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Abstract

This paper describes work directed toward creating a positive youth development intervention that draw on a developmental intervention science outreach research approach. With respect to developmental interventions, the focus of this approach is on the creating evidence-based individual and institutional longitudinal change intervention strategies for promoting long-term developmental change. The paper describes three broad challenges (theoretical, methodological, and meta-theoretical) that we faced in our efforts to develop and implement community-based intervention programs built on this approach. First, we describe the theoretical challenges we addressed in developing the conceptual framework for our community-based intervention. Second, the challenge of developing and refining a methodological framework for evaluating positive youth development interventions in “real world” settings. Third, the meta-theoretical challenges that arose in the context implementing community-based positive development programs.

Our efforts to create and implement community-based positive youth development programs for troubled youth brings together a convergence of concepts and constructs in both developmental and intervention science. With respect to developmental science, this convergence of concepts has resulted in the formulation of a set of ideas portraying youth as resources to be developed rather than as problems to be managed (Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2003; Lerner, 2005). When fused with intervention/​prevention science literatures (Masten & Coatsworth, 1998), the result is a Developmental Intervention Science (DIS) perspective (i.e., a fusion of the two literatures). The work described in these papers aims to move this perspective forward by drawing on outreach research principles in the development of community-based positive development programs. The Changing Lives Program (CLP), one of the DIS programs currently being developed (and the focus of this paper), is implemented as a selective/indicated youth development program targeting multi-problem youth in alternative high schools. As we began to unify these concepts within a DIS outreach research framework, we encountered theoretical challenges in applying existing theory that took us in new directions.
Theoretical Challenges

Developmental Theory: A Psychosocial Developmental Life Course Approach 
The “developmental theoretical” framework (i.e., theory of what changes and how it changes) for our positive youth development program, which we call a “psychosocial developmental life course approach,” draws from both psychosocial developmental theory (Erikson, 1968) and life course theory (Elder, 1998). From psychosocial developmental theory, this DIS approach adopts a view of adolescence as the developmental period at which the individual is first confronted with the difficult challenge (and responsibility) of choosing the goals, roles, and beliefs about the world that give life direction and purpose as well as coherence and integration (i.e., a positive sense of identity). From life course theory, it adopts an emphasis on how individuals construct their own life courses through the choices they make and actions they take within the constraints and opportunities of historical and social circumstances.
Targeting the Historical and Developmental Moment: Linking Identity and Life Course Theory
The concept of identity derived from psychosocial developmental theory, when unified with the concept of life transitions and turning points derived from life course theory, provides a link between development, context, and human agency - i.e., a coherent conceptualization of individuals as producers of their own development (for a detailed discussion of this conceptualization see Kurtines, Montgomery, Eichas, et al. (in press). Linking these concepts highlights the role of identity as the “steering mechanism” guiding the individual’s life course. A life course (Elder, 1998) is the pathway of the individual’s life as it moves through the sequence of socially defined, age-graded events and roles over time, and identity (Erikson, 1968) the “self-structure” (i.e., the self-constructed, coherent, and dynamic structure) that steers the individual along this path. Thus, this conceptualization does not privilege any particular process or determinant (social/historical, biological/maturational, agentic, etc.) in regulating movement through the life course. Rather, it adopts the view that human agency can be numbered among the multiple determinants (e.g., social/historical, biological, etc.) that play an important role in which the life course is followed and how it is followed.
Although human agency is one determinant among many, it is one that is critical to understanding how individuals work out their lives in particular contexts. As Elder (1998) observed, one of the basic principles of life course theory is that “individuals construct their own life course through the choices and actions they take within the constraints and opportunities of history and social circumstances” (p. 961). Exemplifying this potential, in response to the question “Who Am I?,” one adolescents in the CLP program said:

“Who Am I? … I am what I want to be and not what society or my parents or anybody but me wants me to be. Because I see myself as an individual not to be trying to change myself for the better of someone else, but I should change myself for the better of me.”
Changing Life Courses

Life course theory thus offers a vocabulary for talking about the process by which individuals change. Life course theory not only holds that life transitions involve qualitative state changes that are both social and psychological, but also that qualitative state changes that occur during transitions are always elements of a larger trajectory (the individual’s life course). To this, life course theory adds the view that a particular state change may represent a “life course turning point” as well (Elder, 1998). A turning point is a specific type of state change, one that is characterized by a qualitative directional change. A directional change has two features -- the first is a discontinuation of movement along a previous pathway, the second is continued successive movement along a qualitatively different trajectory or pathway. A turning point thus results in a qualitative change in direction and that change can be either short term or long term relative to an individual’s life course history. A life course turning point is a long-term qualitative change in an individual’s life course. As such, whether a turning point is a “life course” turning point cannot be determined prospectively; it can only be done retrospectively, relative to a specific individual’s lived life course. Moreover, because a life course is a pathway that the individual, through her/his choices, selects from the array of available trajectories (e.g., institutional, developmental, etc.), the individual is in this sense the “producer” of the pathway of her/his life course. Agency in the selection of particular roles or situations represents a mechanism through which life advantages and disadvantages may begin to accumulate according to the Law of Effect in which behavior is sustained or changed by its consequences. 

Adolescents can identify changes in themselves or their life course that they see as constituting qualitative change and/or life course turning points. One adolescent in the CLP program, for example, responded to the question, “Are you presently undergoing a life turning point?” by describing a negative turning point in his ongoing relationship with his mother that was changing his life, “Yeah, yep, my step daddy left my momma and she felt like it was my fault. So, now it’s like changing on me and stuff. I think she hates me now. Aw, I don’t know, cause now it’s all changing, she feels like it’s my fault he’s gone and he don’t wanna come back to her…now she gets at anything to argue with me. It’s a negative change, I feel like she wanna throw me out and put him back in.” In response to the same life turning point question, another reported she was undergoing a positive life transformational change in her sense of self /identity:  “I’m becoming more mature and I can feel it. I understand things better now.” 
Turning full circle, life course theory thus offers a view of life transitions such as adolescence as periods of increased likelihood of a radical break or departure from a previous life course pathway. Interventions that target the transition to adulthood thus have the potential to not only to reduce risky or problem behaviors; they may also increase the individuals’ prospects for positive long-term life course change. The concepts of a life course pathway, agency, and life course turning points, when coupled with the concept of identity as a self-constructed, coherent, and dynamic organization of the self, yield a useful perspective on improving youth interventions -- particularly when linked to the life course concept of events as key building blocks that can be combined into event histories or trajectories. 
As described in detail below, such a framework makes it possible to investigate scientifically the relation of intentionally manipulated macro-level institutional events (e.g., establishment of a system of alternative high schools, implementation of youth development program in the high schools, etc.) and the associated micro-level social processes (e.g., the small group counseling interactions and face-to-face individual counseling interactions that take place within the context of these events) and qualitative change in the meaning and significance of the life course experiences of individuals who participate in those events (i.e., transformation in the meaning and significance of one’s sense of self and identity;  life course turning points, etc.).
Intervention Theory: A Participatory Transformative Approach
The “intervention” theoretical framework (i.e., theory of what to change and how to change it) for our positive youth development program, which we call “a participatory transformative approach,” draws from both Freire’s (1983/1970) transformative pedagogy and multicultural counseling theory (Sue & Zane, 2006) for its strategies to enhance the critical consciousness of marginalized people about their exclusion from the mainstream. Freire referred to such an approach as transformative pedagogy, a pedagogy of dialogue rather than instruction. Freire developed this approach for use in his work with poor rural Brazilians, and we found to work well with the culturally diverse multi-problem youth who are the focus of the CLP. 

Participatory Co-learning and Transformative Activities
Our primary intervention goal is to empower troubled adolescents to change their lives in positive directions. To this end, CLP group work involves three phases: (1) Engagement, (2) Participatory Co-learning, and (3) Transformative Activities. The Engagement phase (1) and the Participatory Co-learning experiences (2) provide the foundation for the student-directed Transformative Activities, our key change-producing “intervention strategy” (3). While engaged in student-directed transformative activities involving proactive problem posing and solving, students are expected to learn to be the “experts.” Engaging in transformative activities creates change that often solves participants’ short-term presenting problems, an important outcome. However, although important, this is not our primary therapeutic goal. Rather, as described below, we consider the opportunities for “mastery experiences” that these activities create to be the primary “therapeutic ingredient” of our programs.

The implementation phases are designed to be flexible and can be adapted to diverse populations and problems, goals, and settings. As shown in Textbox 1, after youth are engaged, the counselor shifts the focus to the participatory co-learning and transformative activities to the students. However, the sequencing tends to be iterative (back and forth between phases) as counselor uses the CLP strategies when opportunities present themselves in the sessions (details are presented in Garcia, Montgomery, Kurtines, Lewis-Arango, in press).
The aim is to create contexts in which troubled young people can transform their sense of control and responsibility and, in the process, change their “negative” life pathways into positive ones. Our intervention program thus aims at changing lives and we use intervention strategies that are both participatory and transformative to achieve this goal. Using Freire’s (1983/1970) work as a springboard, our participatory transformative approach also draws on multicultural counseling theory (Sue & Zane, 2006) and the empowerment literature (Brandtstadter & Lerner, 1999; McWhirter, 1997; Peterson & Reid, 2003; Zimmerman, 1995). The aim is to create contexts in which program participants take an active role in the intervention process with the interventionist (facilitator, teacher, etc.) participating as a co-learner in their efforts to construct alternatives to negative life pathways. In YDP programs, participants not only talk about their problems, they do something about them. In the process, they are empowered as they experience the possibility of creating (rather than enduring) the circumstances of their lives. 
Mastery Experiences: CLP’s Core Mediator of Life Course Change

CLP uses youth-directed transformative activities as its key behavioral intervention strategy for facilitating empowerment (Kurtines, Montgomery, Eichas, et al., in press).While intentionally identifying problems and engaging in transformative activities to solve these problems (changing the way things are for the better), students become the “experts” and in the process become empowered. Because of such mastery experiences, youth learn “to see a closer correspondence between their goals and a sense of how to achieve them, gain greater access to and control over resources and . . . gain mastery over their lives” (Zimmerman, 1995, p. 583).

We extend and refine the concept of mastery experiences by articulating a psychosocial developmental life course conceptualization of positive mastery experiences as a mediating mechanism of life course change. That is, although our key “intervention strategy” is comprised of a primarily behavioral intervention (i.e., facilitating participants’ engagement in transformational change producing “activities”), it is the quality of the cognitive and affective processes associated with mastery experiences generated by transformative activities that are hypothesized to operate as cognitive/affective mediating mechanisms by transforming the way youth understand and/or feel about their current life course. Specifically, the quality of the cognitive and affective processes associated with mastery experiences generated by transformative activities (positive or negative) are hypothesized to precipitate complex cascading change in either (or both) “cognitive” and “affective” components of the individual’s subjective evaluation of the experience (see Kurtines, Montgomery, Eichas,et al., in press).
Although we consider positive mastery experiences to have the potential to transform the subjective meaning and significance of all types of life course experiences, we consider mastery experiences that result in change in a participant’s experiences of “self” and “identity” to be a particularly important type of “life course change” experience. In addition, we further consider mastery experiences that result in a transformative (directional) change (e.g., from negative to positive) in a participant’s experiences of “self” and “identity” one of the most important types of life course experience changes, because it is the type of change that is most likely to result in directional life course change that is long-term. From a psychosocial developmental life course perspective, an identity is seen as a relatively stable “self-structure” (i.e., the self-constructed, coherent, and dynamic organization of the drives, abilities, beliefs, and personal history) that serves as an individual’s “steering mechanism” for directing an individual’s choices and actions, within the constraints and opportunities of history and social circumstances, throughout the duration of a life course. 

Moreover, because life course theory views a life course as a pathway that the individual directs through her/his cumulative choices from the array of available trajectories (e.g., institutional, developmental, etc.), the forward edge of an individual’s movement through a life course is located at the intersection of these possible trajectories and the future direction of the pathway as directed by each individual’s interpretation of the subjective meaning and significance of the cumulative effects of the alternatives selected. Agency in the selection of particular roles or situations thus represents a mechanism through which life advantages/​disadvantages accumulate and life courses are sustained or changed by the interpretation of the meaning and significance of their consequences to the individual. 

Consequently, for purposes of intervention and measurement, we adopt the meaning and significance of a program participant’s life experiences in the context of the available array of possible trajectories at the time of entry into the program as the lead point of that participant’s movement through a life course and, hence, it is not only the focus of our empowerment intervention strategies but also the focus of our efforts to measure and track qualitative life course change that is long-term as well as directional. Specifically, from the perspective of our psychosocial developmental life course approach, the most empowering type of transformational change to promote in a troubled youth on a negative life course pathway is positive transformational change in the youths’ experiences of self and identity. Thus, we consider the occurrence of youth proactive transformational activities that promote the formation of a positive sense of identity to be a key change-producing ingredient in our intervention work. We consider it among the most empowering types of transformational change because such change alters youths’ personal sense of identity that serves as the “steering mechanism” for directing the course of their lives “over the long haul.”
Methodological Challenges: The Legacy of the Split
We considered the availability of methods to measure and track qualitative life course change important for our intervention work because, as discussed above, we consider interventions that promote transformational change in the subjective meaning and significance of program participants’ life course experiences in empowering ways to have the potential to promote long term directional life course change as they alter an individual’s personal sense of identity that serves as a “steering mechanism” in constructing her/his life course. The aim of our programs is to change the lives of troubled young people for the better where “change” means a qualitative change in direction (i.e., from negative to positive) and where “for the better” is understood as particularly and contextually situated (e.g., in ways that are relative to each individual’s specific life course pathway at the time of entry into the program). Thus, although addressing the lack of well-established readily available methods for investigating transformational change in the subjective meaning and significance of life course experiences is an important aim of our measurement development efforts, our specific need for methods for identifying and categorizing the unique properties or qualities of subjective meaning and significance of each individual’s experiences of self and identity informed the development of a number of the core measures that are used in our program. 
The Measurement and Evaluation of Qualitative Life Course Change 

Documenting qualitative change in the meaning and significance of life course experiences involved the adaptation and refinement of measures and methods for analyzing such change. In this context, our program of research sought to advance the field by refining measures and methods for assessing qualitative change in the life course experiences of youth. At the specific level of the Miami YDP, our aim was to refine methods for evaluating person-centered qualitative research hypotheses associated with one pole of the methodological split and integrate their use with variable-oriented research methods and data analytic strategies for evaluating quantitative research hypotheses associated with the other pole. In doing so, we developed Relational Data Analysis (RDA) as a framework for the use in evaluating the Changing Lives Program. (see Kurtines, Montgomery, et al., this issue, for a detailed description of RDA.)

Unifying the Methodological Meta-theoretical Split

This split has separated two of the major meta-theoretical traditions represented in the human sciences, traditions that have had a far-reaching and pervasive impact (both direct and indirect) on diverse disciplines. Operationally, these traditions have been associated with two wide-ranging literatures (often broadly referred to by terms such as qualitative “versus” quantitative; sociological “versus” psychological approaches, etc.) that have been historically identified with the meta-theoretical themes defining the opposing poles of the methodological split (structural/​causal, variational/​transformational, expressive/instrumental, interpretation/​observation, etc.). Against this background, our broadest aim was to investigate the analytic utility of uniting (within RDA framework) qualitative and quantitative methods representative of these two distinct research traditions, the quantitative/experimental research tradition associated with clinic/lab based psychological/​developmental sciences, and the qualitative/field research tradition associated ethnographic/​community based sociological/​anthropological sciences.

Although the split meta-theory of positivist philosophy of science had a pervasive impact on research in psychological science in general and the developmental science in particular, the influence of split meta-theory on the sociological/​anthropological tradition was less pervasive. Grounded theory, the approach we drew on in developing our qualitative measures, emerged out of sociological/​anthropological science, with its strong ethnographic tradition, an orientation that, in contrast to psychological science, has traditionally included little or no research on nonhuman species. The research methods that evolved out of this tradition, consequently, tend to focus on measures and methods useful for research on language using, meaning making, cultural bearing organisms -- humans (Denzin, & Lincoln, 2000). As a result, the methods associated with grounded theory (e.g., open coding and constant comparison) have evolved mainly for use in research that involves collecting and analyzing data obtained with qualitative measures that capture the subjective meaning and significance of the life experiences of human research participants (e.g., as expressed in open-ended linguistic response data collected by means of unstructured interviews, written or oral narratives, field observation notes, etc.; Denzin, & Lincoln, 2000; Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Strauss & Corbin, 1998). 
In this context, objective reports of observable responses (free of observer interpretation of meaning and significance) considered the definitive foundational data for psychological/​developmental research conducted within the split meta-theoretical tradition are, within the sociological/​​​anthropological interpretative tradition, considered primarily a starting point. That is, these objective reports are viewed as “raw” behavioral observations to be extended, refined, enriched, and verified by data collected with measures and methods designed to capture and facilitate the interpretation of the human meaning and significance of the linguistic and culture-laden intentions of the person or persons engaged in the behavior being observed. 
Consistent with this tradition, for example, we interpret the interview response data we obtain from the RDA adaptation of the LCI (Clausen, 1998) and the PSQ (Oyserman, 2007) as narrative expressions of the subjective meaning and significances of participants’ experiences of self and identity. Thus, although the subjective meaning and significance of life course experience (including experiences of self and identity) are not directly observable, the narrative/linguistic expressions of the meaning and significance of these experiences captured in the interview transcripts are available for intersubjective observation and analysis. Participant’s narrative expressions of meaning and significance are thus conceptualized as indicators or markers of unobservable latent variables, i.e., the “actual” subjective meaning and significant of the experiences of self and identity (which are obviously unavailable for observation). A latent variable is a variable for which there is no sample realization for at least some observations in a given sample (Bollen, 2002). A latent variable is thus unobservable at least some of the time, and, as Bollen (2002) pointed out, many variables in the psychological and sociological sciences are unobservable all of the time. In this context, we use qualitative change in these narrative expressions of the meaning and significance of the experiences of self and identity as primary outcome variables in evaluating whether our interventions promote transformational change in the subjective meaning and significance program participants’ life course experiences. 
In addition, because it has been historically identified with the sociological/​anthropological ethnographic/community based tradition, the grounded theory approach has emphasized theory “construction” using data collected on human participants in field or community settings. This is in contrast to the experimental tradition that evolved in psychological/​developmental research emphasizing the “evaluation” of theory (vis-à-vis hypothesis testing) using data collected under rigorously controlled clinic/lab settings and frequently intended to generalize to human and nonhuman species (i.e., species that are not language using, culture bearing, meaning making). Consequently, qualitative research methods, such as theoretical sampling and saturation (as developed for use in grounded theory), have tended to be used to develop and refine theory regarding the linkages between inner psychological states (e.g., subjective meaning and significance of experiences) and observed human behavior in real world human ecologies, as interpreted by the researcher and, more important, by the participants themselves -- a context in which theory development is justifiably considered still in the discovery stage. 

As Strauss and Corbin (1998) noted, theoretical sampling is “Data gathering driven by concepts derived from evolving theory … [intended] to maximize opportunities to discover variations among concepts and to densify categories in terms of their properties and dimensions.” (p. 201) Theoretical saturation, in turn, provides a criteria for determining how long to continue theoretical sampling, namely, “until (a) no new or relevant data seem to emerge regarding a category, (b) the category is well developed in terms of its properties and dimensions demonstrating variation, and (c) the relations among categories are well established and validated” (1998, p. 212). Consequently, qualitative methods and procedures, such as theoretical sampling and saturation, provide a useful means for breaking new ground in theory construction because building on theory as it evolves facilitates “bootstrapping” where no theory currently exists. The idea is to use whatever new theoretical developments emerge as a guide to the collection of new data (i.e., to sample “new” data in ways that are likely to be constructive in furthering the evolution of theory). In well-established literatures, in contrast, the goal is frequently that of the evaluation of theory -- that is, the goal is to test theories as rigorously as possible in order to confirm or refute existing theoretical concepts and constructs (or refine them) rather than create new theory out of raw data. 

In this context, a key aim was to investigate the potential contribution of the data analytic strategies that we have developed (RDA) for moderating the methodological split at the theoretical and factual level through their unified use with well-established qualitative research methods and procedures (e.g., open coding, theoretical sampling/saturation, etc.) and quantitative research methods and procedures (e.g., manipulated independent variables, random assignment to condition, quasi-experimental designs, etc.). In addition, we also sought to draw on relational meta-theory to provide a useful framework for challenging the validity of the split. The nature and the setting of the type of research conducted by YDP thus provided an opportunity to bring together as coequals a number of elements from two distinct meta-theoretical traditions that have had a far-reaching and pervasive impact on the field, outlined in Textbox 3.
The research hypotheses generated by RDA thus provided the opportunity to extend and refine methods for testing qualitative research hypotheses derived from one meta-theoretical tradition, the qualitative/field research tradition, and fuse their use with measures, methods, and data analytic strategies for testing research hypotheses derived from a “rival” meta-theoretical tradition, the quantitative/experimental research tradition. At this level, theoretical questions become inextricably interrelated to and inseparable from not only methodological questions but meta-theoretical ones as well, and begin to test and extend the limits of what has been done in the field and expand the horizons of what may be done.

Conceptualizing Life Course Change 

In addition to drawing on an approach (grounded theory) that emerged out of the sociological tradition to document life course change as it takes place at the individual level, we have additionally drawn on an approach (life course theory) that similarly emerged out of the sociological tradition in the development of a framework for conceptualizing life course change as it takes place at the intersection of the individual and society. Life course inquiry arose out of the confluence of several major theoretical and empirical streams of research connecting social change, social structure, and individual action (Giele & Elder, 1998). It represents an integration of the two broad paradigms for conceptualizing the relation between the individual and society that defined the social sciences in the first half of the 20th century – a snapshot of “social relations” or structural approach that focused on the impact of the social surroundings on the individual, or a movie-like “temporal” or dynamic approach that traced the story of lives over time. The orientation of the structural approach was atemporal or ahistorical and focused on the interconnections between the individual and either: a) the macro social order (the whole society) or b) the micro-level (small groups and face-to-face interactions). The dynamic or “temporal” orientation, on the other hand, focused on the dynamics of social context and change in either: a) special sub-groups or b) the lives of individual actors (Giele & Elder, 1998, p. 6). Life course inquiry, in contrast, integrates both these traditions by using events as key building blocks that are combined in event histories or trajectories that are compared across persons or groups by noting differences in timing, duration, and rates of change.

As developmental intervention scientists drawing on the life course approach, however, our primary concern has not been with investigating the relation between naturally occurring events and subsequent event histories at the “mega” macro socio-historical level (e.g., wars, economic depressions, etc.) and individual life course events and subsequent life course “event” histories in the context of historical events. Rather, for the purposes of our current research program, our efforts have focused on “mini” macro-level social events (e.g., establishment of a system of alternative high schools, implementation of a youth development program in the high schools, etc.) and the associated “mini” micro-level social processes (e.g., small group counseling interactions and face-to-face individual counseling interactions) and individual life course change. Fortunately, because “events” are more “manageable” at this level, working at a “mini” micro-level provides the opportunity to complement investigations of the relation between naturally occurring events at the “mega” macro socio-historical level and individual life course events with investigations of the relation between intentionally manipulated events at the “mini” micro social process level and individual life course events., i.e., to expand the horizons of efficacy/​effectiveness outcome research both longitudinally and comparatively.
Efficacy/​Effectiveness Outcome Research: Expanding the Horizons

The research studies reported in this special issue were designed to provide preliminary evidence for the reliability and validity of the qualitative measures under development as well as the utility of unifying qualitative and quantitative research methods and procedures for evaluating intervention programs and in this sense, the studies were designed to be efficacy/​effectiveness outcome studies. The research studies, however, were not conceptualized primarily as efficacy/​effectiveness outcome research. Rather, they were conceptualized as the first data collection wave in a type of outreach “research design” that we have been developing as an extension of our ongoing program of developmental intervention science outreach research. The structure and format of this research design is intended to realize the potential for conducting comparative and longitudinal program evaluation research made possible by the logic of outreach research, i.e., research involving a “long term” commitment of both community stakeholders and researchers to the development of programs that meet community needs. 
The development of this design, termed a Multistage Longitudinal Comparative (MLC) program evaluation design, was modeled after current recommendations for developing and evaluating interventions (Rounsaville, Carroll, & Onken, 2001); however, in this case for a “life-span” evaluation with respect to the life span of the program as well as the life span of the participants. The MLC program evaluation design draws on the multistage approach but adapts it to include phase-specific evaluation across three core stages of program evolution (Formation, Consolidation, Maintenance/Dissolution). This design is thus intended to be longitudinal as well as comparative, developed to evaluate long-term community based outreach programs with respect to external and internal validity. That is, both long-term time/cost effectiveness (feasible, afford​able, and sustainable in real-world settings) and research efficacy (experimentally manipulated variables, control conditions, psychometrically sound measures, etc.). 
The MLC design stages, which follow the three-stage model summarized by Rounsaville et al. (2001), are presented in Textbox 4 (also see Kurtines, Montgomery, et al, this issue). The aim of our empirical research was thus to expand the horizons of efficacy/​effectiveness outcome research and address the complex issue of the relation between the individual and society over time at multiple levels (individual, program, institutional, etc.) in ways that have the potential for rendering transparent the reciprocity of the process of individual and social change.

Meta-theoretical Challenges
At the individual level, our goal in developing RDA was to contribute to the development of measures and methods for documenting qualitative change in participants in our interventions. Although this was an important theoretical and methodological goal, our goals extended beyond theoretical and methodological. Indeed, moving into actual application of RDA specifically highlighted the fact that this particular goal was in service of a broader goal, that of unifying the methodological split, and that our primary approach for doing this involved making an intentional effort to facilitate unifying the methodological split at the metatheoretical level. We considered our efforts to contribute to unifying the methodological split at the metatheoretical level by challenging the utility and validity of the split as it has separated two of the major metatheoretical traditions represented in the human sciences, traditions that have had a far-reaching and pervasive impact (both direct and indirect) on diverse disciplines.
With this possibility in mind, we conducted evaluation efforts that included the collection of qualitative data (using qualitative measures and methods) drawn from the sociological/​anthropological field tradition of theory construction, in a research design (a short-term longitudinal quasi-experimental design with a comparison control group) drawn from the psychological/​developmental clinic/laboratory tradition of theory testing.  Our aim in doing so was to more fully realize the unifying potential of the relational circle as articulated in the relational meta-theory proposed by Overton (1998; 2003; 2006; see also Kurtines, Montgomery, et al. this issue). Thus, while we sought to establish YDP research projects within the community-sensitive model of outreach research, we also sought to adopt knowledge development strategies that would be fitting for such an effort.  

Parallel to the need for a shift in the direction of research towards closer university-community collaborations, there is a need for a shift in research in the human sciences toward a greater balance between top down, theory-driven laboratory/clinic based research and bottom up data-driven contextual/community based research. Because the leading edge of the socio-historical change takes place at the intersection of the individual and society, the type of breakthroughs needed to stay at the forward edge of this change are methodological advances that render our measures, methods, and data analytic strategies capable of capturing, in the “raw” and in “real time,” the leading edge of this change and render it explicit and intelligible. 
We see the value of developmental intervention science outreach research to the emergence of new directions in efficacy/​effectiveness research as creating the opportunity to capture in “real time” the temporal dimension of developmental and historical change (i.e., changing lives in changing times). The capacity to conceptually link developmental and historical change is also why we consider outreach research (i.e., research conducted in "real-world" community settings and responsive to local needs that draws on pre-existing and/or novel theoretical approaches) to be an especially useful complement to top-down theory driven research, particularly in the human sciences. Outreach research begins and remains rooted in the “real world” as well as rooted in the theoretical perspective that the investigator brings to the research setting. Outreach research has the potential to provide the developmental investigator a ready-at-hand array of research methods and procedures for fusing theory driven data collection and data driven theory construction.

To contribute to this end, we have drawn on the qualitative/field tradition in the human sciences in an effort to extend and refine methods and procedures sensitive to change in real-world community settings and responsive to local needs/values. This included, at the level of the individual, change in the subjective meaning and significance of the life course experience of research participants. However, the research value of reports of the subjective meaning and significance of the life course experience underwent challenge in psychological/developmental sciences during the first half of the 20th century by the growing prominence of the positivist movement in philosophy and the associated emergence of a prominent behavioral functionalist learning tradition in the psychological/developmental sciences (chiefly in the U.S.). 
 Beginning with Kuhn (1962), the persistent and pervasive philosophical critiques of the positivist movement that emerged during the second half of the 20th century have rendered the movement’s objectivist claim that “scientific” theory is necessarily grounded in “objective” data based on direct observation (along with positivist’s other foundational assumptions) problematic, with a resulting decline in the influence of the positivist movement in philosophy. Consequently, as the 21st century gets underway with no strong philosophic defense of the objectivist claims of the positivists on the horizon, it appears appropriate to propose a more straightforward and practical alternative for making progress than another extended round of philosophical discourse -- particularly with respect to the issue of the potential contribution of the subjective experience of human research participants to the scientific understanding of developmental and historical change. From the perspective of relational metatheory, this issue appears as amenable to consensual resolution at the level of theoretical and factual discourse via scientific analysis as it appears amenable to consensual resolution at the level of meta-theoretical discourse via philosophical analysis, i.e., -- that what scientists have to say about the issue might matter as much as what philosophers have to say. 

Indeed, from the perspective of the relational metatheory goal of unifying historical methodological splits, it appears reasonable to propose that the main accomplishment of the initial acceptance of the positivist’s objectivist claim for scientific understanding was that of narrowing the scope of scientific investigation. The resulting constraints on the limits of scientific investigation shifted advances in the behavioral domain of scientific inquiry into the foreground with the result that advances in the scientific investigation of the meaning and significance of subjective experience tended to be shifted to the background. However, in view of the pervasive philosophical critiques that have rendered the positivists’ objectivist claims problematic and the absence of a strong philosophic response, there no longer appears to be any substantive reason to rule out in advance the potential value of scientific investigation of the meaning and significance of subjective experience in the psychological and developmental sciences. Indeed, as noted, the fact that that field has advanced to the point where the types of meta-theoretical frameworks that are needed for unifying meta-theoretical traditions are available (e.g., relational methodological metatheory) opens up the possibility of drawing on these frameworks to advance the field at the theoretical and factual levels in concrete and specific domains of research, including unifying the use of both quantitative and qualitative methods in the analysis of developmental change. Re-visiting the issue of the value of the scientific investigation of the meaning and significance of subjective experience at this point (i.e., the beginning of the 21st century) has an added advantage in that it is now possible to draw on the extensive methodological advances in quantitative/experimental methods that have taken place as a means for facilitating advances in qualitative/field methods, and in this way facilitating the unification of the artificially opposed traditions. 

In this context, our approach has been to draw on the conceptually and theoretically open-ended measures, methods, and data analytic strategies that have evolved in qualitative/field tradition for rendering intelligible the meaning and significance of individual and institutional change to the language using, culture bearing, meaning making community of participants who co-construct and create this change and fuse the results of the use these “qualitative methods” with the use of methods and data analytic strategies for testing research hypotheses derived from the quantitative/experimental research tradition. Our approach to unifying them has thus involved a proactive infusion of elements from both traditions. Our approach involved, for example, efforts to develop qualitative measures and methods for collecting narrative expressions of subjective experiences that could be coded and classified with a level of reliability and validity that parallel those of quantitative measures and methods and coming up with methods and procedures for analyzing qualitative data that draw on the capability and power of the statistical methods used in the analysis of quantitative data. For this approach, the evolution of new directions in efficacy/effectiveness research needed to generate breakthroughs and advances in knowledge development does not require a triumph of one tradition over the other. To the contrary, the extent to which one tradition is privileged over the other (in either direction) only serves to impoverish knowledge development at all levels (i.e., factual, methodological, theoretical, and meta-theoretical). 
Conclusion
The results of developmental intervention science outreach research thus have the potential to contribute to what Lerner et al. (2000), Jensen et al. (1999), and others have described as the blurring of the distinctions between science and practice in developmental science, and appear to have the potential to help enhance the vitality for the future progress of the field of human development and, in the process, the very viability the of the academy itself (Eccles, 1996; Lerner et al. 2000). The emergence of a movement that seeks to fuse and unify as coequals measures, methods, and data analytic strategies for testing research hypotheses derived from “rival” metatheoretical traditions, each seemingly defining opposite poles of the metatheoretical methodological split, is movement in a direction that represents an opportunity to begin, as we observed, to test and extend the limits of what has been done in the field and expand the horizons of what may be done in the future. 
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Textbox 2: Relational versus Split Metatheory Perspectives on Developmental Change (from Overton, 1998)


�
�
With respect to the scientific study of human development, the most significant impact of split meta-theory has to do with the particular perspective it adopts regarding what changes, how it changes, and how it is measured: 


Concerning what changes:


expressive action in humans is considered to reflect the creative function of humans in making new behaviors, new intentions, and new meanings


OR (at the opposite pole)  


instrumental action in humans is considered to provide a means for attaining some outcome as the pragmatic dimension of action. 


Concerning how it changes: 


   the split is whether changes are either


transformational change that reflects changes in the structure, pattern, organization, complexity, etc. of observed units and can be understood as qualitative in nature (i.e., transformational/�morphological change). 


OR (at the opposite pole)


variational change that reflects changes in the degree or extent that an observed change varies from an postulated standard and can be understood as quantitative in nature (i.e., an increase or decrease from the standard). 


Concerning how change is measured: 


   the split is whether change is measured either 


by means of  behavioral observation free from interpretation as dependent variables 


OR (at the opposite pole). 


by means of theoretically meaningful interpretations of culture-laden narrative expressions of subjective life course experiences as dependent variable�
�






Textbox 1: CLP Intervention Phases, Objectives, and Strategies


�
�
Phase�
Objective �
Strategy�
�
Engagement�
Group cohesion 


Facilitator-student rapport �
Cohesion-building activities


Joining/establishing therapeutic alliance


�
�
Participatory co-learning


Transforming yourself�
Knowledge of self


Realization of potentials�
Emotion-focused problem posing (Exploration for insight )


Envision future selves


Identify transformative life goals


�
�
Participatory co-learning


Transforming the world you live in�
Critical problem posing & Critical understanding


(Identifying the right problem or challenge rather than a solution for the wrong problem)�
Reality-focused problem posing  (Critical Thinking & Critical Discussion )


Exploration of instrumental alternatives (Transformation of Self or Others?)


Critical Problem Solving (Reality Based Evaluation of Identified Solutions)�
�
Transformative Activities�
Proactive participation in transforming self and others�
Student-directed transformative activities (Aimed at self, peers, family, school, or community)


�
�
Mastery Experiences�
Personal empowerment


�
Acceptance of responsibility, implement change goals, accept challenges, overcome obstacles �
�









Textbox 3. Complementary Methodological Meta-theoretical Orientations 


�
�
The quantitative/experimental tradition primarily defined by the use of:�
The qualitative/field tradition primarily defined by the use of:�
�
research designs for collecting data under controlled lab/clinic/experimental conditions�
research designs for collecting unstructured non-experimental data in field settings �
�
measures of variational change in instrumental action in human and nonhuman species�
measures of transformational change in expressive action in humans�
�
behavioral observation free from interpretation as dependent variables�
theoretically meaningful interpretations of culture-laden narrative expressions of the meaning of subjective life course experiences as dependent variables�
�
data analytic strategies testing hypothesized causal (quantitative) change �
data analytic strategies evaluating hypothesized structural (qualitative) change�
�
theory (hypothesis) testing and refinement�
theory construction and development�
�



Textbox4: Multistage Longitudinal Comparative (MLC) Program Evaluation Design (from Rounsaville, Carroll, & Onken, 2001)


�
�
Stage I, Formation includes identifying community needs (problem, population, community sector, etc.), creating a sustaining support infrastructure (identify stakeholders, community partners, institutional resources, etc.), establish preliminary linkages at appropriate micro-level social system/network (family, school, neighborhood based programs); 


Stage II, Consolidation  includes the construction of a conceptual/theoretical framework (identify/define change goals, intervention strategies, etc.), develop a methodological framework (select an appropriate short-term research design, identify appropriate intervention and comparison control conditions, select/construct measures, identify appropriate data analytic strategies, etc.), conduct a planned preliminary evaluation (psychometric evaluation of measures, short term controlled studies, etc.) of an intervention program that provides preliminary reliability, validity, and utility checks as well as the opportunity for “mid-course” correction in research methods and procedures; 


Stage III, Maintenance/Dissolution includes selecting appropriate non-randomized comparison control (matched sample comparison, community comparison, etc.), reconfiguring community resources to meet changing needs, etc); evaluate program’s long-term time/cost effectiveness (durable, afford�able, and sustainable, etc. over the life span of the program), evaluate program’s long-term research effectiveness (multistage longitudinal comparative evaluation of program effectiveness across the life span of the participants and the program, whichever comes first)�
�
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