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Abstracts are a critical part of the application, and Foundation staff use them to screen
applications and determine which ones move forward in the review process. Abstracts provide a
glimpse of the analytic strategy. It is important that applicants include sufficient details about the
research sample, methods, and designs. At many points of the review process, the abstract is the
only means to ensure reviewers of the quality of the proposed research.

Abstracts also provide a glimpse of the analytic strategy: It is important that applicants include
sufficient details about the research sample, methods, and designs.

In this annotated excerpt from a successful application, we highlight a well-structured abstract
that proposes a qualitative and longitudinal study of the use of research evidence.
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This abstract is an important part of your application. Foundation senior staff use
it to screen applications. In final review stages, all Selection Committee members
read the abstract, while only two members conduct detailed reviews of the full
application. The abstract should provide a concise, compelling description of your
research and mentoring plans.

Do not edit this form or delete instructions from it.

Principal Investigator Raquel Muiiz, J.D., Ph.D.

Institution Boston College

Department Educational Leadership and Higher Education

Project Title Strategies and Conditions Facilitating and Hindering Education
Law Attorneys’ Use of Research Evidence

PART I: FIVE-YEAR RESEARCH PLAN (maximum of four pages)

Summarize your five-year research plan. Describe the rationale for the research
including a brief literature review, its contribution to understanding the
Foundation’s Current Research Interests, its significance for informing policy
and/or practice, and the ways it will expand your expertise.

For each project, summarize: 1) specific research questions or hypotheses; 2)
sample definition and selection procedures; 3) research design and methods; 4)
data collection including key constructs, measures, data sources, and data
collection procedures; and 5) data analysis plans. The latter years or latter projects
of the research plan may, by necessity, be described in less detail than that of the
first few years or first project, but we encourage you to provide enough specificity
for reviewers to be assured of the rigor and feasibility of the plan.

Project #1:

Project Overview and Literature Review. This proposed research project will examine how a legal
organization, || | | | | | . ©ost<:s the routine use of research in legal advocacy to
improve marginalized youths’' legal and social outcomes. Attorneys negotiate on behalf of their clients,
decide whether to file suit, prepare the legal case, argue the case, and generally advise their clients. At
each stage of the legal advocacy process, they have the ability to shape the outcomes of the youth they
represent. In traditional advocacy, attorneys draw mainly on legal sources and doctrines and zealously
advocate in the courtroom (Anderson et al., 2019). In contrast, for over twenty years, - has
promoted the use of research through a holistic approach to legal advocacy, and their approach has been

recognized as important and impactful (Youth Advocacy, n.d.)—most recently receiving a grant from the
to extend
their holistic approach across .

Attorneys engaged in holistic legal advocacy examine the underlying life circumstances that lead
individuals to become involved with the legal system (e.g., poverty, food insecurity, homelessness,

!'In line with the W. T. Grant’s Foundation’s definition, in this proposal, “youth” refers to individuals from early
childhood through age 25.




mental health issues, family instability) and the collateral implications of being involved in the legal
system (e.g., recidivism, social stigma, unemployment) (Lee et al., 2014; Anderson et al., 2019). Most
germane to the proposed study, such attorneys can improve outcomes for their clients by drawing on
research evidence? and other extra-legal sources® to inform their understanding of the social and collateral
ramifications that impact their clients’ lives. Through this advocacy approach, |l uses research in
their legal representation to account for the multiple systems that impact their clients’ lives and improve
social and legal outcomes for marginalized youth (see Brustin, 2002).

Lawyers, as well as scholars, across disciplines have examined the value of holistic approaches to legal
advocacy in creating better legal and other social outcomes for clients of all ages and across areas of law
(Bronx Defenders, n.d.; Holland, 2006; Steinberg, 2013; Buchanan & Nooe, 2017). For instance, in a ten-
year study, Anderson et al. (2019) found that holistic legal advocacy in criminal defense increased client
releases without having to post bail by 2.3% and charge downgrades by 2.7%, as well as decreased
pretrial detention by 8.6%, jail sentences by 3.9%, and days held in custody by nearly 1.1 million days, all
of which saved the state $160 million. Scholars of law and social inequality have also asserted that
holistic arguments humanize the parties involved in cases before the courts, regardless of legal case
outcome, which is especially impactful for people from low-income, racially marginalized communities
(Bell, 1992; Crenshaw, 1989; Delgado, 1989; Smyth, 2011). My own research has established the
importance of human-rights based arguments in legal cases with implications for marginalized
communities (Mufiiz et al., 2023; Muiiiz et al., 2022). Given this body of work, attorneys engaged in
holistic advocacy for low-income, racially marginalized youths are better positioned to improve the legal
and social conditions of youths relative to attorneys who practice traditional advocacy (Phillippi et al.,
2021; Ostrom & Bowman, 2021). Despite the benefits noted by scholars and practitioners, the strategies
and conditions that foster the use of research in legal advocacy have not been investigated. [lluminating
these will help enable low-income, racially marginalized youth to obtain better legal and social outcomes
in their cases (e.g., less incarceration, lower drop-out rates, greater connection to youth-serving social
systems) (Colling et al., 2021; McCarter, 2016; Miller et al., 2018; Shook et al., 2021).

The study | propose comprises a five-year longitudinal exploratory qualitative case study of _
ﬂ. Through this study and the support of my mentors, I will build my expertise in (1) the use

of research in law, (2) case study methodology, and (3) network theory and analysis.

Conceptual Framework. The proposed study will employ a “critical knowledge brokering” framework
that integrates knowledge brokering (Newman et al., 2016; Rodway et al., 2021; Ward et al., 2009) and
critical use of research (see Doucet, 2019; Michener, 2020; Tseng, 2022) in egocentric networks (Van
Van Waes et al., 2016). Drawing on knowledge brokering and the critical use of research literature, |
define critical knowledge brokering as, “the intentional consideration, centering, and use of research that
considers and amplifies the experiences and perspectives of traditionally marginalized populations, by a
variety of authors, published in a range of publication venues, and drawing on research centering non-
dominant methodologies in ways that ‘mitigate the effects of structural [inequalities]” and aim to

2 I adopt the W. T. Grant Foundation’s definition of research evidence: “A type of evidence derived from studies
that apply systematic methods and analyses to address predefined questions or hypotheses. These include descriptive
studies, intervention or evaluation studies, meta-analyses, and cost-effectiveness studies conducted within or outside
research organizations. For the purposes of this program, data, practitioner knowledge, and expert opinions do not
meet the definition of research evidence. However, when these types of evidence are tested or analyzed with
systematic methods and analyses to address predefined questions or hypotheses, the resulting findings constitute
research evidence” (W. T. Grant Foundation, n.d.).

3 Per prior W. T. Grant Foundation-funded studies, 1 investigate the use of extra-legal sources in law with a
particular focus on research evidence. Extra-legal sources provide context to the legal issues but have no binding
power in the legal matter. Examples of such sources include research evidence, law review articles, books,
investigative journalism news, and aggregate population data (see Garces, 2013a; Garces et al., 2017; Horn et al.,
2020). Legal binding authority includes what courts are willing to recognize as law, such as statutes, case law,
regulations, and mandates. Attorneys are generally taught to rely on legal binding authority; their training on using
research varies.



‘dismantl[e] systems of oppression and discrimination’ (Tseng, 2022, p. 6).” (Muiiiz et al., under review).
In applying this lens to the proposed study, I will pay particular attention to (1) the types of research
evidence participants broker within and across networks (e.g., quantitative, qualitative, historical oral
storytelling, films, law review, etc.) as their networks evolve, and (2) how participants “use research
toward just ends” (e.g., to reduce punitive measures) in their legal advocacy of low-income, racially
marginalized youth (Tseng, 2022, p. 6), as their relationships with their network contacts unfold.

Study Design. [ will conduct a five-year longitudinal exploratory case study of _
An exploratory case study allows for an in-depth understanding of a phenomenon of interest through

multiple data sources (Yin, 2009). Yin (2009) noted, “The essence of a case study . . . is that it tries to
illuminate a decision or set of decisions: why they were taken, how they were implemented, and with
what result” (p. 17). Moreover, Small (2009) noted that the purpose of in-depth case studies is to build
theory. Thus, case selection should be purposeful, and the analysis should be focused on understanding
processes and be guided by saturation, not generalizability. Guided by these principles of case study field
work, this study will examine the set of decisions - attorneys, influenced by their social networks,
make as knowledge brokers (see Daly & Finnigan, 2011; Kammen et al., 2006; Newman et al., 2016;
Ward et al., 2009) who broker knowledge to others (e.g., courts, educators) through their legal
representation.

I will employ an egocentric network analysis approach that
centers the network on an individual (ego). The people with
whom the individual creates a relationship are called alters and
the relationships are called ties. Van Waes et al. (2016) noted
that the “strength of using [this] approach is that it allows in-
depth investigation of each tie, rather than obtaining an overall

Note how the applicant defines
terminology (e.g., egocentric
networks) using accessible
language (e.g., creates a
relationship). This is important as

staff and Selectior'l Committee description of” (p. 299) the phenomenon of interest, in this
members who review proposals case, use of research in legal advocacy. The study is guided by
represent various disciplines. the following questions:

What strategies and conditions, shaped by - social networks, aid - to foster the routine use
of research in youth legal advocacy?
e RQI: How, if at all, do ﬁ attorneys and staff’s social network ties evolve over a five-year
period?
e RQ2: How, if at all, does the evolution of the social network ties influence strategies and
conditions that foster or hinder the routine use of research evidence in legal advocacy?



Sometimes applicants do not
provide enough details in the
abstract regarding how they will
construct their sample or select
their cases.

Note that in this section, the
applicant provides details about
the case that will be the focus of
the research. This section makes
clear to the reviewers the number
of people, position types, and the
kinds of work that takes place
within the focal case.

This section also provides details
on the procedures the applicant
will use to recruit people to the
study.

Sample and Recruitment. - includes eight attorneys and
several supporting non-attorney staff, including law school
interns, for a total of approximately 10-12 organizational
members at any given time. The eight attorneys provide direct
legal representation in youth education law cases. A subset of
the eight attorneys also provides the monthly trainings for
affiliated attorneys. The non-attorney staff support the
attorneys’ work (e.g., by scheduling meetings and researching
legal issues). To gain a greater sense of how attorneys foster the
routine use of research evidence as an organization, I will aim
to recruit the attorneys and the non-attorney supporting staff.
To recruit participants, I will directly contact the director and
two attorneys with whom I’ve built rapport to invite them to
participate. To recruit the other attorneys and non-attorney
staff, I will work in conjunction with the - secretary to
circulate an announcement about the study and a request for
participants.

Data Collection. The data collection process will take place
across five years and will consist of (1) interviews, (2)
observations, and (3) document review. I will engage in these
three types of data collection methods in five one-year periods,

crafting a comprehensive revised case narrative at the end of each period. Moreover, I will refine the
interview and observation protocols as I yield insights throughout data collection. I intend to lead and
supervise a research team of graduate research assistants who will support the execution of the project
across the five years.

Sections 1-3contain details that
are necessary for reviewers to
assess whether the researcher
will have sufficient time in the
field and if the proposed research
will generate high quality data.

The applicant clearly states how
often the interviews will occur,
how long they will be, and where
they will be conducted. The
applicant indicates how often
and for how long observations
will occur. The applicant also
specifies what will be observed
and how these observations will
be refined throughout the project.

The applicant indicates the types
of documents that will be
sampled, how they will be
sampled, and the types of
information the document
analysis should yield.

(1) Interviews. Using a semi-structured protocol (Bhattacharya,
2017), I will interview [JJJJli] attorneys and non-attorney staff
who support attorneys in preparing their cases and who
may aid the library research into research evidence. I will
interview participants quarterly across the five one-year
periods. The interviews will last approximately 60-90 minutes
and take place on video call or in-person in a closed private
space at the —)ofﬁces where the
participants can speak freely. With participants’ permission, the
interviews will be audio recorded for later transcription. The
initial interviews at the start of the study will involve creating
visual representations of each participants’ egocentric network
(Van Waes et al., 2016). After creating the egocentric
networks, participants will be asked about their interactions and
depth of relationships with each contact in relation to the use of
research evidence in legal advocacy. Subsequent individual
interviews will take place four times a year and will continue to
probe the same substantive areas. Participants will also be
asked about changes to their egocentric networks, including
new ties and dissolution of prior ones.



(2) Observations. To further refine and augment the
understanding of how the social networks shape the strategies
and conditions that foster or hinder - routine critical use
of research over time (RQ1, RQ2), I will conduct observations
of the attorneys’ and staffs’ routine daily work (see Cresswell,

Note, that the applicant
highlights the connections
between the data collection
techniques, e.g. the observations

willinform interviews. This helps 2007). I will conduct observations two to three times per week
reviewers understand how the across the five years, depending on participants’ schedules and
multiple data collection availability. This approach will create thick descriptions of the
techniques support one another. participants’ work and engagement with contacts in their

networks. I will review the field notes weekly, and the
descriptive and analytic field notes will inform future interviews and observations. Through this iterative
process, I will continue to refine the questions I ask participants in subsequent interviews and the
descriptive and analytic fieldnotes I take as I document the observations.

(3) Document Collection. Document review will allow me to collect (1) print research evidence used and
shared within participants’ networks and (2) organizational documents and policies that shape the
strategies and conditions of the use of research evidence within their organization. Using purposeful
selection (Maxwell, 2013), I will collect and analyze both types of documents across the five years. I will
collect the documents through various methods. First, I will ask participants who note particular research
evidence or policies during their interviews to share the sources. Second, I will directly ask participants to
share organizational documents, such as research evidence sources, and policies that inform the
Organization’s legal advocacy. Lastly, with a focus on use of research evidence in legal advocacy, I will
collect documents shared during trainings and other meetings. The document review will offer insights
into the types of research evidence that participants network contacts share with them and that people in
the ﬂ)organization share with one another in their legal advocacy.

Data Analysis. Throughout the data analysis process, I will use NVivo, a qualitative data analysis
software, to code and analyze the interviews, descriptive field notes, and documents in iterative steps
(Saldana, 2016). I intend to conduct a formal analysis of the data at the end of each one-year period, and
by integrating and triangulating findings from the three data sources, gain a better understanding of the
case in response to the research questions. To answer the research questions regarding the overall || i
i as a case, | will treat each individual as a case within the - case and conduct within
case and cross-case analysis. I describe the analysis in detail in the subsections that follow.

: ; (1) Within Case Analysis. Guided by principles of case study
Uit (e appllcant de'scrlbes methodology (Small, 2009; Yin, 2009), each participant will
how the data will be organized represent a case study of an individual influenced by their

and analyzed. The applicant also professional networks and seeking to foster the routine use of
previews potential codes to research evidence in legal advocacy either through direct
highlight the range of dimensions representation (attorneys) or supporting attorneys to do so (non-
that she will catalog with respect attorney staff). First, I will connect all related data to each case
to the egocentric networks. The (i.e., a participant’s interviews, observations, and documents).
applicant provides details on the Second, I will further organize the data within each case by the
iterative data analysis process discussions regarding participants’ interactions with each

that she will use and the desired contact in their networks and by quarter. Third, I will use
outcome. Such details are descriptive inductive codes to label the type of contact (e.g.,

mentor, acquaintance, supervisor, etc.) and how close the
contact is to the participant, based on the participants’
placement of the contact in their network maps. I will also code
changes in a tie across each quarter, using descriptive labels
such as “dissolved tie,” “new tie,” and “change in closeness.”
Fourth, drawing from the literature and conceptual framework, I
will develop a set of deductive codes informed by themes found in the literature on the use of research
(e.g., Ancheta, 2006; Garces, 2013a, 2013b; Garces et al., 2017; Horn et al., 2020; Lewis & Kern, 2020;

important for reviewers as they
assess whether the proposal has
a well-designed plan to analyze
and interpret the data.



Marin et al., 2020) and the conceptual framework that integrates knowledge brokering (e.g., Daly &
Finnigan, 2011; Newman et al., 2016; Ward et al., 2009) and critical use of research (e.g., Doucet, 2019;
Tseng, 2022). Using the deductive codes, I will code the interviews and observation field notes for each
case by each contact in their network and by each quarter. Fifth, I will cluster inductive and deductive
codes into higher level categories that encompass multiple codes under more abstract categories (Johnson
& Christensen, 2017). I will then group categories into core ideas that are prevalent across the categories
and that answer the research questions within each case. Lastly, I will analyze the relevant documents
deductively, using the themes I identify across the interviews and observations, and inductively to allow
for additional insights not captured through the themes.

(2) Cross-Case Analysis. The final step in the formal data analysis process involves cross-case analysis. |
will identify the patterns across the participants’ cases that reflect commonalities and differences
regarding how, if at all, egocentric networks changed over time (RQ1) and how, if at all, the network ties
shaped the strategies and conditions that foster critical research evidence use in legal advocacy over time
(RQ2) (Johnson & Christensen, 2017). Overall, the cross-case analysis will allow me to answer the
overarching research question about what strategies and conditions shaped by [l networks aid

an organization that seeks to foster the use of research evidence in legal advocacy, to do so.

Contribution to Understanding the Foundation’s Current Research Interests. This study makes a
unique contribution to the field of law and education by being the first to systematically examine
attorneys’ use of research evidence in youth legal advocacy. This project aligns with the W. T. Grant
Foundation’s focus on building, identifying, or testing ways to improve the use of existing research
evidence, particularly its stated interest in studies of strategies, mechanisms, or conditions that foster
more routine and constructive uses of existing research evidence (W. T. Grant Foundation, n.d.). Thus,
this study will also contribute to the burgeoning knowledge base regarding the use of research evidence
and knowledge brokering across fields (e.g., Coburn & Penuel, 2016; Cooper, 2020; Daly & Finnigan,
2011; Daly et al., 2014; Garces et al., 2017; Palinkas et al., 2017b; Rodway et al., 2021; Scott & Jabbar,
2014; Scott et al. 2014; Yanovitzky & Weber, 2019).

Significance in Terms of Policy and Practice. This project will be the first empirical examination of the
strategies used and conditions that facilitate or hinder the use of research evidence in youth legal
advocacy. Identifying these strategies and conditions has implications for policy and practice (Newman et
al., 2016; Tseng, 2012). Regarding policy, the findings can inform policy guidance in the field of law
through professional organizations, such as the American Bar Association’s (ABA) legal education
strand. Regarding practice, the findings will inform three practitioner groups. First, i will acquire
concrete empirical evidence and analysis of practices that support their goals Youth
Advocacy Foundation, n.d.). Second, the supportive practices and conditions I identify in the study will
inform youth attorneys nationwide who work with marginalized youth, including students of color from

low-income communities. Third, the findings have the potential to be transformative for legal
practitioners more broadly.

Project #2 (if applicable):
Project #3 (if applicable):

PART II: FIVE-YEAR MENTORING PLAN (maximum of two pages)

Summarize your five-year mentoring plan. For the first two years of the plan,
describe 1) the expertise to be acquired; 2) one or two proposed mentors; 3) the
rationale for choosing each mentor, your current relationship with each, and how
the award would add significant value beyond what would naturally occur in your
relationship with each; 4) the mentoring activities, time commitments, and forms
of interaction with each mentor; and 5) how potential barriers such as long
distance and busy schedules will be addressed with each mentor. For the last three



years of the plan, briefly explain the new expertise you plan to gain, your expected
mentoring needs, and the attributes and expertise needed in a mentor(s).

In this section, the applicant uses

examples to illustrate her

expertise. The examples highlight

the types of methods used, the

populations of interests, and the
types of data she has worked with

to date.

Current Expertise. My expertise draws on my training in law
and education policy, as well as quantitative, qualitative, and
systems methodologies. These enable me to address complex
issues at the intersection of law and equity for low-income,
racially marginalized students. I have developed two main
strands. In one strand, [ have used qualitative methods to study
low-income, racially marginalized students and their
immediate support networks to understand the impact of the
laws and educational policies in their lives, as well as the
strategies they and those in their support networks adopt to

disrupt the challenges students encounter (e.g., Muiiiz, 2019b; Muiiiz, 2020a; Muiiiz, 2020b; Castro
Samayoa & Muiiiz, 2020). I have received extra-mural funding for this work from the AccessLex
Institute/ American Institutes for Research (AIR) and The Spencer Foundation. A second strand of my
work has examined the role of stakeholders in the legal system (e.g., judges, amici curiae, parties in legal
cases) in reproducing or disrupting racial equity for racially marginalized students. My data have
comprised constitutional, statutory, and case law, as well as amicus briefs and litigant briefs submitted in
the cases. In this strand, I have combined doctrinal legal analysis with qualitative and quantitative social
science methods (e.g., Muiiiz et al., 2023; Muiiiz et al., 2022; Muiiz & Barragan, 2022; Wright et al.,
2023; Muiliz, 2021; Muiiiz, 2019a; Muiiz & Frankenberg, 2019; Muiiiz, 2018; Muiiz, 2017).

Here, the applicant makes
specific references to the
conceptual and methodological
expertise she will gain by
conducting the proposed
research.

Areas to Expand. This project lays an important foundation to
a line of inquiry I intend to develop in the next stage of my
career. Through the Scholars Program, I will extend my
expertise conceptually and methodologically in new
directions. I will grow my conceptual foundations by engaging
deeply with the literature on the use of research in law,
particularly as it relates to disrupting social inequality. I will
also grow my conceptual foundations regarding knowledge

brokering, particularly through social networks. Methodologically, I plan to strengthen my expertise in
case study methodology in law and extend my knowledge of systems methodologies through in-depth
social network analysis, particularly as it pertains to egocentric networks.

Reviewers must assess whether
an applicant has chosen mentors
who can assist the career growth

described in the proposal.

Here the applicant documents

the proposed mentors' expertise
and how their expertise relates to
key areas (e.g., use of research to

inform legal decision-making,
network analysis) of the
proposed project.

Mentor 1: Liliana M. Garces, Ed.D., J.D. is a Professor at
the University of Texas at Austin and Affiliate Faculty at The
University of Texas School of Law and the Center for
Mexican American Studies. Dr. Garces is a leading scholar in
the field of law and education. Her work to date has examined
affirmative action policies in higher education and use and
influence of research in law. She is an interdisciplinary scholar
who employs quantitative, qualitative, and legal research
methods and frameworks from multiple disciplines to tackle
the complex nature of racial and ethnic inequality in
education. Her research has been funded by the Spencer
Foundation, the W. T. Grant Foundation, the Ford Foundation,
and the W. E. Upjohn Institute. Of particular interest to my
proposed project, Dr. Garces served as co-PI with Dr. Patricia
Marin of Michigan State University on a W. T. Grant



Foundation funded project on the use of research in law. Together, they conducted a case study of how
amici curiae use research to inform legal decision-making. The project furthered the field’s knowledge of
the use of research in law through several key findings: (a) the wide range of research evidence and other
extra-legal sources used in the amicus briefs and the relationships among types of sources cited, who
amici are and who they support; (b) the differences in the nature and characteristics (e.g., method of
analysis) of the research cited, depending on who amici are and the party they support; (c) researchers’
varied perspectives on the types of research evidence and other extra-legal sources that should (and do)
influence the legal system; and (d) how the various types of sources cited are ideologically aligned or
strategically organized in legal arguments. My study will build on these findings with the support of her
mentorship.

Mentor 2: Alan J. Daly, Ph.D. is a Professor at the University of California, San Diego and is a leading
scholar in the field of education. Most germane to my proposed study, Dr. Daly has significantly
advanced the field’s understanding of network analysis in education. Collectively, Dr. Daly’s work has
advanced how the field of education understands the role of social networks in creating educational
change and in brokering knowledge (e.g., Daly, 2010; Daly & Finnigan, 2011; Daly et al., 2014; Finnigan
& Daly, 2014; Rodway et al., 2021; Van Waes et al., 2016). My study aims to build on his foundational
work. For instance, his work on the importance of social network ties (Daly & Finnigan, 2011) informs
how I conceptualize the role of ties in this proposed study. Moreover, I draw on his work on the role of
social networks to understand change in knowledge brokering in order to conceptualize and study
knowledge brokering through professional networks in this proposed study (Rodway et al., 2021). Lastly,
I also draw on his methodological work on mapping and visualizing egocentric networks as a method in
the study design (Van Waes et al., 2016). While not exhaustive, these examples exemplify how I aim to
inform my work by his scholarship and to build on these foundations.

Mentoring Activities to Develop Expertise. During the first two years of the project, I will meet once a
month individually with Drs. Garces and Daly for approximately one-hour via Zoom. We also intend to
meet as a group via Zoom once a year for the first two years of the project. Lastly, I will also meet
individually with each mentor in the final three years of the project, with an anticipated schedule of
meeting every three months. I will work closely with both to schedule the meetings well in advance and
reschedule meetings should any scheduling conflicts arise. I describe the content of the meetings below.

Liliana M. Garces, Ed.D., J.D. Our meetings will help me develop expertise in use of research evidence
in law and in-depth case study methodology by focusing our discussions on three topics. First, Dr. Garces
will develop a curated interdisciplinary reading list of legal and social science literature on the use of
research in the area of law and educational policy. The readings will include foundational readings and
the latest developments in the content area. I will bring questions regarding the readings to our monthly
meetings. The goal is to deepen my understanding of the literature in the field and to inform my data
collection and analysis (e.g., refining my interview protocol questions, analytic observation field notes,
and document review). Second, we will discuss case study methodology and my data collection and
analysis (e.g., creating robust case narratives). We will discuss issues that I encounter in fieldwork and
analysis of the data. Dr. Garces will probe questions into my processes and emerging findings with the
goal of deepening my methodology expertise, as I consider the potential contributions to the field and
practice. Third, we will discuss dissemination strategies. Dr. Garces will provide mentoring on sharing the
findings in education and law journals, as well as conferences, including the Law & Society Association
and AERA. I will also share my manuscripts and reports with Dr. Garces who will provide formative
feedback.

Alan J. Daly, Ph.D. Our meetings will help me develop expertise on network theory and analysis, with a
particular focus on knowledge brokering in networks and egocentric network analysis. First, Dr. Daly will
develop a curated reading list regarding foundational work on (1) knowledge brokering through a network



lens, and (2) network theory and analysis as it relates to egocentric networks. This will include
foundational and emerging readings that deepen my understanding of knowledge brokering theories,
which often span disciplines and can inform knowledge brokering in the field of education, and
knowledge brokering in networks. The list will also include foundational and emerging readings on
network theory and analysis in general, and more specifically egocentric network analysis. The goal of
the reading list is to deepen my understanding of the field and inform my design, data collection, and
analysis (e.g., refine my deductive codes). Second, in my meetings with Dr. Daly, we will discuss my
ongoing project, including data collection and analysis. Dr. Daly will ask critical questions regarding my
processes and my systematic analysis of the network data. The goal of these discussions is to refine my
work as I consider the potential contribution of the proposed study to the fields of law and education.
Third, Dr. Daly and I will discuss dissemination strategies. Dr. Daly’s work has been featured in network-
related journals and other professional venues across different countries. Thus, his guidance will help me
decide which venues are most appropriate for the network analysis in this study. I will also share my
manuscripts and findings with Dr. Daly who will provide formative feedback as the project progresses.

Santa Fe Institute of Systems Science. I will attend the four-week residential program run by the SFI
Complex Systems Summer School after the conclusion of Year 1. The peer-to-peer learning and
instructor guidance will enable the development of my expertise in network analysis.



