ativities included exploring the neighborhood, using the public
transportation, and generally interacting wiisidents at local businesses. Researchers also
attended community events like cultural celebrations, fundraisers, and community atiganiz
program activity events all of which represented opportunities and forms of data collection that
informed theirevaluationfindings (Harper et al., 2004
Har per e4)stuy evidesced(th Qtilty of multiple participant observation
straegiesin conductingprocess evaluatienn CBPR. Theifindings also validaikthe
importance of incorporating a realeghproactvia triangulating evaluation data with participant
observationCollectively, process evaluation is a suitable methodologfuftinering our

understanding of commun#gngaged disseminatiénit focuses on answeringhyandhowa

project may omay not work beyond simphlyhetherit works.

F. Current Case Study.

Although CBPR is well developed in its theoretical framing and metbgobal
approachesBelone et al., 2014; Cargo & Mercer, 2008; Chen et al., 20thfstopher et al.,
2014;Israel et al., 1998\Vallerstein et al., 201 Oetzel et al., 2014/Nallerstein & Duran, 2010;
Wallerstein et al., 2008there still exists a lacsf generalizedjuiding information on
communityengaged dissemination processes. fbedis significantfor marginalized

populations, as dissemination is key to move research to social change and health equity
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outcomes (Wallerstein et al., 2008). In cwerizing this spacbetween research and action,
there has been a push in the D&l fiegddvardsmore critically attending to the ecological context
in communitybased modelsAgkins et al., 2016; Durlak &uPre 2008; Mendel et al., 2008;
Minkler & Salvaore, 2012; Wandersman et al., 2008wever, D&l is still limited with its
bounded focus on efficacious prevention and intervention.

To advance this knowledge gap among CBPR and i&Icurrent dissertation was
carried outa case study processaluaton of the communityengaged disseminatigaocessof
the OH project component of the LVCHAhe studywasconceptually framed within the
ecological paradigm as well agormed bymultiple theories of dissemination, knowledge
translation, implemeation,realist process evaluation, and triangulation. Process evaluation
offered an appropriate methodological approach to further our understanding of how context
influences the space between research and acfibis investigation wasuitable to answer
guestims ofwhyandhowa communityengaged dissemination process may or may not work,

for whom, and under what conditions.
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[ll. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The main research question for the study wasr was the OH communigngaged
dissemination process implented? This process evaluation utilized a case study approach, such
that it assessed one case commuaitgaged dissemination research prodease studies allow
for an indepth exploration of research processes and are suiteValuatioabecause ofheir
intentional flexibility to understand the phenomenon within its context, often triangulating
information from multiple sources to inform the analysis and findings. Cases are defined within
bounded systems or by phenometiwat occur in a bounded cortéCresswell, 1998; Miles &
Huberman, 1994). The current case was bounded by the LVCHA prageieithoughl
explicitly focused on OH dissemination proass recognized that other LVCHA research
processes may have contaadty influencedhe case prmess My ecological perspective allowed
for a broader inclusion of what constituts@mmunityengaged disseminatipaxpanding
beyond disseminatiotihat wasplanned and implemented to also include emergent dissemination
outputs unrealized dissemination tmuts, and ripple effect3he process evaluation utilized
gualitative methodologies to analyze existing mixeethods archival data from the LVCHA
that constituted the cas#H communityengaged dissemination process.

The University of lllinois at Chicagmstitutional Review Board approved this evaluation
study as ammendment to the LVCHA protocol, which essentially considered previously
collected and available LVCHA information as archival data for evaluation atityqua
improvement purposes. Procedut@grotect participants confidentiality includasing
individual pseudoyms, included irablelll. Analyses were facilitated and completed with
computer softwaréATLAS. ti, and these files were password protectedamaessible only to

myself.
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PSEUDONYMS FOR KEY PARTNERS
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Pseudonym Partner Type Roles Community Organization Academic Institution
Paloma| Community/Academic Communityresident, storyteller, story - University of lllinois
collector, graduate student UrbanaChampaign
Marcela | CommunityAcademic Community resident, storyteller, story  Padres Angeles University of lllinois at
collector Chicago
Adriana | Community Communityorganizationstaff, ENLACE Chicago -
community resident, storyteller
Nina | Community Communityorganizationstaff, ENLACE Chicago -
comnunity resident, storyteller
Lori | Community Communityorganizatiorstaff, story Storycorps -
collector
Victoria | Community Community Organization Staff, resident Telpochcalli Community -
Organization Project
Melanie | Academic Facultymembe - University of lllinois at
Chicago
Daniel | Academic Graduatestudent - University of lllinois at
Chicago
Sarah| Academic Graduatestudent - University of lllinois at
Chicago
Tara | Academic Graduatestudent - University of lllinois at
Chicago
Noelle | Academic Graduatestudent - University of lllinois at
Chicago

Note | only gave pseudonyms to LVCHA partners that waimarily involved andmportantlynamed within in thglanneddissemination process as

identified by theResources and Capacityndividualscode.l also did not give myself a pseudonym sincenlexplicit in describing my own dissemination roles
and involvementMany more LVCHA stakeholders contributed to the collectioexmunityengaged dissemination, yet these pseudonyms éunectiprimarily

to frame the direct quotations and roles from the.data
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To describehe research methodologythe following sectiond first elaboratd on the
process evaluation, which included the following components: (1) evaluation questions, (2)
metlodological approach, (3) data inventory, (4) qualitative data asabysdl (5) participatory
member checking. | theaxplainedmy positionality, ethical considerations, and triangulation as
an analytic orientation to the study. These aspects @hledion are important to ensure

authenticity and efforts to promote reliability and validity of the data and analysis.

A. Process Evaluation

The process evaluation for this study was
recommendedteps: project description, pegtfii s uccess o, research quest.
approach and research methodologiése former two steps were described previously in the
Research Study Contesdction therefore for the following subectiond detailedthe
development of the evaluatiguestions,triangulation approacheanalysis stepglata inventory,
gualitativedataanalysisjnter-coder analysisand participatory member checking in the

following subsections.

1. Evaluation Questions

The evaluation questions for this study were diyacformed by process evaluation
components, all of which weme accordance witthe main research question. From the
previously described process evaluation frameworks (Tabjé dperationalize@nd adapted a
frameworkfor the current studthat wascomprised of four primary process evaluation
componentshatwere boththe mostnformative andeasiblecomponents tevaluate in the OH
communityengagedlissemination procesBurthermore] expanded upn the recommended

evaluation questions an efbrt to capture more complete informatidine following
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components and correspondimginevaluation questions were included in the adapted

framework(TablelV.), and directly guided the analysis

il
il

Recruitment and engagemehiow were people ideifted, recruited, and
engaged in the dissemination process?

Fidelity and ImplementatioriVhat was the extent to which the output was
disseminated as planned?

Resources and CapacitWhatwere the resources andpacity to complete
dissemination?

Context:How did the ecological context impact the dissemination process?

Additional corresponding suévaluationquestions are listed fully ihablelV .

" These process evaluation composeartd their corresponding questions repretfeit namecdtoncepts athey are
conceived within the evaluation framewol&aranowski & Stables, 2000; Saunders et al., 2005; Steckler et al.,
2002). For example, theontextcomponent, whicldenotel evaluatbn questions anthereforerelevant codes, is not

necessarily how context as a meaningful influence throughout the dissemination processes emerged in the study.

Findings from the current study demonstralbedv theseevaluationcomponentgould be potentidy reorganized in
future framework developmereeDISCUSSIONsection for further detail.
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TABLE IV
ADAPTED PROCESS EVALUATION COMPONENTS ANQUESTIONS
Process Kev Evaluati
Evaluation ey Evaiuation Evaluation Sub-Questions
Components Question:

Recruitment and
engagement

How were people
identified, recruited,
and engaged in the
dissemination
process?

How were people recruited and engaged in the
dissemination process? What were their roles (e.g. doing
dissemination oas the audience of it)? How many?

Were some stakeholders more involved or committed thg
others? Why?

Did engagement change over the course of the dissemin
process? If so,dw and why?

Are recruitment and engagement processes different wh
considerilg thosedoingthe dissemination versus the
audienceHow?

Fidelity and
Implementation

What was the extent
to which the output
was disseminated as
planned?

Was there aimnitial dissemination plan? If so, describe it.
How well did the completed output matefith the plan?

If the dissemination did not go as planned, why? How?
When? What was the response?

Did dissemination fisucces
plan change¢hroughout the process? How?

(FOR UNREALIZED OUTPUT)SAt what point in the
processdid he output Afail 0?7 W
(FOR UNREALIZED OUTPUT)SVhat were the
differences between the planned output and what failed?

Resources and

What werethe
resources and

How did the cycling of resources impact ihglementation
of the project?

What were the resources used to disseminate? (i.e. peoj
places and settings, materials, funding, timstitutional

Capacity capacity to_complete Support, etc.)
dissemination? .
How many resources were used for the project? What w
the levels and types? From whondamhere?
What were aspects of ecological context thittenced the
dissemination implementation (e.g. physical, social,
How did the political, historical, and/or structural interdependent
ecological context influences)?
Context impact the How did they influence the process? Did they support
dissemination implementation or did they act as barriers? How and why
process? How manycontextual factors impacted the implementatio

of the project? Were there levels and types? From whom
where?
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2. Triangulation Approaches.

Triangulation is an analytical orientation tlaéins tobalance diverse sources of
information whileproviding depth and breadth of knowledge gained; it allows for the most
reliable, valid, and comprehensive results across multiple saofragsrmation Process
evaluations call for a variety of mixed methodologies and corresponding data sources to
appr@riately answer specifievaluationquestions (Glasgow & Emmons, 2007). Additionally,
evaluations framed with a realist perspective incladétentional triangulation of
methodological inquiries arhtasourcedor best results (Pawson & Tilley, 1997alin et al.,
2010). The current studytilized the followingtriangulationapproaches throughout the analysis:
triangulation of data and ¢lories(Denzin, 1978; Patton, 1990).

Triangulation of data and sources invohambining several ways of knowingth
multiple kinds of information to understand dissemination proceBse®xample, data types
included flyers, meeting notes, presentatiananuscript documents, and various others. These
data captured both qualitative and quantitative information ameé é@m varying sourcgg.g.
individuals, groups, organizations, different settings). The vakimas of information
complemented eaclhtter and provided the most comprehensive information to answer the
evaluationquestionsTriangulation of theoriemvolvedintegraing multiple theoretical
perspectives (e.g. CBPR, ecological paradigm, D&I) in both framing the study and interpreting
the lesults. | also triangulated across dissemination output processes to inform an overall
communityengagedlisseminatia model Collectively,thetriangulationapproachebolstered
the reliability, validity, and general trustworthiness of the findings byirsgto balance the

sources and types of information, which resulted in more comprehensive recommendations.
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3. Analysis Steps

Theanalysiswvas characterized by a unique multistep approseé Figuré). The OH
communityengaged dissemination process wagsadtarized primarily by the three planned
dissemination outputs (1) listening events, (2) manuscript, &3J storytelling resources.

Although additional outputs emerged, the three planned outputs had the most archival data
available to analyze a comptedissemination process. Thus, the first step in the methodology
was qualitatively analyzing the specifi@aphing and implementation process for eglemned
disseminatioroutput, guided by the evaluation components and questidrabirlV. |

additionaly engaged in the constant comparative method of analysis (Strauss & Corbin, 1998) to
assess critical diffences and similarities among the three, to begin specifyengverallOH

dissemination process model.
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Figure & Multistep Qualitative Analys.

After evaluating the plannatisseminatioroutput processes, additional types of
dissemination outputs were included in the analysis: emergent outputs, unrealized outputs, and
ripple effects. As this evaluation aimed to provide more generdlimdioshgsfor community
engaged dissemination, it wassential to explore nesonventionatypes Almplementation
failured was not considered a failure of the plan or process, but rather represented points of

understanding adaptation to contextual influenegsvever, because of my insider knowledge
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on the (H dissemination processes, | anticipated the possibility of a lack of complete and/or
guality data fothese additional dissemination typ®ghen this was indeed the case, | opted to
describe theedissemnation processes as completely as possible, in diegstedtowardsthe
evaluation componentahenl was unable to conduct a full and completalitative analysis.
Exploring emergent and unrealized dissemination outputs, as well as ripple effects,
allowed for further specification and triangulation loé tollectiveOH communityengaged
dissemination process model. This mglep approach therefoaiowed fora more

comprehensive understanding of commueitiggaged dissemination.

4. Data Inventory.

To detemine data that characterized the OH dissemination processes, | created a
preliminary inventoryof available archival data that offered basic descriptions to allow for
decisionmaking around inclusion and exclusidkiter collecting all available da andbriefly
reviewing their content, | determined that the inclusion heuristic wasabtatldcuments were
included in the analyses for each dissemination protessy informed at least one of the four
evaluation components, in order to capture aentomjpete collection of dissemination process
information.Althoughseveralddatadocumentsvere excluded as not primary in answering the
research questions, the data inventorying process aided in developing my thinking around
codebook development.

The final daa inventory included5 documentsThere were 14 data types, listed and
defined in Table VEmail correspondence was a proposed data type, to capture planning and
shareddecisionmakingaround dissemination, however | excluded this data type, as it weuld b
a clear breach of privacy and confidential®geAppendixA for the full data inventory

including information ordocument categoriephase (planning/implementatiosprresponding



data type, date created or collected, and a brief document descitidentifying name

information listed in Appendix A was removed.
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TABLE V
DATA TYPES

Data Type

Code Definition

Groundedness

Manuscript

Academic writing and publishingutput. In this study it
encompassed journal articles and dissertations. Inclug
draft and final versions.

22

Meeting notes

Written records of meetings. Included both agendas fq
meetings as well as records from the meetings
themselves.

16

Other plannig
documents

These documents captured all other types of planning
documents that neding notes did not capture. Example
included: program draft, to do list, invitation list,
planning spreadsheet, independent study registration
form, planning notegesearch proposal outline,
dissemination planning documents/work plans.

13

Presentation

Powerpoint presentation documents that were used tg
facilitate either an academic presentation or communi
event presentation.

Report

Included reports made for exhal partners/audiences
(e.g. Healthy Chicago 2.0 Report, Storytelling Guiole)
internd evaluation reports (OH Think Tank Evaluation

Academic poster

Typically an academic conference poster.

Evaluation

Evaluation was a special data type thatrlapped with
other data typesfor example, one student project was
evaluation, but th student produced an academic post
In this study, evaluations were meaningful enough to
gualitatively discrete as a data type because of the un
informaion they provided and nature of the knowledge
that was disseminated.

Flyer

Poster that adartised a dissemination output, in this cal
a community event (e.g. listening event flyers).

Other implementation
documents

These document types wergscellaneous
implementation documents that included: a spreadshe
of attendance information for anent, listening event
notecard responses spreadsheet, letter to the editor w
journal submission process, and story summaries
document.

Abstract

Academic abstract either for a conference presentatio
poster.

Reflections/ethnographi
notes

Peronal reflections notes that are ethnographic in nat
These were reflections on either the OH project or
dissemination process.

Fundingdocuments

Documents that were for the purpose of applying to of
reporting on grant funding.

Web page

Online webge.

Media article

Non-academic media journal article.

55
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5. Qualitative Data Analysis.

For the qualitativenalysis | useda directed contersnalyticapproach (H&h &
Shannon, 2005Wwhichuses a deductive approach to explore data for insights n¢lievtne
research question(s). Importantly, it utilizegsting theories of knowledge to guide the coding
process, with the gbaf validating or extending these frameworks. The directed content analytic
approach is suitable for research in which curtieatries need further elucidation (Efsi&
Shannon, 2005).

For the current study, previous theories of knowledge were captitied the a priori
codebook. The process evaluation components and corresponding research questiohs Y Table
directly guideda priori code developmenn kddition, codes from the previously conducted
systematic review of communigngaged disseminatiavere incorporated as well, in order to
augment and flesh out codes directly tied to the process evaluation questions (sekxAppe
for systematic review codebook). Triangulating codes from the systematic review findings
strengthened Bhercorireocbdsbodikdbecause t he
the dissemination planning processes for the larger LVCHALeTtie, there was significant
content overlap in several code categories. For the full a priori codebook, see Aghendix

The codingprocess first involved reading each dstarceseveral times to understand
the content, memo, and conduct open codingttebcapture whabhformation was
presentAfter coding the first several sources, {aanized a priori codes to betteflect the
range of information in the datéhis involved usinghe constant comparative methafd
analysis (Strauss & Corbin, 189 such that as | coded sourdeiseratively
revisedthe codebook and code definitions, which therefore allowed meabtgtive expand and

reorganize the a priori codes. | also recorded memos and reflections throughout the analysis,

(0]
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which aided in futher refiningthe analysis, results, discussion, and recommendafdtes.|
coded all the data sources, | revisited eamde categoryo furtherspecifycode definitionsand
ensure they wergualitativelydiscreet, after which | revisited each data seuo review and
revise my coding if needed.

When the qualitative analysis was complete for the three planned OH diss@mina
output processes, | engaged in a higheel constant comparative analytic process, i.e. across
the dissemination outputs instieaf solely outpuspecific. Ithentriangulated the qualitative
analytical information witldescriptiveinformation fromthe emergent outputs, unrealized
dissemination outputs, and ripple effects to develop a generatiaddlof findings

6. Inter-coder Andysis.

The last step of the qualitative analysis involved calculating a metric ofciotier
reliability. A graduate student, trained in qualitative data analysis, and | egdpdesentative
selection of the dat®ecausdherewasarangeof data typesl used a stratiéid sampling
strategy, such that the randomly selected sample of data would be prajertathe data types
thatwere represented within the overddita inventoryTableV.). Lombard et al., (2004)
regardech sample of 10% asufficient representatiorlherefore, the first stepf the sampling
procedure wasalculating how many documentguated to 10% of the total data, which was
rounded to 8 documents. Because the total data was stratified by type, | then calculated the
relative freqiency of each data type, multiplied those percentg®s and rounded to the
nearest whole numbaall of whichto generate how many documentsandomlysample from
each data typeategory All data categories in which tlealculatedsample was lessdh .5
documentsver e combi ned t o a totAled27hdecunients laherergpeategthe wh i

same sampling strategyi t h t h e A oThéfmal iateraodet religbiity analysis sample
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(n = 10) included randomly selected documents fromdhewing data type categories:
manuscript (2), meeting notes (8jher planning documents (1), presentation (1), report (1), and
Aot her, 0 or the combined remaining data types

Before the analysis, both coders met to discuss the codebook and defifatiany
clarifications.Both coders only used codes relevarit process evaluation components, i.e.
descriptive codes used to organize the data were exclattedboth codershencompleted
coding thelO documentsa preliminary metric of interced reliabilitytr Kr i ppendor ff és A
Binary (Krippendorff, 2018) was calculateth ATLAS.ti. Typically, Cohenbés K
196Q Stemler, 200)Lis a standatgt usedmetric of intercoder reliability, howeveesearch
developmentsn the topichave indcated several flaws within the Kappa calculatioe|uding
its sensitivity to prevalence in coding (Krippendorff, 20¥&rra & Garrett, 2005; Zwick,

1988 . Kr i p p-Alphd Bimafy toéficienTis a measureinfercoderreliability that
indicatesthe extent to which coders agree, specific to created text segments. Additionally, this
coefficient can be calculated for each cdde&ercoder reliabilityis acceptable with a coefficient

of at least 0.8QATLAS.ti Scientific Software Developmer2018;Krippendorff, 2018)

Int he current study, after the first round
calculated to be 0.94. Both coders met again to discuss coding discrepancies with the goal of
clarifying code definitions to ensuresthwerediscreet. After this mutual feedback process, we
rereaddisparatdext segments, recoded where necessary, and reached an additional metric of
reliability T percent agreemeitof 100%.After the intercoder reliabilityanalysis | recoded
documentsvhere recessaryvithin the larger data inventgripased on the intercoder feedback
The final version of the codebook wiaxencompleted $ee AppendiD).

7. Participatory Member Checking.




59

The current study has participatory elements, but is not a fully partigysitaty,
considering that am the lead evaluator that primarily used secondary data analysis. However, |
integrated participatory elements in the evaluation where appropriateasilole, in the form of
iterative member checking with LVCHA stakeholdéviember checking is a process to confirm
what information is present in the data along with analytic impressions of what emerges
(Montoya & Kent, 2011). This studyonsiderednembe checking beyond a methodological
step, as an ethical participatory procéed enhanced the validity of the study (Birt, Scott,
Cavers, Campbell, & Walter, 2016). It presented opportunities for participanthis case,
LVCHA stakeholders to offerfeedback and improvements to the analysis, findings, and
recommendations (Maoya & Kent, 2011). Member checking also presented opportunities for
triangulation, such that when the analysis revealed that information was missing, LVCHA
stakeholdersinvolvedn t he di ssemination procssses Afill
AppendixE for sample questions

Member checking was operationalized as informat@mene conversations that took
place in person or over the phone, ranging from a brief 5 minutes to one hour. The conversations
also occurregporadicallythroughout the study. TH&VCHA PI consulted onhte study
methodological desigmata analysisand findingsas this individual was the most familiar with
OH project andavailablearchival data. She added key data sources early in the study
development phase, supplemented kegrmfation missing from #hdata throughout the analysis
phase, and provided feedback on study findings. | also reached out to an additional academic
LVCHA partner- a peer graduate studénivho wasinvolved throughout the OH project. This
individual addedseveral more key datawmes, namely emergent dissemination outputs, and

provided feedback. Moreover, she affirmed the findings, whisbaligned with and promoted



60

the validity of her own study findings, from her dissertation research project asskesing
community narrativevithin the 32 OHs.

During the analysis stage, one community partner invited myself along with setenal
LVCHA partners to a communigngaged research event, hosted by her organization. Although
this event did not necessarilyrettly affirm the OH conmunity-engaged dissemination
processes, itievealeda shift from gpreviously considerednrealized output to a ripple effect
The original idea for this research event was developed from and during the OH dissemination
process (seUnrealized Disseminatin OutputsaandRipple Effectsectiors for more detail). The
community partneconfirmedthis shift during the event_astly, during the final stages of
analysis, | reached out to a community partner involved in the planned OkhitiaBen
processes. | prepared brief questions to ascertain remaining missing information, and we also
discussed the general narrative ofifirgs. Thisndividual not only affirmed the results, but also
augmented them by adding additional evideiocghefindingsfrom her own experiences.
Collectively, these iterative membehnecking procedures functioned as ongoing participatory

elements thiaenhanced the reliability, validity, and overall quality of the evaluation.

B. Positionality

Consistent with the intpretive tradition of qualitative inquiry, | recognithat as the
researcher, ¢ould notbracket myself out and produce results falhdcompletelygrounded in
the data. Therefore, it is important to explain my dwstory andpositionality with respedo the
study, since it influenced the research process.

My introduction to this work was as a student partner enrolled in the 2013 CHA course. |
continued my engagement with the LVCHA for several years afterwards and collaborated with

community organizizons onseverabther research projeatsitside of the LVEIA - from
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evaluating a food access projéat Enlaceto co-organizing the Little Village Research Forum.
Initial meetings and dialogues garnered excitement aroomnunityengaged disseminatipn
with the goal of creating a set dissemination guidelindsr Little Village. This specified
needdirectly inspirecthe previously described systematic review of commeeityaged
dissemination, specifically with Mexican immigrants in the U.S. Followlimgcompletion of
thatstudy, | served as a research assistfor the LVCHA to plan and implement an
infrastructure for dissemination of LVCHA findings broadly. | adapted the findings from the
systematic review as a dissemination planning framework, emeebn Summer 20167,
facilitated the planning and implemtation of several LVCHA dissemination outputs. In terms
of the OHspecificplanned disseminatiooutputs, | was the most directly involved in the
manuscript, as lead author, and had more of distdicipant role in the storytelling resources
and listenng events. | also initiated several of the emergent OH dissemination outputs: a
listening event, two academic presentations, and this current evaluation study.

An additional facet of my positiong} are my multiple identities. Firstly, | consider
myselfa community outsider and as an ally and advocate of the community. | cannot fully
identify with the lived experiences ofanycommunity members, as | grew up in a suburban
south Florida context. Meover, | culturally identify with my Puerto Rican and Cubanitages
so although | do connect with aspects of an immigrant family and Latinx experience in Chicago,
the Little Villagecommunity is primarily Mexican, which is culturalijstinct It is ako
critically important to consider my privilege as a Whiiessing individualasthat comes with
additional powerMy physicalityaffordsWhite privilege even thoughdompletelyreject the
falsehoodf Whitenessas indicative of supremaclycarry thisawareness within me imoving

about spaces both in and outside of the commualityays recognizing that intent does not equal
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impact.Lastly, | have defined myself ag@searcher thtgyhout my LVCHA roles, which is a
title that carries even more layerfspoivilege and power over communities that have been
historically disempowered by resear&irionds & Christopher, 20180l6rzano & Yo0sso,
2002. As such, throughout my workwithi t t 1 e Vi I | age partner s, I
backo i n bdxonbersatipng, angl sraftaoles of coordinating and facilitation rather
than leadershipnd primary decisiomaking All these aspects of my personhood influence my
roles within his research study and are important to explicitly consider, especidiin WBPR.
My experiences with theVCHA present a researcher bias towards the work for which |
was personally invested. This could be considered a drawback of the study, sthuh tbsults
might not be as objective. However, given that this reseafcined with paradigms rooted in
constructivist ways of knowin@3funer, 1991 pand based within a CBPR framework, my rates
factgive me a unique advantage. | have an intimatecatidal ecological understanding of how
the LVCHA has evolved, as well ascess anthoroughfamiliarity to the archival data. | have
strong working relationships with both community and academic partke&ssich, my insider
position as both a key LVCHpartnerand the lead evaluator for the current study skagean
assetather than biadkegardless, | actively sought to balance my perspective throughout the
study by incorporating multiple sources ofarmation and data types, to ensure reliability and

validity of the findings

C. Ethical Considerations

Engaging in any workvith OHs necessitates attention to the ethical considerations of the
power and privilege in interpreting and sharing the storiesauljimout the OH project, we have
confronted concerns of misrepresenting community voice and the right to both analyzarand sh

the lived experiences of residents (Hernandez et al., 2017). OHs allowed community members to
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tell their stories with full agencgnd centexdtheir experiencedAlthoughstorytellers agreed to

share and record thestoriesthe OHs continue to be uastood and used in new and varying

ways. In several LVCHA partnership meetings,discussed whahe right to share and tell

community stories woultle understood as twok like. Community partners offered guidance
throughout he conversatiormandemphaied the importance of continuing to protect the

culturally sacred practice of telling and sharing O¢$peciallyto be sensitive to potential
exploitation or Acultural touri sAmothei n thinkin
important ethical considation n LVCHA practice, and thus the OH project and this evaluation
study,the importance of cultural humility (Tervalon & Murr&@arcia, 1998), which is often

conceivedn discussionssi humb |l i ng t he r e shasassentiabyrivingeeel i st en
and voice for community partners to direct the research pracelsdata interpretatian

culturally relevant ways.

One of the ways | oriented the current study to acknowledge these ethical concerns is that
the evaluation di not focus as much on teententwithin the OHs themselves or the method of
storytelling, but rather, it aimed to explore how and by whom the dissemination processes were
planned and implementeBecausedhe study was primarily archival, | did not coleew OHs
or data relatetb the OHsMore broadly, the evaluation findings can serve to improve general
practices around communigngaged dissemination, which follows an ethical commitment to
community accountabilityAs the primary researcher and evatudor the current study,do not
have any complete solutions to these concerns, however it is my responsibility to continually
probe and negotiate these issues even beyond the completion of this evaluation, especially within

participatory and communigngaged praxis (Rappapdf95 Wallerstein et al., 2037
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IV. RESULTS

This process evaluation case study explicated@tieommunityengaged dissemination
process tdnelpunderstandhowandwhythe dissemination outpuigere implemented the
ways theywere Thefindingseviderced a process of adaptation to contextual influerapesng
all dissemination processeshe planneautputs emergenbutputs unrealizedutputs and
ripple effecs.Di s s e mi n at imamfesédsasifiddaitgosvardsa collective overarching
outcomeather tharfidelity towardsimplementing a planneautput Emergent outputs,
unrealized outputs, and ripple effeeteemplifieddeviatiors from the initial conception of what
was plannedrom anoutputsbasedberspectiveEmergent outputs were oftenplementedto
sustainthe overarching OH dissemination goamostlyacademic spacewhereas unrealized
outputs were not implemented due to a lack of resourcesielcase anunrealized output
beamearipple effect, whichare effects thatould also be uerstood asinplannedutcomeof
the OH project.

Evaluating dissemination processes with outpotsisedfidelity is characteristic of
traditional conceptualizations of disseminatin&l modes and might typically assess
whether the output was implented as planned, and if it was not than it could be consi@dered
Ai mpl ement ation failure. o This conceptuali zat
excludekey contextual influenceandnon-conventionatypes of disseminatiot€ommunity
engagd disseminatiommoweveris contextual by its very natur@mplementation failurewas
therefore not considered fiunsuccessdud!| 0 di sse
understand how dissemination process#aptedo better align witithelargergoal The current
studyd indingsd e monstrated di ssemination fAsuccessoOo as

outcome, expanding upamot onlywhatdissemination processesutd look likethrough the
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various dissemination typesd their associated actig but more importantlgnswered the
evaluation questions @fhyandhowthey were implemented
The overarchinggoaland planned outconfer thecollectiveOH communityengaged
dissemination procesgasto highlightcommunityassetshrough thestories ad promotethe
counternarrative creatednd maintainedy Little Village residentsThis guiding outcome was
explicitly described in a OHhink Tankpartnership meeting on®215:
1. To frame a community narrative to express the voices of residents in theuodmthat

the mainstream portrays i n a neg alearnede
stories communicated through mass medialogrdirge social and cultural institutions

l i ght

and social network8 T h e do mi n a n tlittlen\alage and its vesidentsa b o u t

assume poor socieultural resources. The narratives prodlitem the StoryCorp

partnership depict a different reality withautdermining serious community challenges.

2. To better understand how the community frames health issued|ybdedined, and the
appropriate responses.

3. To create a space and a mechanism for narrative sharing that can be liberating and

cathartic for the styteller.

In the current studythe counternarrativewas defined abothchallenging dominant community

health narratives and highlighting the knowledgeperiencesand assetsf the Little Village
communitythrough their storiedt also extended to challenging the routine ways in which
academic institutions encouralgealth researcto be donen communites rather thawith

them The ounternarrative emerged in each planned dissemination output process and

throughout the emergeattputs as well. It was most explicit in the goals of the UIC Listening

event, written in the program draft planning document:

To highlight: (1) the power and strength of low income, immigrant residents and
communities that go unrecognized by mainstressaarch designs and academic

agendas, and (2ypical dominant public narratives on immigration, shaped by deficit
oriented datdrom regulatory and surveillance systems that paint a contrasting picture of
the rich, generous, loving community that is LiNidage, (3) The resiliency of people in
ethnic enclaves that serves to unify, bring power and pride to communities.
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Framingcommunityengaged disseminati@awardsthe outcome offeada uniqueway to
evaluate dissemination fisuccess, 0 which in t
community assetandthe counteinarrative Moreover, this framingntentionallyconsidered

how adaptatios to contextual influencesere madeUsingtheunique mitistep process

evaluation methodology allowed for an expansive and ecologically informed exploration, as
inclusive of norconventional disseminatioto betteiinform a generalizednd canprehensive

communityengaged dissemination process model

A. GeneralizedCommunity-EngagedDisseminationProcess

Theevaluationof the OH disseminatioprocessesvas guided by four primanrocess

evaluationcomponentstecruitment and engagem@ritdelity and implementatigrresources

and capacityandcontext The analysi®lucidated the nature by which commuratygaged
dissemination generally occurred, weaving together the components to illustrate a general

process of how these interdependent parts @btikgetherdee Figure).

8 Underlined terms intext referred specifically tthe four process evaluation component categories and their
respectivecodes. In some casegeneralunderstandings af concepthat a category or code refersnayvary from
how the code emergespecifically in the data (i.e. operationalized understagjdtherefore any reference to an
underlinedprocess evaluation componemtcode referred specifically to the context of the séudypalysis and
findings.
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Figure 7. Communityengaged dissemination process model, depicting the implementation process of dissemination output
was guided by the process evaluation componeeatsuitment & engagemefgreen) fidelity & implementatior{orange),
resources & capacitgblue), anccontext(pink). Context typically involved an interplay of academic and community influences
specific toeach output process. However, depicted in the model is how the overarching dissemination outcome, the counte
narrative, as emergent of the Little Village context, sequentially influenced key points throughout the OH commgagéegd
dissemination process
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Dissemination consisteaf primarily two phase$ planning and implementation.

Recruitment and engagemavas the key component thdtovethe procesfrom planning to

implementation andnvolveddifferentially engaging keptakeholders according to who was
doing the dissemination versus receiving it (i.e. the audieStajeholders involved in doing
dissemination were primarily Ofhink Tankmembers from both academia and ooummity
organizations, whereas the dissemination audience was ofterrtzase@ and defined more
generally as either the community or academia.

Those doing the dissemination engagedagotiating the knowledge to be dissinated
andthetask and activityplanning to develop planned goals, activities, outputs, and timelines.
The most commonly occurring planning activity vessablishingplanned goals, which often
defined what the output and activities would look like dredreasoning for the dissemination
output(e.g. promoting community narrativéh. contrast, egadgng the dissemination audience
involvedeliciting dissemination feedback, future recommendations, and potential action steps.

These activitiegharacterizedidelity and implementatigror aspets of the planned

dissemination outputs, whiakerethen compared with whatas implemented

A diversity ofresources and capaciycademic institutions, community organizations,
funding, individual people, places/settings, and tirakbowed forthesepatterns oengagement
This evaluation component exemplified the ecological principle of interdependence, such that

recruitment anéngagementould not have meaning without the people and groups doing and

receiving the dissemination, similar to hédelity and implementationf the dissemination

outputs would be lacking without information on timelines or settifigs.most importan
resources for the collective OH dissemination process were individuals, because their capacity

and motivation to do the sBemination and be engaged was the key dioveards
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implementationA cycling of resources and capacities to implentBsgemination outputs was
interlinked with contextual promoters and barriers

The last process evaluation componeantext manifeste with a push and putjuality
and represented points of influerared adaptation throughout all dissemination proce8se®d
on my own experienceith the OH project and previous literature (Flaspohler et al., 2008;
Solérzano & Yosso, 2002), | developkee a prioricontextcodesthat were potentially the most

influential to dissemination processnonOH disseminationcommunity organization changes

sociopolitical eventschanges in academic instituticamdcritical power relationship&ee

Appendk C for code definitions Once | fully explored and coded thedéplanned
dissemination output processes, thatextcodes changed the ma@shongall the process

evaluation component categoridon-OH LVCHA disseminatiorwas the only code that

remain& unchanged throughout the analysibjch evidenedtheinterdependentature of

resources and capacifYommunity organization changesciopolitical eventsandchanges in

academic institutiongere not significantly infientialor presenin the dataand were removed.

Additional contextcodes were added.ittle Village ContextandOH Project Historywhile

critical powerrelationshipshanged into the following codesounternarrativeandpower

consciousnes$n the following subsection, | descriliehow thesecontextual codes manifested

and importantlyexplainedthe overarchingcommunityengaged disseminati@mutcome

1. Context: Little Village, Counter -Narrative, and Power Consciousness

TheLittle Village contextcode was created to encompass inforomathat described

cultural characteristics as well as socioeconomic indicators andfdagcommunity |t
grouncedwhere the OHs came from and porgdyhe community setting information that was

included in evey planned dissemination output andailghout emergent outputs as wele
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counternarrativecode was positioned as emergent fromLiitiee Village contexi it represented

perspectives rooted i n thateetebratedtrehgds@ndlasseishileé e x per
challengng the deftit-orienteddominantpublic narrativeof Little Village.

Advancing communityassets and countearrative through storidsas always been a
planned outcome dhe OH projectin the eyes of community partneFor example, one
community partnerAdriana,was instrumental in catalyzing the projemivardsthese goals, as
she was the first one who, in working with a student group from the CHA course, suggested
collecting storieso explore the personal assets of community ledd&hen,in an internal
evaludion of the OHThink Tankseveral years latgthis sameindividual maintainedhe goals of
the group as, fAl. Cel ebrate t hetosetleotfrharéte of L
measure" characteristics of Little Village, and 3. Challehgeatay that public health researchers
interact with communitese ncour age | i st eni Hhigcothmungyct |y to r e
perspective on the outcome was confirmed in mynber checking conversations with her as
well.

Through the guidance ¢fie communiy partners, academic members learned of the
counternarrative through the stories present in the OHs. This was the basis of their
transformative understanding of the powestofries, which includetecognizingand respecting
the cultural expression and thed of storytellingacknowledgingesearchex privilege in
analyzing stories, and the representation and sharing of the stories as authentically as possible.
For example, ongraduate student partner wrote in one of his emergent academic presentations,
AThe power of st or i esthefeforea amance torpriovidg a comtermuni t i e

narrative to the deficits that others define them by, to bridge a cultural divide and allow outsiders

9 This information was drawn from the storytelling manc@inpleted in December 201i& whichthe student group
describedhe beginning of the OH project componantl howtheir partnership with Storycorps was formed.
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to feel and see their models of the world, and finally to writtee i r o wnn atséparateo r i e s . 0
documentof hi s i ndi vi entleelpdecthe dedcribeddis owmersenaprocess:

Al grew to understand and appreciate their [ M
and resiliency as urban hesocreating change and overcoming oppressivegeysis . 0 | n  an
emergent evaluation of the OH projeonducted by another graduate student of thekey

findingswason, fitransformation and disrupting the dominant narrabigach that the OHs,

A He | ptdy biaseseand assumptions, idensfstrengtls, and allows communities to tell their

s t o rlm teesnarwuscript publication, content was included around the etbioedérnof story
representation, and it detailed the prodbssughwhich the group deeloped listening events in
responséowhatwas er med as Ahumbl i ngThdséhhexamplessllesmatec her t ¢
how academic OH hink Tankmembers underwentaitical consciousnegwocessinvolving a

reflective awareness the countenarraive and thereforéheir powerand privilege with respect

to the OHsPower consciousnesgs a code developed to capture these processes.

Power consciousnes&s intrinsically tied t@ounternarrativeand manifested in several

key ways. First, there waarecognition of stories as a manifestation of power, connected to the
community assets and strengths that they higldayfithe power of storiew/as the power to
disrupt and overturn the dominant narrative of Little Village. In séeen@rgent disseminatn
outputsthedisseminated knowledge highlightedw stories had power in defining an
individuals' own history, acknowledging their existence, and centering their voices and

experiences. In this sengmwer consciousnesgas of the power of stories theaives, which

then motivated academic partners' rectigm of their own biases and powertheir positions.
As a direct consequendbgse individuals made efforts to redistribute power in leadership,

decisionmaking, and data interpretation roles. Mareg the shift to implementing listening



72

events was éid topower consciousnesBoth in acknowledging the reductionist nature of

conventional analyses as inappropriate for OHs and the recoghéipit he st ory has
its own outside of the pemspand that's a manifestation of {he w equaded fom emergent

student project presentation). Following these slpftgver consciousnesgas then more

explicitly tied to thecounternarrativeoutcome, such that it was matigectly statedwithin the

goals of several dissemination outputastly, Critical Race Theory@QRT) emerged within the
manuscript and wasxplainedas giving language tine powerissueswithin the OH projegtand

thereforediscussions around CRjave meaning tpower consciousness well

The overarchingoalto highlightcommunity assets and promadihe countemnarrative
created and maintained by Little Village residemésintrinsically related tpcatalyzedand

facilitated bypower consciousnesghe ways in whichihe contextcodes influenced OH

dissemination processwerealso at multiple levels of the project. Thigtle Village context

counternarrative andintrinsic power consciousnessguably motivated (1) the emergence of

the entire OH project component, as a shifay from traditional qualitative focus group and
interview components, (2) the goals of the OH prdiegromote community stories/er the
dominant public health narrativ€3) the shift from more reductionist methodsjaélitative data
analysigo listening events, (4) the primary goals of the listening evextd (5) several
emergent dissemination outputs following the completion of the planned outpatimeline of

these events iepresented ifigures 3 and 7,andwascapturedoy the codeQH Prgect History

which referred to the series of events within the OH research project that lecttortmeinity
engagedlissemination.
The multistage influence afontextcodes illustrated notablefeedback loopthe

counternarrativemotivatednot onlywhatwas disseminated (e.qanuscript conterand many
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of the emergent student projects) but ddewinformation was disseminated (e.g. the listening
eventy. It also motivatedhowthe OH Think Tankengaged in the diemination process (e.g.

power consciosnessvithin the working group)which wasnformationthatfed back into the

content of what was disseminated in several emergent outputs (e.g. student motivated academic
presentation on A E ¥thi¢dsarmd Powgr of©ral Hisiory ldelah | Ressuesasr cohf ¢
and two | istening events focused on Atransfor
These feedback loogvidencedhe cyclical nature afommunityengaged dissemination

One final note on the nature of tbentextcomponent wakow the framework positioed
it as a separate piece of the whole evaluation picture. Throughout the analysis, the relationships

betweerLittle Village context counternarrative andpower consciousessmade it clear that the

content relevant to this evaluaticomponent manifested esnnected throughout the entire
communityengaged dissemination proce$his contention between the framework and findings

is discussed in the theoretical implicatisestion of the discussion.

2. Findings Organization.

For the renainingresultssections, detailedthe process evaluatiorsults organized in
the following sections(1) planneddisseminatioroutputs- listening events, manuscript, and
storytelling resources, (2) emergeitseminatioroutputs, (3) unrealizedisseninationoutputs,
and (4) ripple effects. The planned output processes were fully qualitatively anaharetore
their subsectionsareorganized according to each evaluation component that guided the

analysis recruitment and engagemefidelity and mplementatiopresources and capacignd

context The latter three types of dissemination processes were thoroughly described but not fully

gualitatively analyzed, due to lack a¥ailable and completata for a more rigorous
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assessment. Howevéhe findings in these subsequent sections included irstom on how

these processes influenci@ generalizegrocess moddFigure?).

B. PlannedDisseminationQutputs

For theplanned OH dissemination output procességscribe findings specific to each:
(1) thelistening events, (2) thmanuscript, and (3) storytelling resources. These dissemination
processes were evidenced with the namsbunt ofdataand data typesinderwent rigorous
qualitative analgis and thereforeffer the mostn-depthevaluation indings.Dissemination
transpied differentially among each output, and therefore each processcaffeque

information.

1. Listening Events

Following the OH data collection and initial story content analysis, two listening events
were planned and implemied: one in an academic settiagUIC and one in the community in
Little Village. The dissemination output processes vesidencedrimarily through
presentations, flyers, meeting notes, and planning documents.

For the UIC event, planning data includedeating notes3), planning documents (3),
and a draft for the event flyer. The implementation data consisted of the final flyer, sign in sheet
for the event, presentation, and audience notecard responses as dissemination feedback. For the
Little Village event, there was ndirect data available for the planning procélss event was
mentioned in other meeting notes but there was no record of group meetings solely dedicated to
planning the event.thereforesupplemented th missing information with amemkbker-checking
oneonone conversation with one of the community partners thathveakittle Village listening

eventlead organizerAdriang. We concluded that planning happened via email ortiaface



75

communication among community stakeholders whdHheglanning procesé&drianaconveyed
to mewhat she remembered from the planning process, and the conversation notes were used to
supplement missing datBmplementation datéor the Little Village evenincluded the flyer and
meeting notes from the evadtgelf.

Thelistenng eventsvereevaluated asuccessfylsuch that theglignedwith and
promoedthe overarching outcome of the collective OH commuaitgaged dissemination.
Planning documentshowedhow thelistening eventgjoals adjusted over timen the UIC event
flyer draft, the goal wabroadlyst at ed as, @ACome join us for an
community leaders in Little Village, interact with storytellers, and discuss the role of oral
histories in publ health research.” The &ihgoals, included in thgdIC program draft document
as well as the final flyers for both the UIC and Little Village events, emphasizeduhter
narrativeand celebration of community strengths through the stories.

Along with the planned goals, implem&tion documents alstemonstratedommunity
engaged dissemination succdaghe UIC event, multipleecorded audienaesponses noted
t he Avibrancyo and Ar esi | i ewhdeone aodfencamembeyt el | e
explicitly questioned whyhere was aegative media representation of the commuitityas
clear across theotecardesponses that audience members connected with and celebrated
community strengthdespitethe deficitoriented dominant narrativeorthe Little Village
listeningevent,implementatiomotes described the audience discussion following the listening
sessios in which community membeesnphasizedhe hope and richness within the community.
One audience member stated, nWe arhoweays focus
forward. 0 Both | i st e ncountgrnagativegodl was & drivindoscéin at ed h

directing the planning procesgesvardssuccessful implementatioMoreover the listening
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events also represented a disseminatiethodthat counteraed the ways in which traditional

analytic and dissemination proceduhesl beerypically dae.

a. Recruitment and Engagement

Individuals defined as doing the dissemination (i.e. engaged in both planning and
implementation phases) were represented fiypgroup ofOH Think Tankmembersvho were
recruitedbecause of their vested interest and involvement in the collection and analysis of the
OHs; thus, they were committed to the dissemination processes that follamaetermine who

was involved, | assess#ite ceoccurrence of theesource and capacitpdes across the

listening eventlocuments. TablHl. includedpartner role®f OH Think TankmembersThe
subgroup for the UIC listening event includ®telanie Daniel Tara PalomaNina, Adriang
andLori, whereaghe Little Villagegroup includedNina, Adriang Lori, andMelanie

The first explicit mention of the group was in ¥ 7-2015 meeting notes. Initially, the
OHThink Tankact ed as an analysis group, athede duri ng
various factions (academic and community groups) discussed the best ways to utilize 27
collected and transcribed oral historieBiieyaimed to determine the best ways to iedata
moving forward and mutually decideddoganizelistening events.

Storytellerswere also mentioned aeveralpointsthroughouthe dissemination process
yet werenot indicatedn the dataasinvolved in theplanningphaseor either eventsTheywere
credited in thdinal presentation frame their storyvith a brid description of their community
role. Along with storytellersacademignstitutions,community organizationgndstudents in the
CHA course were passively identified and creditethe UIC listening event program drai

members of the LVCHA. Academgroups included the UlSchool of Public Healthas the
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host institution, and the UIC MidAmerica Center for Public Health Practice and UIC Institute for
Policy and CivicEngagement as funders. Community organizations were credited as such:
This event is bsted and created by the Little Village Participatory Community Health
Assessment, an ongoing universitynmunity partnership that aims to document
community health needsd strengths throughultiple quantitative and qualitative
methods. Many partnersigport and are part of this initiative including Enlace Chicago,
StoryCorpdnc., Taller de Jose, Esperanza Health Center, TCEP, Latinos Progresando,
UIC Latino Cultural @nter, Erie House, and The Hope Response Coalition.
Involvement and engagement oéttrimary group membeidid not change significantly
suchthat the samandividualswere involvedn both planning and implementation phasegias
alsoclear that routie planning communication among the group occuirethe2-17-2015
meetingnotes in which allgroupme mber s wer e i n attendance, dalt
will be held in April on the UIC campus and the other will be held in May at a still untiet=t
| ocation, possi bl yThegtoupmanterthat madectiasecismiin Enl ace. 0
Februaryhadremained involved and committéal planning and implementing the listening
events
b. Roles
Most of the planned roles for the UIC listeningeet/were defined in th&16-2015
meeting. The listening event facilitator wouldseai ndi vi dual , fAwho woul d
know what type of discussion we want to have,
multiple facilitators:Targ Melanig Paloma andDaniel The group also planned roles for the
storytellers:
Having the ®orytellers whose stories are shared would be great as it would allow
audience members to ask deeper questions about their stories and their reflections on the
experience. Storytellers who have been involved beyond telling the story in the analysis
componat and others would be great for people to ask them about their involvement in

the project. The invitation would be extended to all Enggisbaking storytellerot
facilitate group discussion.



78

Lastly, the group planned to invite community organizatibns,o0 t hat t hey can ad¢
experiences of involvement and be asked about their involvement. These include: Enlace,
StoryCorpsTaller de Jose, Roots of Wellneksat i nos Pr ogr e-gpdodalist. 6 | n a
planning document, thgroupdecided who woul create theventinvitations, edit the program

draft, create the flyer, and invite community partners to the event.

The UIC Listening everttada clearlydocumetted process of planning roles for the
event it wasalsoclear that many of the disseminatiaies were collaborative and no one
individual or group workdin isolation. When the event was implemented, there was no
documentation of what people were doingerms of actualizing their planned roles, but rather
an identification of who was in attdance to the everAs aneventattendeel can confirmthat
thefacilitator roles were implemeadlas planned. However, only one storyteller was in
attendancéha spoke of her involvement in the projeathich conflicted with the planned
intention of haing multiple storytellers and community organization represented.

Concerning the Little Village listening event, there was only data on implementation, i.e.
meetirg notes of the event itself. However, | ascertained fronparticipatory member
checkingconversation withAdrianathatthe eventplanning proceswas simple and straight
forward. BothAdrianaandNina planned to and facilitated the evemhich involvedintroducing
the LVCHA partners and storytelleand engagingvith the audience throughout teeent. The
event formatwaguidedby St or y c o r fbaésed os theg gwa srganizatiosal
experience having done similar listening events in the pastcé&olosdour Spanish language
stories for Storycorps to edit down to shortened audio digsanaa d d ed t hat Enl acedé
was moranvolvedin planning andacilitating the dialogu¢hatoccuredafter thelistening

sessionsin guiding the conversatiotowardsbuilding in action steps.
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c. Dissemination Audience.

The intended audience fboth listening events wascordedn the3-16-2016 meeting
notes:"Hopefully with a great diversity of audience members we can create discussigs g
that would be diverse and have a balance of community partners, storytellers, students,
researchers, et However, the UIC event was geared mimwardsthe academic audience (i.e.
faculty and graduate students) and the Little Village event fateets in the community.

For the UIC listening event, relevant data included an invitation list (i.e. planned
audience) and sigim sheet (actual audience). There were 10 individuals invited, described as
"storytellers who gave their stories in Englisks"veell as 8 individuals as, "outside researchers
we could invite." In comparing the invitation list to thgrsin sheet, only one of the eight
storytellers attended the UIC event, and one invited researcher RSVP'd but did not attend.
However there was #otal of 50 people in attendance. This is an intriguing finding because
although there was a targeted auderecruitment effort, what occurred was quite different than
as planned. The Little Village listening event did not havecord of aimnvitation list or sign-in
sheet. However, both eventsedflyers as advertisement and recruitment methddsan event
attendeen both settingsl observed that the audience was majority academic at the UIC event
and majority community at the Little Villagevent, which also had less people in attendance.

The strategyisedto engagevith the audiencaverethe listening sssions themselvesd
concluding discussianbothfacilitated withpowerpoint presentations. An agenda of activities
was included in eachr@sentation, as well as embedded edited audio clips from storytellers
facilitate the listening sessiamafter each clip was played, the audience haebBGseconds to
reflect and write down their reactions. At the end of the listening sessiaveahtacilitators

presented dialogue questions: "What stands out to you and why? What are some emerging
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themes and emioins? Who gets to tell a story? What is the difference between reading and
listening to stories?" The discussion ended with more direct engayg: "We want to hear your
ideas about oral histories in having community health assessments and opportwmsges to
stories for community capacity.” These final conversatiepsesentetiow the audience gave
feedbackFurthermoreat the Little Villag listening event,Lori invited the audience to share
their stores at Enlace or the Chicago Cultural Cenmdrgreasat the UIC event, facilitators
collected note cards in which audience membezsrdedheir reflections on either the story
clips or final discussion questions. Thesenecardesponses were documented and included
as data.

d. Fidelity and Implementaibn.

For both listening events, the disseminatgtivities and roles overlapped between
planning and implementation stages. There were only two natdf#deencesthe evolving
nature of the event goals ati planned versus actual timelioéthe Litte Village event These
deviations from the pladid notr e pr esent pl anning Afail ureso
carefully planned goals and outputs to better align with the overarchirmp@hhunityengaged
disseminatioroutcome

i. UIC EventGoals.Although the first iteration of the UIC listening event idea was in

February, the planning durinbatmeeting was mostly around defining the roles and activities
without clearly defining theventgoal or purpose. The first documentation of explicitly defined
goalsfor the event was in the flyer draft: "Come join us for an hour and a half to hear stories of
community leaders in Little Village, interact with storytellers, and discuss the role of oral

histories in public health research.” These could also be evasiplanned activities, however it

bu
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was unclear whether the group regarded these ideas as goals, activities, or both. The program
draft had the final iteration of the event goals, in which the listening events aitnigghlight:

(1) The power and strength lmfw income, immigrant residents and communities that go
unrecognized by mainstream research designs and academic agendas

(2) Typical dominant public narratives on immigration, shaped by defi@nted data
from regulatory and surveillance systems that{p@aaontrasting picture of the rich,
generous, loving community that is Little Village

(3) The resiliency of people in ethnic enclaves that serves to unify, bring power and pride
to communities.

In the final version of the flyer, additional goal clarificatiovas included:
Storytelling gives an opportunity for cultural communities to express their voices and
create an authentic narrative grounded in residents' lived experiences. In our participatory
health assessments, we hope to build on the individualaanodhnal strengths that
stories bring out. To that end we invite you to our first listening event to hear the voices
of Little Village residents and discuss the power of storytelling and its potential in action
research. We hope you'll join us and bringriis as we learn from each other about the
possibilities and power of stories in universitynmmunity partnerships
There was a notable discrepancy between the planned and actual goals of the UIC Listening
event such thathe final goal listed on the fr added an intentional focus on how
academiaould use OHs more broadly in research. Huiditionwas likely included as an
adaptation to academic contextual influences, such that the goal evolved to be better suited
towardsthe academiaudiencewhichhad more interest irxploringresearch methodologies

thana communitybased audience in Little Village

ii. UIC EventActivities. Initial planning of the UIC listening event activities was

evident inthe2-17-2015 meeting notes i n  Whie graupdeciddd hat there will be two
upcoming events in which themmunity will have the opportunity to listen to some of the
collected oral historigs a hedmeditihg stalled for a lengthy amount of time as group members
tried to determine the dates, timesl docations of the listening eventsNext, there was a

discussioron 3-16-2015in which group members identifigte specifieeventactivitiesand
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their respectivéime frames a planned introduction and orientation to the LVCHA and OH
project, listeningsessionsvith the shortened story clips, and a dialogue at theMadting notes
stated, TaraandDanielagreed that we need a structured yet flexible format. The structure is in
place to stay on time because it is very easy if we have speakersyodisgelsgn to run over.
Yet we also want to be flexible to be able to encourage participation and obtain rich discussion
and sharing of ideas." An additional planned activity was to indudaltaneousranslation,
however thestoryCorpsnember suggesteagainsit for logistical reasons and the group
decidedon planningo provide Spanish translations of story summafes3-23-2015 the group
plannedfinal activitiesof developing a flyer and program draft.

The implemented activities were documented withpitveerpointpresentation and
audience notecard respongdsset only weredisseminatioractivities implemented as planned,
butthe dissemination feedbaakthe notecard responsadded depth to the activagas well
Audience members responded to each stotiie evenandgenerally to the oral history process.
For example, "Storytelling can bring healing from past hurts. | wonder how this could be used to
help youth in various neighborhoods facing viokePitand "Listening to stories is more
powerful than rading them." There was even one respondenpttsgdadditional feedback
guestions, "How did you figure out the questions? How did you decide what to include in the 4
min?" Maintainingthis type ofrecord of dissemination feedback was unique to the UIC
Listening evenandshowed hovthe dissemination output was succesdioth in implementing
what was planned and meetitggoal

ii.  Little Village Event GoalsThe planned goals of the Little Village ksting event

were not explicitly recorded. However, adf description was included in the final flyer:
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Venga a escuchar las historias de inmigracion, liderazgo, y el poder de los residentes de
La Villita. Las historias orales nos dan wyortunidad para expresar nuestras voces y

crean una auténtica narratibbasada en nuestras experiencias vividas. En nuestras
evaluaciones participativas de salud con la Universidad de lllinois en Chicago, esperamos
construir sobre las fortalezas individesy comunales que estas historias producen. Para
ello le invitamos auestro evento en espafiol para oir las voces de los residentes de La
Villita y hablar sobre el poder de la narracion y su potencial para cambiar la narrativa
acerca de nuestra comunidamla investigacioin accion. Esperamos que usted se una a
nosotros \traiga a sus amigos!

Come hear the stories of immigration, leadership, and the power of La Villita residents.
The oral histories give us an opportunity to express our voices ane areatithentic
narrative based on our lived experiences. In our ppatiory health assessments with the
University of lllinois at Chicago, we hope to build on the individual and community
strengths that these stories produce. For this we invite you &vent in Spanish to hear
the voices of the residents of La Villitachto talk about the power of narration and its
potential to change the narrative about our community in reseaation. We hope you

will join us and bring your friends!

These final event goatdearly aligned with the overarching outcome of the comtgtengaged
dissemination process in promoting community strengths and the coantative.

iv. _Little Village Event Activities Although there was no record of a planninggess

for the Little Village event, both information gathered from my member chgakith Adriana
and content from the event notes indicated that the activities paralleled those from the UIC
Listening EventlIn the beginning, there were introductions te peakers and project, listening
sessions, andfaal guided discussion. Thmplemented activities were documented with
meeting notethat alsancluded personal reflections froagraduate student notetaker.

The discussion following the listening sessions posed the following questions, which were
adaptedowardsthe Little Village aidience:

What do the stories tell us about Little Village?
What 6s the meaning of sharing the stories
What shouldve do with the stories we have?

1
1
1
1 How did you feel sharing your story?
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Audience membersummarizegeveral community issuesetyheard throughout the stories and
thendiscussed how the stories affirmed their own experiences. For examp#idience
membenot ed, Alt hel ps t edegthnVevall have dreamyp, goalp &nd mor e
pr o b | Therespamses recorded in tiwes represented a form of dissemination feedback.

One unique aspect of the Little Village event was how the dilsalission was more
actionoriented and oriented to future dissemination recommendahianghe UIC event
Several audience membershad@wr et e di ssemination ideas: Alnf
campaigns for better me depbito promote moreeffentiveyhd k e t h e
collecting youth stories to share in an afterschool program as motivaticontrast, the UIC
eventdialoguewasconcentrated ohow academicgould use storytelling within their research
and practice.

e. Timelines.

TheUIC listening event was planned for April 2015 and the Little Village event was
scheduled for Mag015 The events were planned to be 9@umés in length: 30 minutes for
networking and settling into the space, 10 mintiwastroducethe project, 20 mirtes for
listening sessions, and 30 minutes for a final discussion. This format was not only implemented
according to plan, but was also riepted for all following listening events, with the discussion
at the end varying in length of tim€heflyers contained information on the final dates and times
that the listening events were implementbé UIC eventook place o-22-2015 from 11lam
12:30pm. For the Little Village event, the plan was to host it in,Mayindicated in th2-17-
2015 meeahg notesyetit occurred or9-16-2015 from 6pm7:30pm.

To understand why it was delayed, | sought guidance from one of the community

partnes, Adriana In general, she did not seem to have a stsafignt orsingular reason as to



85

why the delay happenebdut she did recall that the original planned date for May was motivated
by the academic partners, perhapaneffort to implementhie evenbefore tle semester ended.
Anot her i nf | ue nackefcapacky toRditohe seleated Ppanish Qtis

shortened audio segmentgjrianaremembered that they had a particularly busy summer.
Lastly, the event notes pointed out the significance of hatimgvent on Mexican

Independence Day, whiakas an additionatontributor In theevent notes hie facilitatorhad
expressedher gratitude in being able to share community storigb@culturally meaningful

day.

f. Resources and Capacity

Planningthelisteningevents involved a cycling of resources among individuals, their
capacities to complefganredtasks or activitiesand the timelinefor implementationThe
mostfrequentlycoded resource was individual people core group of OHhink Tank
memlers involved in the listening events dissemination process comprised of seven individuals
Melanie, Daniel, Tara, Paloma, Nina, Adriana, and Larho through their roles and
engagement were t he Amdngtmpndivudoadssdwoadmonith e pr oces
organizations and one academic institution wepgesentedAt the end of the UIC listeng
event powerpoint presentation, a comprehensive list of resouasscludedto creditthe
collective LVCHA partnershipThese included 35 individuals (imicling eight storytellers),
seven academic institutionatograms/departments, six community organizations, and one
funder Lastly, placefsettings, were only mentioned in the contexdehtifying physical
locations for the eventboth in planning€. g.draft of flyer, program draft) and implementation
data(e.qg.final flyer). Thesesettingswere theUIC Latino Cultural Center in hosting the UIC

event, and a community church in hosting the Little Village event.
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g. Context
The foremost contextual influenoa the listening events dissemination processes was

how their primary motivation stemmed from thétle Village context countefrnarrative and

power consciousnesklore specificallypower consciousness around the stories themselves

inspired the OHrhink Tankto shift their analic procedures from more conw#onal deductive
gualitative analysis procedures to representing the OHs in their original audio form. Listening
events were conceived as an analsggponse, buhorescasengaginglissemination adiputs
that could promote the countearrative. Thus, #hgoals obothlistening events aligned with
the overarching OH dissemination goal

Anothercontextual adaptation was the decision to organize listening events in two
differentcontexts: academic amdmmunity.Academic partners were the majorigpresented
in planning the UIC event, implemented in Engligihereasommunity partners primarily
planned the Little Village event, which was implemented in Spalmghe UIC event, theLittle

Village cortextcode capturédthe descriptive communityatistics and mapis both mediums of

conveying information that are better suited in academic presentadtiotisermorethe final
description of the event on the flyeaidan intentional focus on how acadero@ild use OHs

within researchin contrastthe Little Village contextcode manifesteth the Little Village event

throughour e si dent s® di s c us sfeeting ef conreaidn ared ibglohgingto z e d t |
the community Audience members specificabynphasizedhe importance of preserving and

upkeeping community spageeligious support, and community organizatitmest provide

resources. Community issuegre alsqresentduringthediscussions of the audio clipsuch as

one audience member g, i W@ learnabout the experiences of other people and the injustices

they have overcomel'astly, the communitybased audiendarainstormedction steps and how
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to use the OHs within the Little Village context instead of discussing the utility of usingrthem
reseach. Collectively, by adapting listening events stwademic and communitpntexts the
disseminatedhformationaround community strengths and the countarativewasboth

informing (UIC Listening Event) and affirming (Little Village Listeniegent).

2. Manuscript.

The second planned dissemination output of the OH project was the acadbhsbed
manuscript (Hernandez et al., 201The planning process was defined by exchanging drafts. In
preparing for the submission, there were six draftOitb2one in 2016, and 8 in 201After
receiving a revise and resubmit response from the journal editors, four additional drafts were
completed in 2017. In total9Mdraftsconstituted th@lanning procesdor final implementation
of the revise and resulihtover lettermanuscripresubmission, and published journal article.
Altogether this process contained the most available data compared to other dissemination
processes and types.

To analyze and evaluatiee manuscript dissemination process diataded the draft
versions, focusing primarily on the qualitativicrosoft Word track changesmments among
the writing teamThis feedbackcharacterize@ process of knowledge negotiatiand the

designatiorof roles.Knowledge negotiatiowasan emergentode that capturea process of

dissemination feedbacinternalto the writing group, in which mutual decisionaking occurred
betweermore than one individual to negotiate the actual message, content, and knowledge that
was to be disseminateThe contat | codedwithin thetext bodyof the draftamainly captured
themanuscripgoals, to assess how they changed over time. In addioeach subsequent

draft,| only coded new informatiqrio prevent repeated coded text segmantise analgis For

exanple,whenthere were track changes comments coded on a previouthdtaémained






