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Abstract

This study was conducted to investigate the state of CBR in JU. More
specifically, the study sought to(1) explore the place of CBR in JU;(2)
examine the level of involvement of various groups in CBR; and(3)
examine barriers and facilitators to conduct CBR. A descriptive survey
method was employed using both qualitative and quantitative data.
Data were gathered using questionnaire, interview, and document
review.. The quantitative data generated were analyzed using
percentage, mean, rank, Pearson correlation and t-test. Qualitative
data substantiated the quantitative data. The results indicate that
most important barriers and facilitators relate to methodological and
funding and/or institutional issues. The key barriers include lack of
CBR researchers, few grants/rewards/ incentives given for faculty,
scarcity of funding to support CBR, belief that results will not be
disseminated or acted upon, and lack of knowledge or training in
CBR. Facilitators include increasing funding opportunities, provision of
financial and other incentives, conducting educational forums and
training opportunities, creating interdisciplinary research teams and
increasing institutional supports (including promotion practices).
Besides,the findings of the study revealed that FoE and PHF

significantly differed only in one of the twenty barriers and the twelve
facilitators. It was concluded that CBR was in a state of uncertainty,
as teachers were perceived to be the most active in all areas of
research and community members were then least involved. It is ,
therefore,recommended that the trend of research in Jimma University
had to change by taking into consideration the barriers that hindered

the practice and the facilitators that help to support CBR.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1. Background of the Study

The latter years of the 20th century saw a dramatic increase in the
involvement of HEIs in their surrounding communities. Several forces have
helped to create these states of affairs. Two of them- wide spread criticism of
higher education’s disconnection from communities and growing concern
about the professorates exceedingly narrow definition of research-
originated outside the institutions but quickly led to wide ranging and often
heated debate across campuses. The third force the cognition of the need to
develop students’ civic capacity and prepare them for active democratic

citizenship came largely from within the institutions (Strand et al., 2003).

The result of the above three major forces has been an increase in the
involvement of higher ecducation institutions in their surrounding
communitics. Community therefore has become central to higher education.
Today a growing number of institutions are forging connections with the

communitics that often lie just beyend their campuses.

Onc of the supportive evidences for JU’s perceived need for a new vision and
paradigm of HE is the document ‘World Declaration on Higher Education for
the 215t Century (UNESCO, 1998). Article 9 of the document stipulates the
importance of innovative educational approaches in higher education as one
of the missions and functions of HE to encourage critical thinking and
creativity. This article states that: (a) in a world undergoing rapid changes,
there is a perceived need for a new vision and paradigm of HE, which should

be student oricnted, calling in most countries for in-depth reforms and an



open access policy so as to cater for ever more diversified categories of
people, and of its contents, methods, practices and means of delivery, based
on new types of links and partnerships with the community and with the
broadest sector of society, (b) higher education institutions should educate
students to become well informed and deeply motivated citizens, who can
think critically, analyze problems of society, look for solutions to the
problems of society, apply them and accept social responsibilities, and (c) to
achieve these goals, it may be necessary to recast curricula, using new and
appropriate methods, as to go beyond cognitive mastery of disciplines....
One of the priority actions suggested- partnership approaches to HEIs-

should be a prime matrix for renewal in HE (Ibid).

1.2. Problem Statement

It has been over a decade and half years since community-based education
(CBE) was adopted as a mission, core educational philosophy by Jimma
University (JU). The university started and has deeply entrenched civic
engagement with in the field of health. The university is working toward
making CBE the main strategy for linking the wuniversity and the
community. The university has attempted to share its resources of
knowledge and facilities with others, as well as to present to the public an
image of a cooperative endeavor that benefits the various constituents of the

community.

However, Jimma University’s paradigm shift in higher education cannot be a
guarantee for provision of quality education, one of the major challenges in
higher education system of Ethiopia. Its success depends upon the extent to

which research has become an integral function (Desalegn, 2006; Berhanu.

2006).

8]
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Moreover, although research is by no means one of the functions of higher
education institutions in a university, which claims CBE as its leading
educational philosophy and strategy, the very importance of CBR is not
questioned (Strand et al., 2003).

However, as far as the researcher’s knowledge is concerned the overall state
of community research in the university is not known despite a call for a
systematic study by Sori (2000). This invites the investigator of the study to
ask about the state of the CBR field in the university. The investigator of the
study, therefore, sought to ask and address the following questions:

1. To what extent is community-based research is given due attention at

Jimma University?
2. What is the level of involvement of various groups in research?
3. What are the barriers and facilitators to conducting community based

research?

1.3. Significance of the Study

The researcher anticipates that this research will be relevant to University
key decision makers, university research office staff, academic staff,
practitioners and others. It will provide systematic data on the state of CBR
in Jimma University. It helps to promote and support the use of CBR to
develop strategies, advance CBR and to explore the use of CBR as a
resource for policy makers to help guide their program development. It may

serve as a springboard for further study in the area.

1.4. Delimitation of the Study
The study was delimited to investigate the state of community-based
rescarch in Jimma University. The researcher confined the study into two

faculties: Public Health and Education. Public Health was selected for it

I



initially adopted the CBE and is expected to be a prototype for others while
education faculty was chosen in which the researcher had his initial
experience. Analysis of data focuses on place of CBR , involvement of

various groups in research, and barriers and facilitators to conducting CBR.
1.5. Organization of the Research Report

This research report has 6 chapters. Chapter one is the introductory part.
In chapter 2 the results of the literature about thé topic under investigation
are presented. Chapter 3 describes the methods employed including
instrument development, data collection and data analysis. Chapter 4 deals
with data presentation and analysis. Chapter S discusses the findings of the
study. Chapter 6 offers the summary of major findings, conclusions and

recommendations.



CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter deals with the body of literature that is of direct relevance to
the issue under investigation. It deals with inquiry paradigms, development
of campus community partnerships, community based research principles,
benefits of CBR, and barriers and facilitators of CBR. It also treats about

research and higher education in Ethiopia.

2.1. Multiple Ways of Knowing: Alternative Inquiry Paradigms

In our pursuit of knowledge onc basic question that is frequently raised is
“How do we know about the world around us?” This question can be
approached from different angles, as there are multiple ways of knowing or

acquiring knowledge.

In relation with the above considerable discussion has been made about the
construction of scientific knowledge although nobody really knows how one
can best understand the world. Debates have centered on different

paradigms.

The term “paradigm” derives from the work of the historian of science
Thomas Kuhn (Maxwell, 2005:36), refers to basic set of beliefs about the
nature of reality and what can be known about it, the relationship between
the knower and what is known or knowable, and how the knower can find

out what can be known (Israel et al, 1998:175).

As Punch (2000:35) put it paradigm means a set of assumptions about the
social world, and about what constitutes proper techniques and topics for

inquiring into that world. Put simply, it is a way of looking at the world. It

0



means a view of how science should be done and is a broad term
encompassing elements of epistemology, theory and philosophy, along with
methods. Likewise, Mertens (1998:6) cited what is identified by Guba and
Lincoln (1994) as paradigm defining questions: 1) the ontological question
asks, what is the nature of reality? 2) the epistemological question asks,
what is the nature of knowledge and the relationship between the knower
and the would be known?, and 3) the methodological question asks, how
can the knower go about obtaining the desired knowledge and
understanding?. Guba and Lincoln (1994) describe three alternative inquiry

» «

paradigms, “postpositivism,” “critical theory et al” (a blanket term for several
alternative paradigms, c¢.g., feminism, participatory inquiry), and
“constructivism”. And CBR mainly depends upon the latter two paradigms

(Israel et al, 1998).
2.2. The Development of Campus - Community Partnerships

Contrary to higher education’s inequitable and unresponsive relationship
with the community the latter years of the twentieth century saw a dramatic
increase in the involvement of higher education institutions in their
surrounding communities. Three forces were echoed for this to happen

(Strand ct al, 2003).

The first force was related with a historical chorus of voices weighing in
about the nature and purpose of knowledge, from Bacon’s concern about
the “truc ends of knowledge” to John Dewey’s warnings about the
importance of linking knowledge with social inquiry rather than leaving it
disconnected from action and isolated and mired in academic culture
Benson, Harkavy, & Puckett (2000); Maurasse (2001) cited in Strand ct al,
2003. Strand et al (2003) further strengthened the relevance of these ideas
with what is prevailing in the neighborhoods adjacent to many college and
university campuses struggling with greater and greater challenges that that
6



university resources could help to address: urban decay, environmental
threats, growing economic inequality, and the unmet neéds of vulnerable
children, families, and communities in areas such as education, health
care, housing, criminal and juvenile justice and employment. The idea
behind this force of change can be briefed with the question: what is the
purpose of higher education if not to reach out so as to provide something

useful to society, starting with the communities that surround them?

Increased public demands for the work of professorates to be more
responsive to the public goods was the other. A strong supportive argument
was made by Ernest Boyer’s criticism of the narrow definition of scholarship
as research in pursuit of new knowledge and took issue with how the
“science of discovery” serves as the key, if not the only, kind of acceptable
scholarship for faculty, especially those at research universities (Edwards &
Marullo (1999) cited in Strand et al. (2003)). Boyer’s was concerned what
other forms of scholarship — the scholarship of integration, of application,
and of pedagogy-were undervalued and neglected with regard to both
faculty roles and institutional credibility. In particular, Boyer, in his widely
cited book” Scholarship Reconsidered” (1990), argued that the scholarship
of application is best suited to address society’s problems, and he
challenged institutions to rethink their faculty reward systems and redirect
their efforts by developing the resources needed to address the ills that

confront society.

The third force for change was the growing realization on campuses that
higher education is largely failing in its efforts to prepare students for lives
of social responsibility and civic and political engagement. Colleges and
universitics were challenged by educators to move beyond their traditional
courses and curricula and prepare students for their civic engagement.

Increasingly, the most widely strategy for citizenship education has been



some form of students’ involvement in communities, most typically in the

form of volunteering and service learning.

It is as the result of the above three forces that a dramatic increase in the
involvement of HEIs in their surrounding communities was seen. Today, a
growing number of institutions are forgoing connections with the
communities that often lie just beyond their campuses. Many colleges and
universities are gathering with schools, social service agencies, businesses,
neighborhood organizations, and health care providers, with government,

corporate or foundation support.

Finally but not least, Strand et al. (2003) emphasized that a particularly
promising activity to come out of these academy — community partnerships
is community based research (CBR) ... a partnership of students, faculty,
and community members who collaboratively engage in research with the
purpose of solving a pressing community problem or effecting social change.
CBR, by placing larger questions of social, political, and moral purposes at
the center of higher education’s historical missions of teaching, scholarship
and service, addresses in a direct way higher education’s public mandate to

serve some larger public purpose as a citizen within a civil society.

2.3. Defining CBR

Israel et al. (1998:177) in their review of CBR identified that the term “CBR”
is used in many ways, and other terms such as “community - wide
research,” “community-involved research,” and “community - centered
research” are sometimes used interchangeably. These terms are not the only
terms. Different terms are used to describe CBR and these terms are a

reflection of the long and diverse history of CBR.



Just like the different terms used to describe CBR, different definitions of
CBR are offered. Warwick-Booth (2005) in her analysis of the literature
regarding the issue, echoed different definitions of scholars which tend to
overlap in terms of similarity. For example, Sclove (1997) argues that CBR
can be defined as research rooted in the community, serving communities
interests, and frequently encouraging citizen participation at all levels (P.3).

Hills and Mullet (2000) describe CBR as collaboration between community
groups and researchers to create new knowledge to bring about knowledge”
(P.3). Here, the value of the contribution that the community groups make

in the development of knowledge about the community is implied.

Minkler and Wallersten (2003) describe CBR as “... a collaborative approach
to research that involves all partners in the research process and recognizes
the unique strengths that each brings” (P.3). That means Minkler and
Wallersten recognized the fact that CBR builds on the unique strengths that

all partners bring about in the rescarch process.

Flicker and Savan (2006:3) in their survey of “A Snapshot of CBR in
Canada” used the definition developed by the Loka institute (2002) that
states that CBR is “..conducted by, for or with the participation of
community members... Community based rescarch aims not merely to
advance understanding, but also to ensure that knowledge contributes to
making a concrete and constructive difference in the world.” From this
definition one can suggest that CBR, apart from the creation of knowledge,

aims to bring about a constructive change and improvement.

From the above it is possible to say that definitions and their emphases vary

despite their commonalitiecs. Regarding this, Israel et al (1998:177) noted

that consistent with constructivist and critical thcory paradigms and their

emphasis on the socially created nature of scientific knowledge, a

fundamental characteristic of CBR is the emphasis on the participation and
9




influence of non-academic researchers in the process of creating knowledge.
A critical distinction, according to them, is the extent to which CBR
emphasizes conducting research in a community as a place or setting — in
which community members are not actively involved versus conducting
research with a community as a social and cultural entity with the active
engagement and influence of community members in all aspects of the

research process.

Hence, as the above evidences it, there are diverse ways of defining CBR.
Perhaps, trying to define CBR strictly would hamper the richness of its
meaning and purpose. Accepting the diversity of such definitions likewise
creates problem to understand many of the factors involved in effective CBR,
which is rarcly fully achieved. As the result, it would be good to present and
examine a sct of characteristic that seek to capture the key elements of this
approach - principles of CBR — based on the present state of knowledge in
the field. This helps, us to understand CBR better and develop our own

philosophy of the CBR process and its implications.
2.4. CBR Principles

Literally, the term ‘principle’ refers to something that holds true most of the
time, or a rule according to which certain things happen. The principles of
CBR refer to those guiding elements or features for the CBR process to
operate. They are important considerations, a set of beliefs in CBR and
guide the CBR process to contribute successfully to intended outcomes. In
the literature they are characterized as follows:

e The key principle of CBR remains both characteristic to the approach

and unchanging.
e The principles of CBR will continue to cvolve as future CBR is

conducted and evaluated.

10



e The extent to which any endeavor can achieve anyone or a
combination of the principles will vary depending on the context,
purpose, and participants involved in the process.

e CBR is an integration of the different principles of CBR.

If the above highlight certain common characteristics of CBR, then what are
its principles? In the literature, several principals are put forth by various

scholars such as Israel et al (1998), Warwick-Booth (2005) and others.

Principles of CBR
Recognizes Community as a Unit of Identity

Community based approaches to research attempt to identify and to work
with existing communities of identity and/or to strengthen a sense of
community through collective engagement. As Chitere and Mutiso (1991)
cited by Chikozho (2006:15) put it the extent to which residents of a
community have a sense of community identity affects their involvement in

community development.
Builds on Strengths and Resources with in the Community

CBR sccks to identify and build on strengths, resources, and relationships
that exist within communities of identity to address their communal
concerns. In other words, CBR explicitly recognizes and secks to support or
expand social structure and social processes that contribute to the ability of
community members to work together and bring about change/

improvement.



Partnership - Working

CBR, aiming to integrate knowledge and to produce benefits to all partners
involved in the research process, facilitates collaborative partnerships in all
phases of the research. All parties participate as equal members and share
control over all phases of the research process, e.g. problem definition, data
collection, interpretation of results, and application of the results to address

community concerns.

Integrates Knowledge and Action for Mutual Benefit of all Partners

CBR, apart from building a broad body of knowledge integrates that
knowledge with community and social change efforts that address the
concerns of the communities involved. Information is gathered to inform
action, and new understandings emerge as participants reflect on actions
taken CBR may not always incorporate a direct action component, but there
is a commitment to the integration of research results with community

change cfforts with the intention that all involved partners will benefit.

Promotes a Co-learning and Empowering Process

CBR is a co-learning and empowering process that facilitates the reciprocal
transfer of knowledge, skills, capacity, and power. According to Gebbie cited
in Ahmed et al (2003) it is recognizing the limit of academic that leads to
embracing cooperative learning where information and knowledge flow back

and forth.

Involves a Cyclical and Iterative Process
CBR involves a cyclical, iterative process that includes partnership
development and maintenance, community assessment, problem definition,

development of resecarch methodology, data collection and analysis,
12
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interprctation of data, determination of action and policy implications,
dissemination of results, action taking (as appropriate), specification of

learning’s, and establishment of mechanisms for sustainability.
Disseminates Findings and Knowledge Gained to All Partners

CBR often requires innovative, user—friendly approaches to the
dissemination of findings and knowledge gained to all partners using
understandable and respectful language and acknowledging ownership of
knowledge. The ongoing feedback of data and use of results to inform action
are integral to this principle. This dissemination principle also includes
researchers consulting with participants prior to submission of any
materials for publication, acknowledging the contributions of participants

and, as appropriate, developing co-authored publications.
2.5. Benefits of CBR

So, when the approach is put in practice what is likely to occur? In fact,
here it is worth mentioning to recall the foregoing discussion of the
literaturc review about CBR. That is, CBR processes differ fundamentally
from mainstream resecarch in being coupled relatively tightly with
community groups that are eager to know the research results and to use
them in practical efforts to achieve constructive social change. Here again it
i1s good to emphasize that CBR is not only usable, it is generally used and,
more than that, used to good effect. Many advantages to CBR are not
perceived as being achieved with traditional research methods (Israel et al.,
1998). Several beneficial results relating to involvement within CBR are
illustrated within the literature (Flicker and Savan, 2006; Viswanathan et
al., 2004).



e Despite conventional research and development has many social
benefits and periodic successes, it also bears some responsibility for
such negative consequences or effects... pollution, ethical breaches
and the creation of weapons of mass destruction. But, not only does
CBR tend not to produce such consequences, it often contributes
directly to preventing, mitigating, or remedying them.

e Participation in CBR may result in the development of skills,
confidence and employability amongst community members.
Stakeholders can gain knowledge, training, experience and inslights
into the technical of the research whilst simultaneously developing an
appreciation for the usefulness and meaningfulness of the data
generated. Participation in CBR can also develop new social efficacy.
Individuals via their involvement can learn by sharing their personal
experiences as well as going out into the community to gather
information. Personal development is also there through the learning
of specific skills like computer skills, planning skills and process
skills. Involvement in research potentially creates leaders at different
levels who represent a range of skills and functions. Therefore, CBR
can create more sustainable improvements within the community by
enhancing the position, skills and knowledge of people within the

research process.

The above detailed discussion is mainly based on the analysis of published
case-studies. Even some have tried to categorize into certain broad
categories. For example, Viswanathan ct al (2004) in their evidence report of
community based participatory research (CBPR) pointed out improved
research quality outcomes, community capacity outcomes and health

outcomes.



The literature illustrates the benefits of CBR not only based on the
published, qualitative case studies. There are also efforts based on CBR
participants survey. For instance, Flicker and Savan’s (2006:15) survey of
CBR practitioners in Canada evidenced CBR to foster societal outcomes
which are not perceived as being achieved with traditional research methods
(Israel et al, 1998). In particular from the project undertaken by
respondents increased community capacity (62%), plans for future projects
(60%), cordial working relations (51%), new coalitions (47%), changes in
agency programming (38%) and changes in government policy (15%) were
cited as concrete outcomes. The frequency of reported negative outcomes
(e.g. increased polarization, increased mistrust and alienation from funders,

etc) was low (under 2%).

Clearly, CBR offers many benefits to individuals and groups employing the
methodology, as the literature illustrates, possibly applving the principles in
the most effective manner. Furthermore, the benefits of CBR can be
maximized via an enabling environment — through the use of support,
training and the dissemination of models of good practice though all

research is problematic. The next topic deals with related issues.

2.6. Barriers and Facilitators to Conducting CBR

The above discussion about the benefits of CBR revealed the very
importance and promise of CBR for those who are applying the
methodology. More and more, this is being understood by communities,
universitiecs, and funders although it is still under used for various reasons.
Thus, it is very important to examine what barriers hinder the progress of
CBR. Not only this but also what can be done to better facilitate this

collaborative venture.
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Reviews of the CBR literature have identified the major barriers and
facilitators to conducting CBR (Israel et al, 1998; Viswanathan et al, 2004;
Ahmed et al, 2004; Flicker and Savan, 2006). These reviews have been
primarily based upon published case studies and a survey of CBR
community and academic practitioners in part. For the purpose of making
the discussion coherent, these challenges/barriers and facilitators are
organized into certain broad, but not necessarily mutually exclusive
categories. For example, Israel et al (1998) organized them as: Partnership
Related, Methodological and Broader Social, Political, Economic,
Institutional, and Cultural Issues. Ahmed et al (2004) classify them as

Individual and Institutional.

2.7. Research and Higher Education in Ethiopia

2.7.1. Research and Higher Education: An Overview

Higher education and rescarch contribute a lot to the overall development of
a nation. Based on experience of different countries, Teshome (2004)
strongly argues for that we neced to develop HE provision and research in
order to bring about a sustainable increase in economic and social
development. Through resecarch and higher education it is possible to
ensure success in human development as they play a significant role to
economic growth and poverty reduction. Successful implementation of
development policies and strategies too is possible when HEIs through their
functions of teaching, training and research and services play their essential
role as a factor in sustainable development. They also have a critical role in
developing democratic culture and good governance which ultimately

enhance poverty reduction and sustainable development.

Hence, from the above we can see that research is a direct and indirect
instrument of development. For this reason, various documents (World

Bank documents (Matiru et al. (1995) and UNESCO (1998) proclaim for
16



rescarch to be one of the key functions/contributions of HEIs or
universities. Aspin et al. (1995) too stated that the advancement of
knowledge through research is one of the foundations upon which
university education and the value of the university stand, and from which
it may move the community and the institutions that serve it. The others
are the transmission and diffusion of knowledge through teaching and

publishing respectively.

According to Mwapachu (1995) as cited by Derebssa (2004:87) research is
the fulcrum of academia that enables them earn their professional mark as
well as advance in their career. It distinguishes universities from other
institutions in terms of nourishing, advancing and refining knowledge and
skills imparted and sought for by students in the teaching-learning process.
Derebssa (2004:87) further explained the very importance of research to the
staff /teacher of HE in at least three major ways. (i) to enhance the quality
of instruction, (ii) to be effective supervisors of students research, and (iii) to
move up the academic ladder. However, Derebssa (2004:88) further argued
that those who are entitled to carry out research need to possess high
quality of expertise and experience. They nced to be encouraged to be
competent researchers as well as situations need to be prepared to value

and recognize their research (p.87).
2.7.2. Research in Higher Education Institutions of Ethiopia

[n relation to those world documents, legal documents in Ethiopia too
recognize the role of research. The Education and Training Policy (ETP) of
Ethiopia states as one of the specific objectives of education as to make
education, training and research be appropriately integrated with
development by focusing on research (p.9). One of the overall strategies of
the ETP of Ethiopia for the attainment of the stated objectives-the nexus

between Education, Training, Rescarch and Development (p.25) is also
)4



supportive of the above. Moreover, in Ethiopia, all the universities are vested
with full powers under their charters to undertake research (Derebssa,

2004:89).

Hence, from the above we can observe that all universities of the country are
expected to conduct research. The extent to which they have met their
research expectations which is actually based on their research capacity,

may help to describe their status/ state.

Regarding the state of research in HEIs of Ethiopia literatures evidence the
various cfforts that are being exerted in order to know and improve the
situation. Studies conducted in the area include that of Amare (2000),
Derebssa (2004), Belay (2006), Berhanu (2006), Amera (2005), Teshome
(2004), Abdinasir (2000) and Nuru (2005). Most are concerned with teacher
education/educational research while some like Teshome (2004) were
concerned with research in general. Amare (2000) was strongly concerned
with the quality aspect of educational research in Ethiopia while Nuru
(2005) was concerned with some quality aspects of senior essays of senior
undergraduates of Addis Ababa University. Other than these most tried to
assess the rescarch climate and involvement and productivity of HEIs/HE

teachers.

Close examination of the findings of studies reviewed may reveal the
following gencral characteristics: Like the many universities/university
teachers in Africa which do not engage in research and even if they do,
many scem to avoid empirical and longitudinal studies (Matiru et al,
1995:36), there are few research, practice related research with insignificant
effect on decision and practice; critical problems of transparency (e.g. with
regard to the selection of researchable topics participating researchers, fund
utilization and modes of accountability); limited dissemination to the
relevant community/stakeholders, scarcity of resources; and uncertain
18



status of research functioning in a milieu of insecurity and isolation. These
prevailing problems essentially call for transformation for the very existence
of university system. Variety of recommendations may be forwarded to
alleviate the problem. From the studies reviewed, which seem to reflect the
fact that CBR is a neglected area in Ethiopian HE and prevailing problems,
the very importance and promise of applying the CBR methodology would be
one route. What Teshome (2007:132) stated about the failure of Ethiopian
Universities to tap knowledge and experience of members of the public

would make this argument sound.
2.7.3. Jimma University and Its Research Undertaking

As it is virtually impossible to imagine present day universities without
research, the universal acceptance of the research role of higher education
too is reflected in the stated mission of JU i.e. to be a center of academic
excellence, integrating training, research and service. This indicates that JU
is not exception to those primary missions of any university/HE system.
However, the writer of this paper is not aware of any systematic efforts
excrted to know the research activities of the university despite the call for
systematic study by Sori (2000). Based on personal observation within a
short period of time and the complaints of some academic staff of Jimma
College of Agriculture, Sori (2000) tried to identify and list problems, though
not in order of importance, which hamper but if positively solved, have
significant input towards the improvement of the research atmosphere of
the college, now under Jimma University.

Henceforth, as progress in education (CBE in this case) is possible through
research (CBR in this case - a promising activity to come out of campus -
community partnerships (Strand et al. 2003:3)), there is a need for a study
to provide systematic data and have meaningful understanding of the state
of CBR in the university. This study somehow extends the literature in the

arca.
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CHAPTER THREE

RESEARCH METHODS

This chapter is a descriptive presentation of the procedures used to collect
the research data and perform the analysis. It is organized into three
sections. The first section deals with instrument development. The second

one is about data collection and the third section deals with data analysis.

3.1. Instrument Development

Drafts of the questions in the questionnaire were developed based on prior
research and writings on CBR (e.g. Flicker and Savan, 2006; Ahmed et al.,
2004; Israel et al., 1998). Then my advisor reviewed the instrument and his

feedback was incorporated to refine the questionnaire.

The questions in the questionnaire were divided into two major parts. Part 1
dealt with personal data of the respondents. Part 2 consisted of 3 sections,
namely: (2.1) information on participation and involvement, 2,2) information

on barriers, and (2.3) information on facilitators.

Barriers: A Likert type scale was used for assessing factors that hinder CBR
practice. The scale consisted of 20 closed ended items of these S
under the partnership related issues, 8 under the methodological
issucs category and 7 under the broader social, cultural,
institutional, economic and cultural issues (see Appendixes 1 & 2).
At the end of the barrier scale was an open-ended question for
respondents to describe if any, other barriers to conducting CBR.

For the scale Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of 0.846 was obtained.



*

Facilitators: Just like the barriers, a Likert-type scale was used for the
facilitators. The scale consisted of 12 items that were broadly
classified into three categories. One item was treated under
partnership related, 5 items were under the methodological issues
and 6 items were under the broader social, economic, institutional
and cultural issues category (see Appendixs 1 and 3). At the end of
the facilitator scale was an open-ended question for respondents to
suggest, if any, facilitators other than those listed in the scale. For
the facilitator scale Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of 0.95 was

obtained.

1.2. Data Collection

A descriptive survey method was employed in the study since the major
purpose was to look into the current state of CBR in Jimma University. For
this purpose document review, questionnaires and interviews were used in
order to solicit the required information.

A total of 67 questionnaires were distributed to the two faculties. FoE and
PHF. Thirty five(35) for FoE and 32 for PHF. Of this 24(with response rate of

54.5%) was returned from FoE and 20(with response rate of 45.5) from PHF.

Two interviews were conducted with research and publication office (RPO)
head and student research program (SRP) coordinator of Jimma University.
The interviews were tape recorded with the permission of the interviewee

and then transcribed.

3.3. Data Analysis

Both qualitative and quantitative methods of data analyses were used in
this study.Qualitative data from interviews, documents and qualitative/
response of survey respondents were analyzed qualitatively. Quantitative
data were exported to Microsoft Excel and SPSS for subsequent analysis.
Univariate and bivariate statistical analysis were performed as needed to
examine variables and relationships of interest.
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CHAPTER 4

PRESENTATON AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

This chapter is concerned with the presentation and analysis of the data
collected through documents, questionnaire, and interview. Data are
organized into: Sample Characteristics, Participation and Involvement,

Barriers, Facilitators, and Additional Barriers and Facilitators.

4.1. Sample Characteristics

The sample included almost males (93.2%) and females (68%). 54.5% were

from the FoE and 43.5 from PHF.

In terms of age half (50%) were between the ages 21-30, while 1/4th (25%)
were with age range of 31-40. Those with age range of 41-50 and >50
accounted for 20.5% & 45% respectively. Regarding service/ experience of
participants about 36.4% were relatively new with experience of 1-2 years.
Those between 3-10 account 34.1% and those above 10 years of experience
are 26.8% .The status/ educational qualification of the samples reveal that
about 30% were bachelors, 65.9% were masters and 4.5% were medical
doctors (MD). The samples are also diverse in terms of their academic rank.
The lion share (63.6% were lecturers, 22.7% were graduate assistants &
6.8% were assistant lecturers. 2 (4.5%) assistant professors and 1(2.3%)

associate professor too were part of the study.

Respondents were asked to reflect regarding their training on CBR. The
information asked in terms of whether they have formal training or not and
if they have attended other means. Regarding the former, i.e., formal

training on CBR 81.2% does not have training and the rest said they have.
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While 70.5% of the respondents didn’t attend workshops,

conferences etc on CBR, 29.5% have got the chance to attend.

seminars,

From the above we can observe the staff research need in that the staff is at

insufficient training and skill level of the CBR content, process and method.

The fact that very few have undergone formal tréining to conduct CBR or

have participated in seminars, workshops etc on the topic imply that most

will need to develop new skills or modify existing skills. They seek resource

and acquire education and training in CBR.

4.2. Participation and Involvement

Based on their recent research experience participants were asked to rate

the level of involvement of each party involvement category in each stage of

the research process as per the codes 3, 2, 1, and O each indicating High,

Medium, Low and None respectively.

Table 1 below depicts the mean level of involvement of the four-parties/

involvement categories at the different stages of the research process.

Table 1: Mean Level of Involvement in the Research Process

Involvement category

[§S]
(5]

Research Process Community | Faculty | Government/ |
members | Instructors Funders

| Supporting the project financially | 039  088| = 238
| Defining the researchquestion | 075 172 133
Developﬁg méthbdoldgyv to answer|  0.67 255 1.03
Data collection (e.g. interviewing 1.72 2.45 1.20
BT e () RS S e A e N Pt | b Do e s Lot
Analysis and interpretation of the data 0.50 2.63 118
Writing the final report = 0.46 281 | s vt
Issuing recommendations 0.89 2581 o 0
Disseminating the results T 0IgE Ea e 147
Implementing initiatives 131 ] 1.58 1.54

i ____j

|
Service
| Providers/




As can be seen in table 1 above except in supporting the project financially
teachers (academics) were perceived to be the most involved at all stages of
the research process. Government/ funders were perceived to be most active
in supporting the project financially. They were also cited to be involved in
defining the research question, disseminating the results, and implementing
initiatives. Service providers were perceived to be involved in supporting the
project financially, disseminating the results, and implementing initiatives.
Community members were perceived to be the least involved in all areas of
the research but in data collection. This implies that community members’
participation is mainly limited to providing information in data collection.
They are minimally involved during the research process while being

excluded before and after the research process.

4.3. Barriers

Barriers represent factors that are antithetical to conducting CBR.

Survey participants were asked to rate the extent to which they feel that the
20 frequently cited barriers are significant using a Likert-type scale ranging
from 5 indicating “very significant barrier” to 1 representing “not a barrier”.

Table 2 below summarizes the mean rating of each of the 20 barriers.



.

Table 2: Mean Ratings of Barriers

Issue Barrier Mean | Rank
(code |
1a History of bad feelings and mistrust between the institution and community 2.96 16
1b Lack of representation or perceived tokenism among community members 2.53 10
1c Lack of respect for community knowledge 1.98 20
1d The history and presence of power differential among part|C|pants to realize the 2.23 14
language of equal partners

e Difficulty finding appropriate partners 2.51 11
2a Perception that CBR lacks validity, reliability and objectivity 2.23 14
2b A CBR project takes much time to complete 2.16 16
2C Belief that results will not be disseminated or acted upon 2.95 4
2d Lack of knowledge or training in CBR 2.82 b
2e Lack of skills and confidence to engageinCBR 2.73 6
2f Lack of interest in CBR 5 2.25 13
29 | Difficulty to prove the success of a particular intervention in a CBR effort 273 6
| 2h | Few CBR researchers/role models 3.14 1
3a Scarcity of funding to support CBR S 3.00 3
| 3b | Time shortages to engage in collaborative research 270 8
|3c | Lack of institutional support for CBR (e.g. reward structures) 2.70 8
3d | Lack of resources (e.g. computers) LN R 2.38 12
3e Challenges of getting project approved by ethics 2.1 18
3f Promotion criteria within academia based primarily on quantity and caliber of 2.05 19
publications et e 5
39 Few grants/rewards/incentives for faculty 3.1 2

The respondents ranked lack of CBR researchers or lack of role models (2h)

first. The second and third major barriers in order were few

grants

/rewards/ incentives given for faculty (3g) and scarcity of funding to

support CBR (3a).

While the first major barrier is within the broad category of methodological

issues, the second and the third are under the broader social, cultural,

economic and institutional issues broad category (Appendix 2). Belief that

result will not be disseminated or acted up on (2c¢) and lack of knowledge or

training in CBR (2d) ranked next in order.




Apart from an examination of the mean barrier scores of survey participants
as a whole, variations in the mean barrier scores of participants between
faculties of education and public health was observed (see Appendix 4). For
example participants from faculty of education emphasized few grants
/rewards/ incentives for faculty (3g), while those from public health faculty,

on the overage, emphasized few CBR researchers(2h).

However, the Significance of the variations in the mean barrier scores of
participants between EF and PHF was observed using t-test at 0.05
significant level (two-tailed). These ratings differed significantly on one of the
20 items. 3d-lack of resources. (Education M-2.000; Std. dev=.95346)
(public health m=2.8421; std. dev=1.06787) the difference between these
two mean ratings was -.84211(P=<.05) with public health rating this item as

more serious than did education.

Analyses of relationships between respondents’ experiences and what they
consider to be barriers were also performed (sece Appendix 6). The results
revealed decrease in the influence of barriers as the respondents’ experience
increase. However, the persistence of methodological problems was observed
even when the respondents experience increased. A statistically significant
and positive correlation at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) was discovered with

regard to lack of knowledge as a barrier.

4.4. Facilitators

Facilitators represent strategies for overcoming barriers but also factors that
encourage CBR. Respondents were asked to rank the extent to which they
believe that a list of frequently cited facilitators would indeed be helpful
facilitators to CBR using Likert-type scale ranging from 1 representing “this
is not helpful” to 5 indicating “very significant facilitator”. Table 3 below
shows mean ratings of facilitators.
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Table 3: Mean Ratings of Facilitators

Issue Facilitator " Mean Rank
Code

1a Resources and supports for developing research partnerships 423 9
2a Supporting faculty in the philosophy of the CBR approach 4.25 7
2b Supporting faculty in the method of the CBR approach 418 10
2c Development of community based research curricula 4.25 7
2d Conduct educational forums and training opportunities 4.39 9
2e Create interdisciplinary research teams SRR T 4.29 4
3a Provision of financial and other incentives 4.41 2
3b Increasing institutional supports (including promotion practices) 4.29 4
3c Increased funding opportunities 4.44 1
3d Increased funder awareness of the value of community based | 4.29 4

research

3e Advocating longer term funding opportunities 4.16 12
3f ‘Promotional efforts that champion CBR credibility 4.18 10

The top first and second facilitating factors identified were related with
funding. They are increased funding opportunities (3c) and provision of
financial and other incentives (3a), conducting educational forums and
training opportunities(2d) ranked third. This particularly fills the gap
reflected in the personal data of the participants. That is, most do not have
training on CBR (methodology). In addition to the above three facilitators
were identified three facilitating factors with equal mean facilitator score:
create interdisciplinary research teams (2¢), increasing institutional

supports (3b), and increased funder awareness of the value of CBR (3d).

Results in appendix S depict variations in the mean facilitator scores of
participants between faculties of education and public health. For example,

those from Faculty of Education focused on conducting educational forum
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and training opportunities while those from public health, on the average,
emphasized provision of financial and other incentives. However, the ratings
differed significantly on one of the 12 items. la-resources and supports for
developing research  partnerships. (Education m=3.9583; std.
Dev=s82558)(PHF m=4.5500;Std.dev=.8256). The difference between these
two mean ratings was -.59167 with public health rating this item as more

challenging than did education.

Moreover, in terms of facilitating factors to CBR versus respondents’
experience, results were negatively related to the level of respondent
experience. Three statistically significant relationships (all negative) were
discovered for the sample as a whole: resources and supports for developing
research partnerships (la), increased funding opportunities (3c) and
advocating longer term funding opportunities (3e) were all cited as less
important factors as experience increased. However, for the rest negative

relationships were observed but not statistically significant (see Appendix 6).

Hence, based on the above results and relating it with the personal data of
the respondents, as the majority are relatively less experienced, we can infer
that most of the survey items identified in the facilitator scale need to be

taken into consideration in the efforts of trying to improve the state of CBR.
Barriers versus Facilitators

Further analyses of the relationships between what the respondents
consider to be barriers and facilitators were also performed .The results
depicted five statistically significant and positive correlations. Four
correlations were significant at 0.05 level (2- tailed): history of bad feelings
and mistrust between the institution and the community versus advocating
longer-term  funding opportunities, scarcity of fundng to support CBR

versus conduct educational forums and training opportunities, and few CBR
28



researchers /role models versus increased funder awareness of the value of
CBR .The other significant and positive correlation at 0.01 level[2 tailed|was
few CBR researchers/role models versus Advocating longer term funding

opportunities[see Appendix 6 |.

4.5. Additional Barriers and Facilitators Described by Survey

Participants

Participants were asked to describe, if any, barriers and facilitators to
conducting community based research (CBR) that were not included
elsewhere in the survey under 2.2 (Barriers) and 2.3 (Facilitators)
respectively. Five participants described one or more of the barriers whilst 3
participants provided one or more of the facilitator in a qualitative /text/

form. They are presented first barriers, then facilitators.

Additional Barriers Described by Survey Participants

The qualitative/ text responses provided by survey participants turned
around the different facets of the issuec wunder investigation. Two
respondents’ responses are related with funding from the point of view of
the process to get fund for research project. One of these respondents

described this as: “The very lengthy of the process to get fund for project.”

Qualifying the above a survey respondent described the situation as: I
think fund processing in the university finance office is absolutely tiresome

and discouraging to conduct different research works in the university.”

The above survey respondent also commented lengthy process to accept or
reject submitted research proposals as: “The process to submit the research
work / proposal to the departments and faculties are problematical and takes

almost 2 or 3 months to be evaluated by different scholars in the
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department and to be approved by faculty academy commission and to

process funding.”

In the survey “Belief that results will not be disseminated or acted upon”
was one of the items listed. Likewise, in relation with dissemination a survey
respondent commented “most of the research results of the previous period
were not disseminated to the community. As the result less interest of the

community to be involved actively in the new research undertakings.”

Hence, apart from identifying absence of dissemination as a barrier, the
above respondent also claims the absence of dissemination of research
results to community as a consequent event to reduce community interest

to participate in future research.

Other survey respondent too cited “community fatigue.” Perhaps, the above
happens when the community is always information provider. A respondent
further added barrier in relation with the experience of the academic staff

as: “Lack of significant experience among staff on the validity of CBR.”

The above idea may be examined from different angles. It may reflect the
fact that most of the academic staff is less experienced. Actually the
personal data of the participants may support this. And the fact that most
are less experienced may lead to question issucs specifically, methodological

issues: “CBR lacks reliability, objectivity, validity.”

Hence, the above mentioned barriers that are suggested by survey
participants to be antithetical to CBR may well by summarized as:

- Poor dissemination

- Lack of significant experience among staff

- Community fatigue

- Long cycle time for funding

-Long cycle time for proposal review

30




Additional Facilitators Described by Survey Participants

Of those additional facilitators suggested by survey respondents most are in
favor of the fact that the communities must benefit from the researches that
are conducted within their midst. They emphésise the importance of
implementing initiatives
e Facilitate implementation of recommendations
e Create forums to disseminate research results
e Publishing best results of CBR
¢ Implementing suggested solutions (recommendations) based on the
study findings
¢ Emphasis should be give to the intervention phase so as to benefit the
community
¢ Addressing problems identified within the community by research to
increase the acceptance/ notion of the community members towards

research

All the above imply that intervention is very weak and as the result
identified problems are not addressed. This again impacts communities to

participate in research.

A survey respondent suggested the very importance of increasing awareness
of the community (providing incentives). The provision of incentives actually
complements with one of the underlying beliefs that should exist in a

(community based) CB institutions, i.c., sharing of benefits and risks.

Another contribution made by one survey respondent focused on research
paradigm “Create paradigm shift about the value of research among acting
parties in the area of research in general and community based research in

particular.”



Despite the above one respondent commented a seemingly pessimistic idea
but can help the university to think about it critically. That is:
As far as my knowledge goes, no more facilitators to
research work! And I think, conditions are discouraging to
the issue raised! Even budgets are limited by office
representatives to not conduct pilot study! An essential
section of research work to maintain reliability and validity

for appropriate instrument developments.

3
Perhaps the above may reflect the unfavorability of the research
environment in the university.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

5.1. The Place Given to CBR at JU

As can be seen, on paper, theoretically, the place given to CBR is promising.
However, examining the promotion policy or criteria reveals an inherent bias
against developing CBR. It is a clear disincentive to hinder the practice quite
opposite to the oft- spoken institutional desire calling for better community
relations and active involvement of the community when conducting

research that affects them.

5.2. Participation and Involvement

Survey respondents suggested that except in supporting research projects
financially, academics /teachers are the most involved in all stages of the
research process. Government/ funders were most active in supporting the
project financially. They were also reported to be involved in defining the
research question, disseminating the results and implementing initiatives.
Service providers were perceived to be involved in supporting the project
financially; disseminating the results and implementing initiatives.
Community members were the least involved in all areas of research.
Interview data also shows that community members’ participation is mainly

limited to providing information in data collection.

Flicker and Savan (2006) in their survey research of CBR in Canada found
least involvement of community members. This is in line with what is found
in this study. However, while in this study community members
participation is mainly limited to providing information during data

collection, Flicker and Savan’s (2006) study shows that community

~
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members were most often involved in defining research questions, collecting
data, and using the findings for advocacy purposes. That is, community

members were involved before and after the research process.

Strand et al. (2003:11) contend that the full and equal participation of
community members in every phase of the research may be somewhat
problematic. However, at the very least, the community must be fully
involved in the first phase of the research- identifying the research need and
questions- and in the final phase, where the results are disseminated and
implemented. These, as revealed by the findings of this study, are very

minimal.

5.3. Barriers

This rescarch shows that lack of CBR rescarchers is the first most
important barrier to conducting CBR. It is put under the methodology-
related issues. Perhaps, the lack of experience among staff might have
contributed for this. According to a narrative comment by a survey
respondent the influence of this was described as “the lack of significant

expericnce among staff on the validity of CBR”.

The literature also explains how the lack of significant experience is related
with the first major barrier- few CBR researchers. Lack of experienced
researchers in academic institutions translates to a lack of role models for
junior faculty interested in learning about and conducting CBR (Ahmed et
al, 2004:144). They also further added another ramification of the lack of
experienced researchers. When experienced researchers lack, they are rarely
found on Institutional Review Boards (IRB), Research, Faculty Development,
Curriculum, or Promotion and Tenure Committees. As a result, knowledge
about how to evaluate a CBR proposal or the effectiveness of researchers is
limited and so is advocacy for curricular change, faculty development
34



activities that help educate faculty students in CBR, or promotion of CBR

researchers.

In this study, it has also been found that few grants / rewards/ incentive for
faculty is the other major barrier hindering the CBR practice. Information
from interviews solicited lack of systems thinking as one major problem
against institutionalization of CBR in JU. Document analysis, especially the
academic reward structure or promotion criteria reflected a systematic bias
against CBR. A preliminary analysis of research grant/ fund allocation
indicates that there are a number of tiny research projects with few budgets.
This means CBR is not given a fair place in the research system as well as

research fund allocation of the university.

Flicker and Savan (2006) in their study discovered lack of institutional
support and the existing reward structure as important barriers to scholars’
participation in CBR. The tenure process actively militates against the
collaborative, often multidisciplinary kind of work carried out through CBR

projects like joint publication and teaching.

According to Polany and Cockburn (2003) as cited by Ahmed et
al.(2004:144) it is few academic intuitions that offer seed grants for CBR
similar to those that exist for basic, clinical or educational research.
Additionally, most institutions consider community -related projects to be
community service, which is not rewarded in the same way as other
categories of academic achievement. As CBR involves relationship building
and continuity over time, it often takes longer than clinical research,
making it difficult for CBR practitioners to meet the scholarly expectations
most academic institutions hold for numbers of publications (Gebbie et al.,
2003) (ibid). Subscquently many CBR resecarchers have difficulty achieving

promotion and tenure.
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In this study issues related with funding were identified as the most
important barriers as well as facilitators to CBR practice. Text response of
survey respondents issued the lengthy process required to get fund. In the
interview it has also been revealed that lack of funding and resource are

barriers for CBR in the university.

Flicker and Savan (2006) in their research discovered results similar to the
above. They have also underscored the fact that the scarcity of funding
sources available to support CBR projects is well documented in the

literature.

In this study belief that results will not be disseminated, lack of knowledge
or training in CBR, and lack of skills and confidence to engage in CBR were
the other important barriers. Partnership related barriers lacked in the top 6
or 10 ranks. Perhaps, this is related with the contribution of the different

community outreach activities of the university.

The fact that partnership related issues are not the most important barriers
and facilitators may be related with the contribution of the different

community outreach activities Jimma University is undertaking.

The similarity among the barrier and facilitator ratings of faculties of
education and public health surveyed is noteworthy. The ratings differed
significantly in only 1 of the 20 barriers and 1 of the 12 facilitators. The
result implies that the two faculties value the barriers as well as facilitators

equally.

This study shows that as the respondents’ experience rose, the influence or
seriousness of the barriers tended to decrease. Exception to this trend was
regarding lack of knowledge. A statistically significant and positive
correlation was discovered at 0.05 significance level (2-tailed).
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The above general trend-as levels of experience rose among respondents, the
citation of most barriers seriousness tended to decrease is similar to what
Flicker and Savan (2006) discovered in their survey study, indicating those
who stick with CBR work in spite of the barriers it presents are able to
develop strategies to overcome many of the barriers which deter less
experienced researchers. Exception to their finding, however, is perception

that CBR lacks objectivity, reliability and validity.

Exceptions to the findings of the studies-lack of knowledge and perception
that CBR lacks validity, reliability and objectivity-both of which are within
the methodology related issues broad category- perhaps may reflect the
persistence of methodology related issues even for more experienced

researchers.

Ahmed et al. (2004:147) contended that lack of knowledge or training in
CBR and lack of interest in CBR (which may result in part from lack of
knowledge) are among the chief individual barriers that militate faculty-
performing CBR. Very few rescarchers have undergone formal training to
conduct CBR and most practitioners involved in CBR have learned the

process on their own.

The above situation, which calls for recognizing the need to learn how to
conduct CBR, also prevails where this study was conducted from the
personal data of survey respondents regarding their training on CBR. It was
observed that very few have undergone either formal training or through
other means like workshops and seminars to conduct CBR. This suggests

that most will need to develop, new skills or modify existing skills.

Surprisingly, the influence of lack of knowledge or training in CBR on
interest may be inferred from the rank order of barriers. Lack of knowledge
or training in CBR ranked fifth followed by lack of skills and confidence to
engage in CBR. Lack of interest in CBR ranked 13th.
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What a survey respondent commented ‘ lack of significant experience among
staff on the validity of CBR’ also complements with the persistence of
methodological problems even for experienced researchers let alone for

those who lack significant experience.

5.4. Facilitators

Survey respondents suggested that the most important facilitators for CBR
include increased funding opportunities provision of financial and other
incentives, conducting educational forums and training opportunities.
Fourth ranked create interdisciplinary research teams, increasing
institutional supports (including promotion practices), and increased funder

awareness of the value of CBR.

Financial dimensions of CBR in this study are, therefore, among the most
important facilitators of CBR. This is also supported by literature and

research as it has been indicated in the foregoing discussion.

Identification of conducting educational forums and training opportunities
as an important facilitator of CBR in this study too is very sound. It fills the
gap reflected in the personal data of the research participants. That is,
most do not have training on CBR in that it is important to recognize the
need to learn how to conduct CBR [Ahmed et al, 2004; 148). It can also
contribute to overcome problems associated with the first major barrier- few

CBR researchers.

It is also possible to justify with the existing reality and research the
importance of creating interdisciplinary research teams and increasing

institutional supports.



Interview data as well as document analysis depicted that lack of systems
thinking and promotion criteria are important barriers to conducting CBR.
There is a systematic bias against CBR. The academic reward structure is
against collaborative, interdisciplinary and practitioner oriented research. In
other words, there is lack of institutional support. Lack of institutional
support, however, is a critical factor in deterring researchers from pursuing
CBR (Flicker and Savan, 2006). The above magnify the very importance of
increasing institutional supports and creating interdisciplinary research

teams.

Facilitators Vs Experience

In this study, it was discovered that as the respondents’ experience rose the
importance of those facilitating conditions tended to decrease. This has been
evidenced by the negative but statistically negative correlations between
level of experience and mean facilitator score except the three statistically
significant but still negative relationships discovered: resources and
supports for developing rescarch partnerships, increased funding
opportunities and advocating longer term funding opportunities. The
findings suggest that experience may help researchers learn the process on

their own.

Just like the trend of relationship discovered between respondents’
experience and what they consider to be barriers, the trend of relationship
discovered between respondents’ experience and what they consider to be
facilitators was supported by a survey study conducted by Flicker and

Savan (2006).

From the foregoing analysis and discussion of the relationships between
respondents’ experience and what they consider to be barriers and between
respondents’ experience and what they consider to be facilitators it is
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possible to infer that the former results mirror the later and vice versa. This,
however, can be evidenced by what has been discovered in the analyses of
the relationship between barriers and facilitators. These results may also
help to observe effective strategies that could help to surmount the influence

of a certain serious barrier in line with the above.

This research depicted five statistically significant and positive correlations
in the analysis of the relations between barriers and facilitators. They were
history of bad feelings and mistrust between the institution and community
versus advocating longer term funding opportunities at 0.05 level (2-tailed),
scarcity of funding to support CBR versus conduct educational forums and
training opportunities at 0.05 level (2-tailed), few CBR researchers /role
models versus increased funding opportunities at 0.05 level (2-tailed), few
CBR researchers /role models versus increased funder awareness of the
value of CBR at 0.05 level (2-tailed) and few CBR researchers/ role models
versus advocating longer term funding opportunities. By having a look at
the rank order of both barriers and facilitators, however, it is possible to
state that all the barriers and facilitators are among the most important

barriers and facilitators.
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CHAPTER 6

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter summarizes the major findings, presents the conclusions, and

sets out the recommendations that emerged from the study.

6.1. Summary

The aim of the study was to look into the state of CBR in Jimma University.
For this purposc data was obtained through questionnaire, interview and
document review. Percent, rank, mean, unpaired test and Pearson

Correlation were used to analyze quantitative data.

The Place of CBR

On paper, the place given to CBR is promising. The oft- spoken institutional
desire calls for better community relations, acknowledges the value of
community ideas and active involvement of the community when
conducting research. However, in practice, the promotion policy or criteria

creates an inherent bias against developing CBR.
Participation and Involvement
Except the financial dimension, teachers (academics) are the most involved

in all areas of resecarch. Community members, on the other hand, are the

least involved in all areas of rescarch but in providing information.
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Barriers and Facilitators
Among the most important barriers identified in this study were:
e Lack of CBR researchers
e Few grants/rewards/incentives
e Scarcity of funding to support CBR
e Perception that results will not be disseminated or acted upon

e Lack of knowledge or training in CBR

The following were identified as the most important facilitators
» Funding
o Increasing funding opportunities
o Providing financial and other incentives
» Conducting educational forums and training opportunities
» Creating inter disciplinary research teams
~ Increasing institutional support (including tenure and promotion

practices)

The scriousness of most barriers tends to decrecase as experience increases.
However, the persistence of methodological problems is revealed by the
significant and positive correlation between experience and lack of

knowledge.

As experience increase the mean facilitator scores tend to decrease.

Partnership- related issues were not perceived as most important barriers
as well as facilitators. Perhaps this may indicate the role of the community

outreach activities Jimma University is undertaking.

Participants from education and public health faculties did not differ in

their mean barrier and facilitator scores.
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6.2 Conclusions

Based on the above findings of the study it can , be concluded that
although philosophically JU clams to practice CBR, CBR is not a legitimized
field practically and is not effectively implemented. Communities are the
least involved in all areas of study. As research is an integral function of any
higher education system for quality education JU would be in problem to
get fruit of the CBE philosophy without really integrating and developing it
with research that calls for active involvement of the community before
during and after the research process. JU should be in a position to
enhance and provide quality education through a research approach that
meets the challenges of traditional research approach. Of course CBR is not
a magic solution to all problems. However it is CBR that can effectively help
JU to identify promising practices, effective partnerships and successful

curriculum. Therefore the trend of research had to change.
To this cffect this study somehow provided a snapshot of barriers and

facilitators to conducting CBR effectively. These with their strategic and

practice implication could help to improve the situation.
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6.3. Recommendations

Based

on the above findings and conclusions the following

recommendations have been forwarded:

Although there is an oft- spoken institutional desire for community
involvement in research, there is lack of institutional support, for
example, in promotion practices. This calls for actions promoting
policy changes on promotion and reward to be more supportive of
CBR. Policies could be more CBR friendly by rewarding collaborative
research and publications in the advancement process; supporting
applied research and publication in interdisciplinary and non -
traditional resecarch organs; and recognizing importance of
dissemination of information to non-academic audiences.

The study shows that community members’ participation in research
is very limited. However, the involvement of community members in
the actual conduct of the research enhances the quality of the process
and the results (Israel et al., 1998: 189). Thus, the researcher strongly
suggests involvement of community members in research. This may
include, for example, hiring and training community members as
interviewers for a community based (CB) survey.

The research has depicted that very few have undergone through
training on CBR methodology. Given that CBR is a different approach
than many are accustomed to, the conduct of educational forums that
address both process and mecthodological issues, as well as
advantages and limitations of this approach can be useful.

As funding issues were the most important barriers as well as
facilitators to conducﬁng CBR, the researcher strongly recommends
the support of the CBR ficld through reform of the funding process.
This may include, for example, hosting educational fora on CBR for

staff, for university rescarch office staff and for faculty to incrcase
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awareness of CBR as a powerful research tool and setting aside CBR
funding that recognizes the dual role of CBR (research and action).
Given the methodological complexity and diverse skills needed to
conduct CBR (Israel et al., 1998), the use of interdisciplinary research
teams is suggested. This, however, doesn't mean bringing multiple
disciplines together to individually and separately contribute their
respective expertise. Rather an approach that integrates across
disciplines in which the synergy involved results in a more creative
and innovative approach to conducting research should be taken.

The research has shown that perception that results will not be
disseminated or acted upon was one major barrier. The researcher
suggests involvement of partners in the publishing process in this
regard. This can serve as a way to obtaining more in-depth
discussions, reflection and increased understanding of the
mecthodology, results and overall process of conducting CBR.

The study shows that there is a lack of experienced researchers as
well as few has undergone either formal or other trainings on CBR.
As these are among the chief barriers divorcing academics from
pursuing CBR, most will need to develop new skills or modify existing
skills. It would be helpful if academics recognize the need to learn how
to conduct CBR, seek resources and education and training in CBR.
The investigator also recommends that further research should be
conducted in the future for this study cannot address all areas of
CBR. It should be examined from different perspectives. For example

community and stakeholders at large.
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Appendix-1

Addis Ababa University
School of Graduate Studies
Institute of Educational Research
Department of Educational Research and Development
Questionnaire to be filed by Instructors,

Deans, RPO Heads and CBE Head Staffs

Dear,

This Study is intended to investigate an Aspect of the State of Community
Based Research (CBR) in Jimma University. The information provided by
you will be useful for the University to get feedback and improve the state
of community based research in the university. You are not required to
write your name on the questionnaire. Your responses are confidential
and anonymous, and therefore, form part of the aggregaetzd results on all

the data gathered.

Thanks for your cooperation

NB:-‘CBR’ in the questionnaire represents ‘Community Based Research’



Part [: Personal Data

For each statement or question, please tick (¥') the box which represents your situation or
write in your own words when a space is given .

1.1.Sex [ Female ] Male

1.2. Your age (YrsT—121-30 — 31140 41-50 —°! and above
1.3. Service/Experience (YRS):
1.4. Faculty

1.3. Department

1.6. Highest educational qualification
[ Bachelor [ Masters (] M.phil/phd

1.7. Position held in the university

e Graduate assistant ] Associate Professor
I Assistant lecturer [ Assistant professor

r__"

[ [T ectiirer (1 Professor

1.8 Do vou have a formal training on community based researct-i_—_] YC::
N9
1.9. Have you attended, if any, workshops, conferences, or seminars on community based

research? 1 Yes e



L)l

PART II. Research Data Questions
2.1. Based on Your recent research experience rate the level of involvement of each party
/involvement category in each stage of the research process, as per the code below

(please encircle the number)

3 = High
2 = Medium
1 =Low
0 = None

Research Process

Involvement category

Community members

You yourself

Government /Funders

Service

(part of the Providers/ NC
community being
studied)
Supporting the project R i ) 1 0 =801 52 105173 2 1 0 3 2 1
financially
Defining the research question Bl 1 faeeh PE T ) Jeal= 04 0s 2 1 0 3 2 1
Developing methodology to Sl 1 08153102 s e 01 e 2 1 0 3 2 1
answer the question !
| Data collection (e.g. Fl 1 10 B e o R I e i 1 ’ 0 3 2 1
| |
interviewing. surveving etc) ? '
Analysisand interpretationof - |3 02 [ e o 32y ol 3 2o 1 e Riesa a0 |
the data E
Writing the final report Shol e 1 (TP P i i BElROSE S 2 1 i 0 3 2 |
Issuing recommendations Bt 1 O Sl RS 0 2 j B 3 2 i
Disseminating the results e} 2 1 (G e G 7 li= 0|2 2 1 0 3 2
Implementing initiatives D2 1 0232 s RO B 2 1 0 3 2




2.2. Below is a list of barriers that may hinder involvement and progress of CBR in the

University. Rate the extent to which you feel that these barriers/challenges are significant

using Likert-type scale ranging from 1-4 as per the code below. (Please encircle the

number)

4= Highly significant barrier 2= Some what barrier

3= Significant barrier 1= Not a barrier
No Barrier Scale
4 3 2 1
B Scar&i:\'-di:ﬁuuiing to support CBR 3 {73 3 i
2 | Time shurrtz\'gé;u;»c;éz{gc in collaborative research B At T e ) 7 | J
3 | Lack of institutional support for CBR (e.g. reward structures) 4 3 2 T
4 Perception that CBR lacks validity, reliability and objectivity 4 3 2 1
5 History of bad feelings and mistrust between the institution and community 4 3 2 1
S _—_,f{-("l-il{'pﬁ{ié—cl takes much time to complete T 4 3 T
I 7 | Belief that results will not be disseminated or acted upon 3 e Birl2 |
'8 | Lack of knowledge or training in CBR S 4 Sl
9 | Lack of skills and confidence to engage in CBR 4 I R T
10 Lack of interestin CBR SRR ATEET =L T R 1 e I;
11| Lack of resources (e.g. computers) T R R A oy
12 | Lack of fc117;‘&53:‘32;{-{(;1«1‘0}‘}3&;0&;'E'd”l”okcnism among community members - 14 312 | 1 I
13 “Lack of respect for cmnmuﬁl-_\'-i\:l;;\'l_c_dgc 4 Rl B L rrl
14 Challenges of getting prqiéa"a_pprovcd by ethics - S [ N 5
15 | The Iu—slo;\ Jnd‘p-r;:zcncz Stfpu_m._r differential among participants to realize the 4 R i ;
language of equal partners |
16 | Promotion criteria within academia based primarily on quantity and caliber of 4 3 2 1 11
publications 1
73 Diﬂf;i-l_C-L‘lll'\"l(i p;b\;g glhéguvcgcvégbl"ix*particular intervention in a CBR effort 4 R e 72
17 ;
18 DifﬁEﬁi_\" finding appropriate panncr; >>>>>>>>> 2 B RIS o T e
| 19 | Few CBR researchers/role models BRI F EeRl I e ot
20 | Few grzmls/rc\\«'zirds/inczmivc§ tbr]hculi} A TR G ST e e |

“Other barriers (plczisc bfxeﬂtﬁutr]bg an_\_o_thubdrn_nr%_no_t_mc)u

G




2.3 Below are lists of factors that are assumed to facilitate CBR. Rank the extent to which
you believe that these factors/facilitators would indeed be “helpful facilitators to CBR”,

using a-scale ranging from 1-5 as per the code below. (Please encircle the number)

Y 5= Very significant facilitator
4= Quite significant
3= Some what significant
2= Very little significance
1= this is not helpful
[
No Facilitator Scale
5|1 4 ¥ 2=
1 Supporting faculty in the philosophy of the CBR approach 5| 4 g o . S|
2 Supporting faculty in the method of the CBR approach 514 G . B
. 3 | Provision of financial and other incentives 51 4 Foea2
4 I Development of community based research curricula 51 4 el i
5 t Conduct educational forums and training opportunities 501 4 LB 9. 51
6 ' Increasing institutional supports (including promotion 501 4 ) o &
practices)
7 Resources and supports for developing research partnerships | 5| 4 3 20
. 8 Increased funding opportunities ; 501 4 a2 el
9 Increased funder awareness of the value of community based o e R 0% OO
research
10 E Advocating longer term funding opportunities X b S i
11 ; Promotional efforts that champion CBR credibility i ) () R
= 12 Create interdisciplinary research teams 51 4 e
Other facilitators (please briefly describe any other facilitators not listed above)
L



%\

Appendix-2
Survey Items: Barriers
-
Issue Issue
code
Partnership related
. la History of bad feelings and mistrust between the institution and
community
Lack of representation or perceived tokenism among community
1b members
le Lack of respect for community knowledge
® 1d The history and presence of power differential among
participants to realize the language of equal partners
; Difficulty finding appropriate partners
e
Methodological
bz 2a Perception that CBR lacks validity, reliability and objectivitv
2b A CBR project takes much time to complete
2c Belief that results will not be disseminated or acted upon
2d Lack of knowledge or training in CBR
2e Lack of skills and confidence to engage in CBR
2f Lack of interest in CBR
2g Difficulty to prove the success of a particular intervention in a
CBR effort
2h

Few CBR researchers/role models



3a
3b
3c
3d
3e

3f

Broader social, economic, political, cultural and institutional
Scarcity of funding to support CBR
Time shortages to engage in collaborative research
Lack of institutional support for CBR (e.g. reward structures)
Lack of resources (e.g. computers)
Challenges of getting project approved by ethics

promotion criteria within academia based primarily on quantity
and caliber of publications

Few grants/rewards/incentives for faculty




Appendix-3

Survey Items: Facilitators

Issue Issue
code

Partnership related

la Resources and supports for developing research partnerships
Methodological

2a Supporting faculty in the philosophy of the CBR approach

2b Supporting faculty in the method of the CBR approach

2c Development of community based research curricula

2d Conduct educational forums and training opportunities

e Create interdisciplinary research teams

Broader social, economic, political, cultural and institutional

3a Provision of financial and other incentives

3b Increasing institutional supports (including promotion practices)

S0 Increased funding opportunities

3d Increased funder awareness of the value of community based
research

Advocating longer term funding opportunities

Promotional efforts that champion CBR credibility
3f




Appendix 4

Differences in the Mean Ratings of Barriers between FoE and PHF

Barriers |[Respondents | Mean |Standard| t df | Mean |Std. Error
devaton Difference | Difference
Fund education 3.0000 .8847 .000| 42 .0000 .3099
ublic health |3.0000 1.1698
Time education 2.6250 1.0555 -.450] 42 -.1250) 2779
ublic health |2.7500 7164
support education 2.9167 1.0180, 1.694| 42 4667 2738
ublic health |[2.4500 .7592
validity education 2.4167 1.0598 1.173 .3667 .3126|
ublic health [2.0500 .9987
bad feeling leducation 2.1739 9841, .076 41| 2.391E-02 3162
ublic health |2.1500 1.0894
takes time |education 2.1250 9470 -.276| 42| -7.5000E- 27 YT
02
ublic health |[2.2000 8335
not education 3.0833 92861 .947|. 42 .2833 2993
disseminate }
d 1 5
ublic health [2.8000,  1.0563 '
lack ofeducation 3.0833 9743 1.954] 42 .5833 .2985
knowledge 2 |
public health [2.5000, 1.0000
lack of skill leducation 2.8750| 8502 1.279 42 .3250 2541
ublic health [2.5500 .8256 |
lack ofeducation 2.4583  1.1413 1.417 42 4583 .3235
finance !
ublic health |2.0000 9733
lack ofleducation 2.0000 .9535| -2.699| 40 -.8421 .3120
resource
ublic health [2.8421 1.0679
lack ofeducation 2.4348 8958 -.749 41 -.2152 .2873
representati
Veness
ublic health [2.6500 9881
lack ofeducation 1.9167 1.0180| -.447 42 -.1333 .2983
respect

public health |[2.0500 9445
ethical education 2.0000 1.0218] - -.702 42 -.2000 .284¢




roblem
ublic health [2.2000 8335 -
power education 2.2174 .7952| -.114{ 41| -3.2609E- 2851
differential 02
ublic health |2.2500 1.0699
romotion jeducation 2.4783 11627 - 539 41 .1783 .3306,
ublic health |2.3000 9787
no proof education 2.7500 1.0321] .000 42 .0000| 2734
ublic health |[2.7500 7164
no education 2.5000 .8847 -.110, 41| -2.6316E- .2385
partenershi 02
ublic health |[2.5263 6118
few models jeducation 3.2083 8330 .653| 42 .1583 2423
ublic health |3.0500 .7592
few grant jeducation G000 81695 1.959] 42 .4833 2467
ublic health [2.8500 8127
P<0.05



Appendix 5

Differences in the Mean Ratings of Facilitators between 'vFoE and

PHF
Facilitators [Respondents Mean Std. t df| Mean Std. Error
Deviation Difference | Difference

facilitator 2a |[Education’ 4.0417 .9991| -1.684 42 -.4583 2722
ublic health| 4.5000 .7609

Facilitator 2bjeducation 4.0417 .9991| -1.140 42 -.3083 2704
ublic health| 4.3500 .7452 : ,

Facilitator 3aeducation 4.1667 1.0495] -1.915 42 -.5333 .2785|
ublic health| 4.7000 s 7

Facilitator 2c feducation 4,1250 9918 -.989 42 -.2750 2781
ublic health| 4.4000 .8208

Facilitator 2d jeducation 4.3333 1.0901 -.427| 42 -.1167 2735
ublic health| 4.4500 .6048

Facilitator 3bjleducation 4.1667| 1.0901| -1.036| 42 -.2833 2785
ublic health| 4.4500 .6048

Facilitator lajeducation 3.9583 9546 -2.175| 42 -.5917 27260
ublic health| 4.5500 .8256

Facilitator 3c feducation 4.2609 1.0539] -1.243| 41 -.3891 3131
ublic health| 4.6500 .0881

Facilitator 3djleducation 4.0833 1.0598 -1.229| 42 -.3667 .2983C
ublic health| 4.4500 .8870

Facilitator 3e feducation 4.0417 1.1971f -1.604| 41 -.4846 3022
ublic health| 4.5263 6118

Facilitator 3f leducation 4.0417 1.1602] -1.050| 42 -.3083 .293¢€
ublic health| 4.3500 6708

Facilitator 2e leducation 4.1250) 1.0759] -1.215 42 -.3750 .308¢€
ublic health| 4.5000 .9459

P<0.05
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Correlations
experience Fund Time support validity
experience Pearson Correlation 1% -.247 -.058 241 -.048
Sig. (2-tailed) 120 .720 129 .768
N 41 41 41 41 41
Fund Pearson Correlation -.247 1 303" .099 L
Sig. (2-tailed) 120 .045 .523 .018
N 41 44 44 44 44
Time - Pearson Correlation -.058 .303* 1 134 -.012
Sig. (2-tailed) 720 .045 .386 .937
N 41 44 44 44 44
support Pearson Correlation 241 .099 134 1 1199
Sig. (2-tailed) .129 .523 .386 .195
N 41 44 44 44 44
validity Pearson Correlation -.048 3558 -.012 .199 1
Sig.. (2-tailed) .768 .018 .937 195
N 41 44 44 44 44
bad feeling Pearson Correlation -.210 134 -.074 .052 427
Sig. (2-tailed) 194 .390 .639 .738 .004
N 40 43 43 43 43
takes time Pearson Correlation -.014 .259 .583*4 85 B o -.019
Sig. (2-tailed) .932 .090 .000 459 .903
N 41 44 44 44 44
not disseminated Pearson Correlation .080 .233 .009 137 352¢
Sig. (2-tailed) .618 128 .952 .375 .019
N 41 44 44 44 44
lack of knowledge* Pearson Correlation .329* .068 A92 114 .220
Sig. (2-tailed) .035 .662 469 461 .151
N 41 44 44 44 44
lack of skill Pearson Correlation .202 .354* .096 132 B 7k b
Sig. (2-tailed) .205 .019 .534 .394 .013
N 41 44 44 44 44
lack of finance Pearson Correlation -.004 " .383* AL .214 441
Sig. (2-tailed) .979 010 .249 .163 .003
N 41 44 44 44 44
lack of resource Pearson Correlation -.565" 273 .063 -.096 .009
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .080 .691 .545 .954
N 39 42 42 42 42
lack of represenativenes  Pearson Correlation -.128 .012 110 161 221
Sig. (2-tailed) 431 .941 482 .301 .154
N 40 43 43 43 43
lack of respect Pearson Correlation -.204 424 .306* .146 .304*
Sig. (2-tailed) .200 .004 .043 .344 .045
N 41 44 44 44 44
ethical problem Pearson Correlation -.302 :319% & s I 192 .360*
Sig. (2-tailed) .055 .035 450 212 .017
N 41 44 44 44 44
power differential Pearson Correlation -.184 .301 .199 .083 .282
Sig. (2-tailed) 208 .050 .202 .596 .067
N 40 43 43 43 43
Page 1



Correlations

experience Fund Time support validity
promotion Pearson Correlation .032 239 061 4724 .310*
Sig. (2-tailed) .845 123 .696 .001 .043
N 40 43 43 43 43
no proof Pearson Correlation .031 155 .072 217 144
Sig. (2-tailed) .850 .316 . .644 A57 .349
N 41 44 44 44 44
no partenership Pearson Correlation -.046 .016 -.062 -.029 .226
Sig. (2-tailed) 776 .920 .693 .856 144
N 40 43 43 43 43
few models Pearson Correlation -.058 47 .061 .024 303"
Sig. (2-tailed) .718 .021 .692 .876 .019
N 41 44 44 44 - 44
few grant Pearson Correlation .158 .328* .079 163 313*
Sig. (2-tailed) .323 .030 611 .291 .038
N 41 44 44 44 44
facilitator 2a Pearson Correlation -.266 .150 .014 -.157 .079
Sig. (2-tailed) .093 .330 .928 .310 .609
N 41 44 44 44 44
Facilitator 2b Pearson Correlation -.135 .128 -.013 -.157 -.125
Sig. (2-tailed) .399 407 .933 .308 418
N 41 44 44 44 44
Facilitator 3a Pearson Correlation -.264 170 -.115 -.176 130
Sig. (2-tailed) .096 227 456 .252 400
N 41 44 44 44 44
Facilitator 2¢ Pearson Correlation -.195 275 -.181 -.020 AT
Sig. (2-tailed) .221 .070 .239 .895 .250
N 41 44 44 44 44
Facilitator 2d Pearson Correlation -.193 .334* -.103 -.139 144
Sig. (2-tailed) .225 .027 .507 .368 .351
N 41 44 44 44 44
Facilitator 3b Pearson Correlation -.205 .229 -.053 -.143 .068
Sig. (2-tailed) .199 2185 734 .355 .660
N 41 44 44 44 44
Facilitator 1a Pearson Correlation -.316* .245 -.132 -135 .180
Sig. (2-tailed) .044 .108 .395 .383 244
N 41 44 44 44 44
Facilitator 3c Pearson Correlation -317* .287 -.046 -.080 135
Sig. (2-tailed) .044 .062 771 .610 387
N 41 43 43 43 43
Facilitator 3d Pearson Correlation -.140 232 142 -.145 .164
Sig. (2-tailed) .383 .130 .358 .347 287
N 41 44 44 44 44
Facilitator 3e Pearson Correlation -.429" .256 170 -.227 .183
Sig. (2-tailed) .006 .098 275 143 .241
N 40 43 43 43 43
Facilitator 3f Pearson Correlation -.059 .024 .014 -.222 -.139
Sig. (2-tailed) 713 .879 .926 147 .370
N 41 44 44 44 44
Facilitator 2e Pearson Correlation -.102 022 -.146 -.126 .016
Sig. (2-tailed) .528 .885 .343 415 916
N 41 44 44 44 44
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Correlations

not lack of
bad feeling | takes time disseminated knowledge
experience Pearson Correlation -.210 -.014 .080 329"
Sig. (2-tailed) 194 .932 618 .035
N 40 41 41 41
Fund Pearson Correlation 134 .259 233 .068
Sig. (2-tailed) .390 .090 128 662
N 43 44 44 44
Time Pearson Correlation -.074 583" .009 112
Sig. (2-tailed) .639 .000 .952 469
N 43 44 44 44
support Pearson Correlation .052 18 137 114
Sig. (2-tailed) .738 459 375 461
3 N 43 44 44 44
validity Pearson Correlation 427 -.019 .352* 220
Sig. (2-tailed) .004 .903 .019 .151
N 43 44 44 44
bad feeling Pearson Correlation 1 -.159 241 143
Sig. (2-tailed) .308 .120 .362
N 43 43 43 43
takes time Pearson Correlation -.159 1 .141 .136
Sig. (2-tailed) .308 .361 .380
N 43 44 44 44
not disseminated Pearson Correlation 241 41 1 .362*
Sig. (2-tailed) .120 .361 .016
N 43 44 44 44
lack of knowledge Pearson Correlation 143 .136 .362* 1
Sig. (2-tailed) .362 .380 .016
N 43 44 44 44
lack of skill Pearson Correlation .244 .090 375% .644*
Sig. (2-tailed) Ak .561 .012 .000
N 43 44 44 44
lack of finance Pearson Correlation 247 23 .229 444
Sig. (2-tailed) 161 .073 .135 .003
N 43 44 44 44
lack of resource Pearson Correlation .088 .232 167 -.073
Sig. (2-tailed) .581 .140 .292 .647
N 42 42 42 42
lack of represenativenes  Pearson Correlation .281 .149 .333° .304*
Sig. (2-tailed) .068 .340 .029 .048
N 43 43 43 43
lack of respect Pearson Correlation .193 407*4 .385™ 370"
Sig. (2-tailed) 216 .006 .010 .013
N 43 44 44 44
ethical problem Pearson Correlation .304* 178 .130 .238
Sig. (2-tailed) .048 .247 .399 120
N 43 44 44 44
power differential Pearson Correlation 237 .270 .374* .298
Sig. (2-tailed) .126 .080 .013 .0583
N 43 43 43 43
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Correlations

» ‘not lack of
b bad feeling | takestime | disseminated knowledge

promotion Pearson Correlation 112 .303* .342* 297
Sig. (2-tailed) 479 .049 .025 .053

L] N 42 43 43 43
no proof Pearson Correlation -.005 257 277 .384*
Sig. (2-tailed) 973 .092 .069 .010

N 43 44 44 44

no partenership Pearson Correlation .229 222 .206 .093
; Sig. (2-tailed) .145 153 .186 .552

N 42 43 43 43

few models Pearson Correlation =i [ .001 .334* .233
Sig. (2-tailed) 457 992 .027 129

- N 43 44 44 44
few grant Pearson Correlation -.022 .255 A74 215
Sig. (2-tailed) .887 .094 .258 .161

B N 43 44 44 44
facilitator 2a Pearson Correlation 161 .036 115 .000
Sig. (2-tailed) .302 .818 .455 1.000

N 43 44 44 44

Facilitator 2b Pearson Correlation .256 .021 .062 -.039
Sig. (2-tailed) .098 .891 .689 .800

> N 43 44 44 44
Facilitator 3a Pearson Correlation 152 .031 .169 -.090
Sig. (2-tailed) .330 .840 1272 .562

N 43 44 44 44

Facilitator 2c Pearson Correlation A1 -.021 141 .025
Sig. (2-tailed) .480 .890 .361 .873

N 43 44 44 44

Facilitator 2d Pearson Correlation .165 .038 .020 -.049
Sig. (2-tailed) .289 .807 .896 .753

N 43 44 44 44

Facilitator 3b Pearson Correlation .181 .085 .041 .060
Sig. (2-tailed) .246 .584 .789 .700

N 43 44 44 44

Facilitator 1a Pearson Correlation .236 -.072 .01 .020
Sig. (2-tailed) el .640 941 .898

N 43 44 44 44

Facilitator 3c Pearson Correlation .159 .103 .031 .012
Sig. (2-tailed) 315 511 .843 .939

N 42 43 43 43

Facilitator 3d Pearson Correlation 219 -.020 -.036 115
Sig. (2-tailed) .158 .898 .818 456

N 43 44 44 44

Facilitator 3e Pearson Correlation :312° .032 .100 .109
Sig. (2-tailed) .044 .839 .524 487

N 42 43 43 43

Facilitator 3f Pearson Correlation .188 -.061 .033 .128
Sig. (2-tailed) 227 .693 .831 406

N 43 44 44 44

Facilitator 2e Pearson Correlation 227 -.053 129 .120
Sig. (2-tailed) .143 .733 406 439

N 43 44 44 44

t—
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Correlations

[ 2

lack of
lack of represenat
lack of skill | lack of finance resource ivenes
experience ~ Pearson Correlation 202 -.004 -.565" -128
Sig. (2-tailed) .205 .979 .000 431
N 41 41 39 40
Fund Pearson Correlation .354* .383* 273 .012
Sig. (2-tailed) .019 .010 | - .080 .941
N 44 44 42 43
Time Pearson Correlation .096 Sl .063 110
Sig. (2-tailed) .534 .249 .691 482
N 44 44 42 43
support Pearson Correlation 132 .214 -.096 161
Sig. (2-tailed) .394 .163 .545 .301
N 44 44 42 43
validity Pearson Correlation 3742 441 .009 221
Sig. (2-tailed) .013 . .003 .954 154
N 44 44 42 43
bad feeling Pearson Correlation 244 217 - .088 .281
Sig. (2-tailed) 115 .161 .581 .068
N 43 43 |. 42 43
takes time Pearson Correlation .090 273 232 149
Sig. (2-tailed) .561 .073 .140 .340
N 44 44 42 43
not disseminated Pearson Correlation 75" .229 167 333"
Sig. (2-tailed) .012 135 292 .029
N 44 44 42 43
lack of knowledge Pearson Correlation .644™ 444* -.073 .304*
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .003 .647 .048
N 44 44 42 43
lack of skill Pearson Correlation 1 13311= -.074 .221
Sig. (2-tailed) .028 .642 .154
N 44 44 42 43
lack of finance Pearson Correlation 331X 1 .085 .085
Sig. (2-tailed) .028 .591 .589
N 44 44 42 43
lack of resource Pearson Correlation -.074 .085 1 .245
Sig. (2-tailed) .642 .591 118
N 42 42 42 42
lack of represenativenes  Pearson Correlation .221 .085 .245 1
Sig. (2-tailed) 154 .589 .118
N 43 43 42 43
lack of respect Pearson Correlation .330* .534* 297 530
Sig. (2-tailed) .028 .000 .056 .000
N 44 44 42 43
ethical problem Pearson Correlation .091 483 129 .346*
Sig. (2-tailed) 557 .001 416 .023
N 44 44 42 43
power differential Pearson Correlation .266 .293 126 460™*
Sig. (2-tailed) .085 .056 428 .002
N 43 43 42 43
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Correlations

T4y lack of skill | lack of financ
promotion Pearson Correlation 221775] o r
Sig. (2-tailed) 162
N 43
no proof Pearson Correlation 216
Sig. (2-tailed) .160
N 44
no partenership Pearson Correlation .316*
Sig. (2-tailed) .039 ; ¢ {
N 43 43 41 42
few models Pearson Correlation .368* 257 .038 120
Sig. (2-tailed) .014 .092 .812 443
N 44 44 42 43
few grant Pearson Correlation 13728 249 019 189
Sig. (2-tailed) .013 .103 904 224
N 44 44 42 43
facilitator 2a Pearson Correlation 240 -.041 112 .156
Sig. (2-tailed) HAT 792 482 37
N 44 44 42 43
Facilitator 2b Pearson Correlation 159 -.120 .093 -.021
Sig. (2-tailed) .302 438 557 .893
N 44 44 42 43
Facilitator 3a Pearson Correlation 113 .079 3115 -.002
Sig. (2-tailed) 463 .608 468 .987
N 44 44 42 43
Facilitator 2c Pearson Correlation 150 .053 -.044 .073
Sig. (2-tailed) 1332 734 .783 .641
N 44 44 42 43
Facilitator 2d Pearson Correlation -.011 -.030 .047 -.072
Sig. (2-tailed) .943 .846 .766 .645
N 44 44 42 43
Facilitator 3b Pearson Correlation .017 .018 -112 -.012
Sig. (2-tailed) .915 .908 479 .940
N 44 44 42 43
Facilitator 1a Pearson Correlation .139 .01 .047 .032
Sig. (2-tailed) .369 .941 .769 .838
N 44 44 42 43
Facilitator 3c Pearson Correlation .089 .097 170 .004
Sig. (2-tailed) .569 535 .287 .982
N 43 43 41 42
Facilitator 3d Pearson Correlation 194 .049 .035 .042
Sig. (2-tailed) .206 D3 .824 .788
N 44 44 42 43
Facilitator 3e Pearson Correlation 192 .065 221 225
Sig. (2-tailed) 218 .680 .165 .152
N 43 43 41 42
Facilitator 3f Pearson Correlation 147 -111 .099 .190
Sig. (2-tailed) .342 474 .532 223
N 44 44 42 43
Facilitator 2e Pearson Correlation .203 -.047 .018 .039
Sig. (2-tailed) 187 761 912 .804
N 44 44 42 43
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Correlations

lack of ethical power -
respect problem differential . | promotion
experience Pearson Correlation -.204 -.302 -.1843¢] 555032
Sig. (2-tailed) .200 .055 255 .845
N 41 41 40 40
Fund Pearson Correlation 424 .319* .301 .239
Sig. (2-tailed) .004 .035 .050 123
N 44 44 43 43
Time Pearson Correlation .306* Al 199 .061
Sig. (2-tailed) .043 450 .202 696
N 44 44 43 43
support Pearson Correlation 146 192 .083 472" 217
Sig. (2-tailed) 344 22 .596 ~.001 A57
N 44 44 43 43 44
validity Pearson Correlation .304* .360* .282 .310* 144
Sig. (2-tailed) .045 .017 .067 .043 349
N 44 44 43 43 44
bad feeling Pearson Correlation 193 .304* 237 12 -.005
Sig. (2-tailed) 216 .048 126 479 973
N 43 43 43 42 43
takes time Pearson Correlation A07* 178 .270 .303°% 257
Sig. (2-tailed) .006 247 .080 .049 .092
N 44 44 43 43 44
not disseminated Pearson Correlation .385*4 .130 374 .342* 277
Sig. (2-tailed) .010 .399 .013 .025 .069
N 44 44 43 43 44
lack of knowledge Pearson Correlation 370" .238 .298 297 .384*
Sig. (2-tailed) .013 .120 .053 .053 .010
N 44 44 43 43 44
lack of skill Pearson Correlation .330* .091 .266 217 216
Sig. (2-tailed) .028 557 .085 .162 .160
N 44 44 43 43 44
lack of finance Pearson Correlation .534*" 483 .293 .450™ .235
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .001 .056 .002 125
N 44 44 43 43 44
lack of resource Pearson Correlation 297 129 126 .025 -.055
Sig. (2-tailed) .056 416 428 .877 731
N 42 42 42 41 42
lack of represenativenes  Pearson Correlation .530™" .346* 460" 418" .307*
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .023 .002 .006 .045
N 43 43 43 42 43
lack of respect Pearson Correlation 1 5122 .503*4 .324* .207
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .001 .034 178
N 44 44 43 43 44
ethical problem Pearson Correlation 15128 1 .548*" .503*1 25
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .001 101
N 44 44 43 43 44
power differential Pearson Correlation .503*" .548*" 1 525" .302*
Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .000 .000 .049
N 43 43 43 42 43
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Correlations

lack of ethical power
respect problem differential - | promotion no proof
promotion Pearson Correlation .324* .503*" 525" 1 427"
Sig. (2-tailed) .034 .001 .000 004
N 43 43 42 43 43
no proof Pearson Correlation 207 251 .302* 427 1
Sig. (2-tailed) 178 .101 .049 .004
N 44 44 43 43 44
no partenership Pearson Correlation 183 -.070 213 244 .365*
Sig. (2-tailed) .239 .656 176 .120 .016
N 43 43 42 42 43
few models Pearson Correlation .334* .108 212 .261 .344*
Sig. (2-tailed) .027 485 172 .091 022
N 44 44 43 43 44
few grant Pearson Correlation .258 .193 .208 .337% .070
Sig. (2-tailed) .091 .208 .182 .027 653
N 44 44 43 43 44
facilitator 2a Pearson Correlation -.045 .054 .187 -.104 192
Sig. (2-tailed) 770 027 .230 .507 213
N 44 44 43 43 44
Facilitator 2b Pearson Correlation -.155 -.103 155 -217 116
Sig. (2-tailed) .316 .504 322 .162 452
N 44 44 43 43 44
Facilitator 3a Pearson Correlation -.065 .010 .245 -.017 -014
Sig. (2-tailed) 675 .951 114 .915 929
N 44 44 43 43 44
Facilitator 2c Pearson Correlation .006 .054 215 .098 163
Sig. (2-tailed) .967 727 .166 .534 .290
N 44 44 43 43 44
Facilitator 2d Pearson Correlation -.176 .068 123 -.033 .240
Sig. (2-tailed) .253 .660 433 .835 116
N 44 44 43 43 44
Facilitator 3b Pearson Correlation .034 .050 .205 -.067 .209
Sig. (2-tailed) .826 747 .187 .669 174
N 44 44 43 43 44
Facilitator 1a Pearson Correlation .057 .029 107 -.108 014
Sig. (2-tailed) 715 .852 493 492 .929
N 44 44 43 43 44
Facilitator 3c Pearson Correlation 127 .128 219 .038 -.106
Sig. (2-tailed) 416 414 .163 .810 499
N 43 43 42 42 43
Facilitator 3d Pearson Correlation .078 .100 147 -.119 -.033
Sig. (2-tailed) 614 517 .346 449 .832
N 44 44 43 43 44
Facilitator 3e Pearson Correlation 195 .146 .302 -.039 163
Sig. (2-tailed) 211 .350 .052 .807 327
N 43 43 42 42 43
Facilitator 3f Pearson Correlation .029 -.147 .089 -.154 .081
Sig. (2-tailed) .852 .342 .569 .323 .603
N 44 44 43 43 44
Facilitator 2e Pearson Correlation -.040 -.077 131 -.016 .006
Sig. (2-tailed) .798 619 404 .919 .967
N 44 44 43 43 44
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Correlations

no

partenership few models few grant | facilitator 2a

experience Pearson Correlation -.046 -.058 .158 -.266
Sig. (2-tailed) 776 718 .323 .093

N 40 41 41 ; 41

Fund Pearson Correlation .016 347" .328* r 150
Sig. (2-tailed) .920 02401 .030 .330

N 43 44 44 44

Time Pearson Correlation -.062 .061 .079 .014
Sig. (2-tailed) .693 692 611 .928

N 43 44 44 44

support Pearson Correlation -.029 .024 .163 -.157
Sig. (2-tailed) .856 .876 291 .310

N 43 44 44 44

validity Pearson Correlation .226 353" 3137 .079
Sig. (2-tailed) 144 .019 .038 .609

N 43 44 44 44

bad feeling Pearson Correlation 229 A7 -.022 161
Sig. (2-tailed) .145 457 .887 .302

N 42 43 43 43

takes time Pearson Correlation .222 .001 255 .036
Sig. (2-tailed) 153 .992 .094 .818

N 43 44 44 44

not disseminated Pearson Correlation .206 .334* 174 115
Sig. (2-tailed) .186 .027 .258 455

N 43 44 44 44

lack of knowledge Pearson Correlation .093 .233 215 .000
Sig. (2-tailed) .552 129 161 1.000

N 43 44 44 44

lack of skill Pearson Correlation 231651 .368* 12" .240
Sig. (2-tailed) .039 .014 .013 HEY

N 43 44 44 44

lack of finance Pearson Correlation .012 .257 .249 -.041
Sig. (2-tailed) .941 .092 .103 792

N 43 - 44 44 44

lack of resource Pearson Correlation 209 .038 .019 112
Sig. (2-tailed) .082 .812 .904 482

N 41 42 42 42

lack of represenativenes  Pearson Correlation .396™ 120 .189 .156
Sig. (2-tailed) .010 443 224 37

N 42 43 43 43

lack of respect Pearson Correlation .183 .334* .258 -.045
Sig. (2-tailed) .239 .027 .091 770

N 43 44 44 44

ethical problem Pearson Correlation -.070 .108 193 .054
Sig. (2-tailed) .656 .485 .208 727

N 43 44 44 44

power differential Pearson Correlation 213 212 .208 187
Sig. (2-tailed) 176 A72 .182 .230

N 42 43 43 43




L 2

Correlations

no
o partenership few models few grant facilitator 2a
promotion Pearson Correlation 244 261 .337* -.104
Sig. (2-tailed) 120 .091 .027 .507
N 42 43 43 43
no proof Pearson Correlation .365* .344* .070 192
Sig. (2-tailed) .016 .022 653 213
N 43 44 44 44
no partenership Pearson Correlation 1 .291 .016 .280
Sig. (2-tailed) .058 .918 .069
N 43 43 43 43
few models Pearson Correlation 291 1 .394™ 271
Sig. (2-tailed) .058 » .008 .075
N 43 44 44 44 -
few grant Pearson Correlation .016 .394™1 1 .053
Sig. (2-tailed) .918 .008 734
N 43 44 44 L. 44
facilitator 2a Pearson Correlation 280 271 .053 e
Sig. (2-tailed) .069 .075 .734
N 43 44 44 44
Facilitator 2b Pearson Correlation 223 .160 .003 .763*"
Sig. (2-tailed) .150 .299 .986 .000
N 43 44 44 44
Facilitator 3a Pearson Correlation .075 .109 .057 762"
Sig. (2-tailed) 634 .480 03 .000
N 43 44 44 44
Facilitator 2c Pearson Correlation .097 AT .143 .697*
Sig. (2-tailed) .536 .255 .354 .000
N 43 44 44 44
Facilitator 2d Pearson Correlation 131 .186 126 .616™"
Sig. (2-tailed) 401 227 416 .000
N 43 44 44 44
Facilitator 3b Pearson Correlation -.005 .201 .108 .609*
Sig. (2-tailed) .976 .190 487 .000
N 43 44 44 44
Facilitator 12 Pearson Correlation .046 .207 -.063 635"
Sig. (2-tailed) 769 A77 .684 .000
N 43 44 44 44
Facilitator 3c Pearson Correlation -.018 .314* 212 541%
Sig. (2-tailed) .909 .040 173 .000
N 42 43 43 43
Facilitator 3d Pearson Correlation .059 .369* 132 645"
Sig. (2-tailed) .709 .014 .391 .000
N 43 44 44 44
Facilitator 3e Pearson Correlation .302 430" .070 .652*
Sig. (2-tailed) .052 .004 .654 .000
N 42 43 43 43
Facilitator 3f Pearson Correlation 173 .268 .060 .548*"
Sig. (2-tailed) 269 .078 .701 .000
N 43 44 44 44
Facilitator 2e Pearson Correlation 146 235 -.040 612
Sig. (2-tailed) .349 125 797 .000
N 43 44 44 44
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Correlations

Facilitator 2b | Facilitator 3a | Facilitator 2c | Facilitator 2d

experience Pearson Correlation -.135 -.264 . =195 -.193
Sig. (2-tailed) .399 .096 221 225

N \ 41 41 41 41
Fund Pearson Correlation J .128 170 275 .334*
Sig. (2-tailed) 407 271 .070 .027

N 44 44 44 44

Time Pearson Correlation -.013 -115 -.181 -.103
Sig. (2-tailed) .933 456 .239 .507

N 44 44 44 44

support Pearson Correlation -.157 -.176 -.020 -139
Sig. (2-tailed) .308 .252 .895 .368

N 44 44 44 .44

validity Pearson Correlation -.125 130 Sl 144
Sig. (2-tailed) 418 .400 .250 001

N 44 44 44 ; 44

bad feeling Pearson Correlation .256 .152 A1 165
Sig. (2-tailed) .098 .330 .480 .289

N 43 43 43 43

takes time Pearson Correlation .021 .031 -.021 .038
Sig. (2-tailed) .891 .840 .890 .807

N 44 44 44 44

not disseminated Pearson Correlation .062 .169 141 .020
Sig. (2-tailed) .689 272 .361 .896

N 44 44 44 44

lack of knowledge Pearson Correlation -.039 -.090 .025 -.049
Sig. (2-tailed) .800 .562 .873 53

N 44 44 44 44

lack of skill Pearson Correlation 159 413 .150 -.011
Sig. (2-tailed) .302 463 .332 .943

N 44 44 44 44

lack of finance Pearson Correlation -.120 .079 .053 -.030
Sig. (2-tailed) 438 .608 734 .846

N 44 44 44 44

lack of resource Pearson Correlation .093 A5 -.044 .047
Sig. (2-tailed) 557 .468 .783 .766

N 42 42 42 42

lack of represenativenes  Pearson Correlation -.021 -.002 .073 -.072
Sig. (2-tailed) .893 .987 .641 .645

N 43 43 43 43

lack of respect Pearson Correlation -.165 -.065 .006 -.176
Sig. (2-tailed) .316 675 .967 .253

N 44 44 44 44

ethical problem Pearson Correlation -.103 .010 .054 .068
Sig. (2-tailed) .504 .951 727 .660

N 44 44 44 44

power differential Pearson Correlation 2155 .245 215 A23
Sig. (2-tailed) 322 114 .166 433

N 43 43 43 43




Correlations

Facilitator 2b | Facilitator 3a Facilitator 2¢ | Facilitator 2d
promotion Pearson Correlation , <217 -.017 .098 -.033
Sig. (2-tailed) ’ 162 915 .534 .835
N o 43 43 43 43
no proof Pearson Correlation » 116 -.014 .163 .240
Sig. (2-tailed) 452 .929 .290 116
N ! 44 44 44 44
no partenership Pearson Correlation ' .223 .075 .097 1131
Sig. (2-tailed) 150 .634 .536 401
N 43 43 43 43
few models Pearson Correlation .160 .109 ST .186
Sig. (2-tailed) .299 480 285 227
N 44 44 44 44
few grant Pearson Correlation .003 .057 143 126
Sig. (2-tailed) .986 713 .354 416
N 44 44 44 44
facilitator 2a Pearson Correlation 763" .762*" .697*4 .616™"
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000
N 44 44 44 44
Facilitator 2b Pearson Correlation 1 677 .452** .606*
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .002 .000
N 44 44 44 44
Facilitator 3a Pearson Correlation 677" 1 305 .604**
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000
N 44 44 44 44
Facilitator 2c Pearson Correlation 452*% 35 1 7295
Sig. (2-tailed) .002 .000 .000
N 44 44 44 44
Facilitator 2d Pearson Correlation .606*" .604* 729" 1
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000
N 44 44 44 44
Facilitator 3b Pearson Correlation .621* .670* 215 .804**
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000
N 44 44 44 44
Facilitator 1a Pearson Correlation e ey 705 A A By 614**
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000
N 44 44 44 44
Facilitator 3c Pearson Correlation A420™" 701*4 676" L3P b
Sig. (2-tailed) .005 .000 .000 .000
N 43 43 43 43
Facilitator 3d Pearson Correlation HI6M .606™" .543*4 492*"
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .001
N 44 44 44 44
Facilitator 3e Pearson Correlation B765 535 543" S
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000
N 43 43 43 43
Facilitator 3f Pearson Correlation S22 423* 443" 399"
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .004 .003 .007
N 44 44 44 44
Facilitator 2e Pearson Correlation 522° .663*1 5625 .354*
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .018
N 44 44 44 44
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Correlations

: & Facilitator 3b | Facilitator 1a_| Facilitator 3c | Facilitator 3d
experience -.205 -.316* - 317" -.140
199 044 044 .383

e 41 41 41 41
Fund 229 .245 .287 .232
135 .108 .062 .130

44 44 43 44

Time -.053 -.132 -.046 142
734 .395 TAA .358

4 44 44 43 44

support Pearson Correlation -.143 -.135 -.080 -.145
Sig. (2-tailed) - 355 383 610 347

N i 44 44 43 44

validity Pearson Correlation .068 .180 435 .164
Sig. (2-tailed) .660 244 .387 .287

N il 44 44 43 44

bad feeling Pearson Correlation 181 236 159 219
Sig. (2-tailed) 246 127 315 .158

N e 2 43 43 42 43

takes time Pearson Correlation .085 -.072 103 -.020
Sig. (2-tailed) .584 640 511 .898

N 44 44 43 44

not disseminated Pearson Correlation .041 .011 .031 -.036
Sig. (2-tailed) .789 .941 .843 .818

N 44 44 43 44

lack of knowledge Pearson Correlation .060 .020 .012 115
Sig. (2-tailed) .700 .898 .939 456

N 44 44 43 44

lack of skill Pearson Correlation .017 139 .089 194
Sig. (2-tailed) .915 .369 .569 .206

N : 44 44 43 44

lack of finance Pearson Correlation .018 .011 .097 .049
Sig. (2-tailed) .908 941 535 753

N 44 44 43 44

lack of resource Pearson Correlation -.112 .047 170 .035
Sig. (2-tailed) 479 769 .287 .824

N 42 42 41 42

lack of represenativenes  Pearson Correlation -.012 .032 .004 .042
Sig. (2-tailed) .940 .838 .982 .788

N 43 43 42 43

lack of respect Pearson Correlation .034 .057 27 .078
Sig. (2-tailed) .826 15 416 614

N 44 44 43 44

ethical problem Pearson Correlation .050 .029 128 .100
Sig. (2-tailed) 747 .852 414 ST

N 44 44 43 44

power differential Pearson Correlation .205 107 219 147
Sig. (2-tailed) 187 493 163 .346

N 43 43 42 43
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Correlations

Facilitator 3b | Facilitator 1a | Facilitator 3c | Facilitator 3d
/’7 promotion Pearson Correlation -.067 -.108 .038 -119 2
{ Sig. (2-tailed) .669 492 .810 449
e N “43 43 42 43
no proof Pearson Correlation .209 .014 -.106 -.033
Sig. (2-tailed) 74 .929 499 .832
Sk N 44 44 43 44
no partenership Pearson Correlation -.005 .046 -.018 .059
Sig. (2-tailed) .976 .769 .909 .709 )
N 43 43 42 43
few models Pearson Correlation 201 .207 .314* .369*
Sig. (2-tailed) .190 A7 .040 .014
. N 44 44 43 44 /
few grant Pearson Correlation .108 -.063 212 132 i
Sig. (2-tailed) 487 684 173 .391 '&’
N 44 44 43 44
e Facilitator 2a Pearson Correlation .609** .635™ .541™ .645™"
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000
N 44 44 . 43 44
Facilitator 2b Pearson Correlation 621 531 420™ 5067
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .005 .000
- N 44 44 43 44
Facilitator 3a Pearson Correlation .670™ 09 7011 606"
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000
N 44 44 43 44
Facilitator 2c Pearson Correlation 204 T ke 6761 .543**
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000
N 44 44 43 44
Facilitator 2d Pearson Correlation .804*4 .614* .524™ 492*
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .001
¢ N 44 44 43 44
Facilitator 3b Pearson Correlation 1 05 .642*1 538"
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000
N 44 44 43 44
Facilitator 1a Pearson Correlaticii A5 1 .825™ 764
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000
N 44 44 43 44
Facilitator 3c Pearson Correlation .642** 825" 1 .764*
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000
= N 43 43 43 43
Facilitator 3d Pearson Correlation ;538 764* 764 1
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000
N 44 44 43 44
Facilitator 3e Pearson Correlation 597 o o il 791 Tl
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000
N 43 43 42 43
Facilitator 3f Pearson Correlation .520™ 567* dodei .628**
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000
N 44 44 43 44
y Facilitator 2e Pearson Correlation .506™" 752 733 .704**
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000
N 44 44 43 44
Page 14
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Correlations

Facilitator 3e | Facilitator 3f | Facilitator 2e

experience " Pearson Correlation -.429" 059 o] e -.102
Sig. (2-tailed) .006 135 .528

N 40 41 41

Fund Pearson Correlation .256 .024 .022
Sig. (2-tailed) .098 .879 .885

N 43 44 44

Time Pearson Correlation 170 .014 -.146
Sig. (2-tailed) 275 .926 .343

N 43 44 44

support Pearson Correlation -.227 -.222 -.126
Sig. (2-tailed) .143 147 415

N 43 44 44

validity Pearson Correlation .183 -.139 .016
Sig. (2-tailed) .241 .370 .916

N 43 44 44

bad feeling Pearson Correlation 312 .188 227
Sig. (2-tailed) .044 227 .143

N 42 43 43

takes time Pearson Correlation .032 -.061 -.053
Sig. (2-tailed) .839 .693 733

N 43 44 44

not disseminated Pearson Correlation .100 .033 129
Sig. (2-tailed) 524 .831 406

N 43 44 44

lack of knowledge Pearson Correlation .109 .128 .120
Sig. (2-tailed) 487 406 439

N 43 44 44

lack of skill Pearson Correlation .192 147 .203
Sig. (2-tailed) 218 .342 .187

N - 43 44 44

lack of finance Pearson Correlation .065 =111 -.047
Sig. (2-tailed) .680 A74 .761

N 43 44 44

lack of resource Pearson Correlation .221 .099 .018
Sig. (2-tailed) .165 .532 912

N 41 42 42

lack of represenativenes  Pearson Correlation 225 .190 .039
Sig. (2-tailed) 152 .223 .804

N 42 43 43

lack of respect Pearson Correlation 195 .029 -.040
Sig. (2-tailed) 211 .852 .798

N 43 44 44

ethical problem Pearson Correlation 146 -.147 2077
Sig. (2-tailed) .350 .342 .619

N 43 44 44

power differential Pearson Correlation .302 .089 A34
Sig. (2-tailed) .052 .569 404

N 42 43 43




Correlations

B e Waoanigl F Facilitator 3f | Facilitator 2e
_promotion Pearson Correlation | - -154 ~.016
Sig. (2-tailed) ! .323 919
N 43 . 43
no proof Pearson Correlation 153 .081 .006
Sig. (2-tailed) 327 .603 .967
N 43 44 44
no partenership Pearson Correlation .302 A73 .146
Sig. (2-tailed) .052 .269 .349
N 42 43 43
few models Pearson Correlation 430" .268 235
Sig. (2-tailed) .004 .078 . 125
N 43 44 44
few grant Pearson Correlation .070 .060 -.040
Sig. (2-tailed) 654 .701 797
N 43 44 44
facilitator 2a Pearson Correlation .652* .548*" 6125
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000
N 43 44 |. 44
Facilitator 2b Pearson Correlation 575 L5220 15225
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000
N 43 44 44
Facilitator 3a Pearson Correlation 935 423" .663*
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .004 .000
N 43 44 44
Facilitator 2c Pearson Correlation .543* 443" 562*"
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 003 | | .000
N 43 44 44
Facilitator 2d Pearson Correlation 5175} .399*1 354°
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .007 .018
N 43 44 44
Facilitator 3b Pearson Correlation 597" .520* .506**
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000
N 43 44 44
Facilitator 1a Pearson Correlation A53* 567 A2
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000
N 43 44 44
Facilitator 3c Pearson Correlation 791*Y .576™ T3
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000
N 42 43 43
Facilitator 3d Pearson Correlation 776* .628™ .704*
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000
N 43 44 44
Facilitator 3e Pearson Correlation 1 B85 .684**
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000
N 43 43 43
- Facilitator 3f Pearson Correlation 657 1 BrACL bty
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000
N 43 44 44
Facilitator 2e Pearson Correlation .684™ 739" 1
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000
N 43 44 44

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

#k Gorrelative 15 sigigant ab to 004 fovel (2 ey Jod)



Appendix 7
Interview Guide
. Is community based research being implemented in Jimma
University?
. What does the participation of different partners in research look
like?
. What are the barriers to doing community based research inb
Jimma University?

. What conditions favor the conduct of community based research?
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AMMENDMENTS-SEPTEMBER 2000

o Criteria for Appointments and Promotions -- gl

General Policy

The Insttute shall appoint all faculty members of zll levels on a two-years contract
out of. which one-year is a probational period. Should the performance of the

candidate be unsatisfactory, his/her appointment shall be terminated after the ‘initial
one year period. -

All Disciplines

1. Graduate Assistant-I
4PPOINTMENT

4 candidate with the qualification of a four-years Bachelor's degree or equivalent
and with at least the level of a CGPA of 2.75. The CGPA requirement may be
changed under special circumstances justified by a Deparmment and approved by the
Academic Commission and finally authorized by the Executive Director jor
Academic Affairs. However, the CGPA should not be less than 2.50.

AND

The candidate must be supported by a strong recommendation of the recruiting

Department and approved by the Academic Commission of the Faculty regarding
his/her future promise.

2. Graduate Assistant - 11
= 2.1. APPOINTMENT

2 candidate with the qualification of a five-year Bachelor's degree (such as
engineering, law, erc.) or equivalent and with at least the level of a C.G.P.A of 2.75.
The CGPA requirement may be changed under special circumstances justified by a
Departmen: and approved by the Academic Commission and finally authorized by
the Executive Director for Academic Affairs. However, the minimum CGPA should
not be less than 2.50.

» AND
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The candidate must be supported by a strong recommendation of the recruiting

Department and approved by the Academic Commission of the Faculty regardmg
his/her future promise.

2.2. PROMOTION

A candidate with one year effective service as Graduate Assistant-{. AND

A minimum performance evaluation result by Department Head, Peers and Students
as giverrtn Annex.

3. Graduate Assistant - 11

APPOLNTMENT = -

A candidate with the qualification of a six-year Bachelor’s degree (such as medicine,
Veterinary medicine, etc.) or equivalent and with at least the level of a C.G.P.A of

~ 2.75. The CGPA requirement may be changed under special circumstances justified

by a Department and approved by the Academic Commission and finally authorized
by the Executive Director for Academic Affairs. However the minimum CGPA
should not be less than 2.50.

AND

The candidate must be supported by a strong recommendation of the recruiting

Deparnment and approved by the Academic Commission of the Faculty regarding
his/her future promise.

4. Assistant Lecturer

PROMOTION

A candidate with one year of effective service, normally as a full-ime Graduate
Assistant-I1 or Graduate Assistant [I1, AND

A minimum performance evaluation result by Department Head, Peers and Students
as given in Annex.

12



5.1. APPOINTMENT

A candidate with the qualification of a Master's degree, or its equrvalent OR M.D or
DVM with specialization;

5.2. PROMOTION
A candidate with the qualifications of—Bachelor's degree—- MD/DVM with no
specialization or its equivalent; AND

At least two years of effective teaching as an Assistant Lecturer; AND
At least one published article or one teaching materiall for a specific course since
becoming Assistant Lecturer. AND

A minimum performance evaluation result by Depamnent Head, Peers and Students
as given in Annex. -

6. Assistant Professor
6.1. APPOINTMENT

The qualification of a Ph.D., degree or equivalent

6.2. PROMOTION

6.2.1. The qualifications of a Master’s degres or its equivalent AND,

Four years of effective teaching as a Lecturer; AND,

At least one publication in a reputable journal Active participation? in the affairs
of the Instimte as well as in the enhancement of his/her profession; AND
Rendering active services to the community at large.

OR

d
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with specialization, AIND sl S
A minimum of three years of effective teaching at least two of which as a Lecturer;

AND

At least Two publication in a reputable journal* OR one publication and a
reaching material OR one Text Book or Reference Book OR in some ficlds as -
architecture, music and the fine arts two recognized and realized projects which
demonstrate professional and creative talent (in fields such as architecture, music or
fine arts) and which must have beerr critically and Positively evaluated by both
internal and external assessors who are specialists in the area; OR Release of one
technological package through a nationally accredited mechanism; since becoming
lecturer. AND

Active participation® in the affairs of the Institute as well as in the enhancement of
his/her profession; AND X
Rendering active service® to the community at large.

6.2.3.The qualification of a Bachelor's degree, MD or DVM degres or its equivalent;
AND. gt

At least four vears of effective teaching as a Lecturer; AND

Three publications in a reputable journai(s), OR Two publications in a reputablz
journal and One teaching material OR one Text Book or Reference Book OR two
recognized and realized projects which demonstrate professional and creative
talent; smce becoming lecturer, AND

Actve participation in the affairs of the Institute and in the enhancement of his/her
profession; AND

Rendering active service to the community at large. AND

A mimimum performance evaluation resuit by Department Head, Peers and Students
as given in Annex.

‘Ses Arpenciz B
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7. Associate Professor
PROMOTION

7.1. A candidate with any of the qualifications listed in 6.1. and 6.2. above who has *
a_minimum of four vears of effective teaching experience as an Assistant Professor;

AND

At least two publications in a reputable journal OR one Reference Book OR Text
Beok based on original research in one’s area of specialization OR two recdgnized
and realized projects which demonstrate professional and creative talent and
evaluated as indicated in 6.2 above; since becoming an Assistant Professor, AND

Active prticipation in the affairs of the Institute as well as in enhancement of his/her

profession; AND

Rendering active service to the community at large. AND

A minimum performance evaluation result by Department Head, Peers Students as

given in Annex.

7.2. A minimum of three vears of effective teaching experience as an Assistant
Professor AND i

At least three publications in a reputable journal OR two published article and one
teaching material for a~specific course since becoming an Assistant Professor,

AND
Active prticipation in the affairs of the Institute as well as in enhancement of his/her
profession; AND

Rendering active service to the community at large. AND

A minimum performance evaluation result by Department Head, Peers Students as
given in Annex.

7.3 A minimum of three vears of effective teaching experience as an Assistant
Professor AND

Release of three technological packages through a nationally accredited mechanism
since becoming an Assistant Professor; AND

Active priicipation in the affairs of the Institute as well as in enhancement of his/her

profession; AIND Rendering active service to the community at large. AND

A minimum performance evaluation result by Department Head, Peers Students as
gwen in Annex.

™
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R. Professor
PROMOTION

The qualification of a Ph.D. degree OR Masters degree OR MD or DVM with
specialization or equivalent in the area of his/her specialization. AND

At least four years of effective teaching experience as an Assqciate Professor.
AND

A minimum of four publications of undisputed professional merit in a reputable
journal since becoming associate professor. éb@ ig

A book of undisputed professional merit based on original research in his/her field of
specializatiom OR: Two published articles and a text-book OR Release of two
technological packages through a nationally accredited mechanism AND two solo-
authored articles since becoming an Associate Professor; AND

Active participation in the affairs of the Institute and in the enhancement of his/her

profession, AND

Rendering active service to the community at large. AND

A minimum performance evaluation result by Department Head, Peers and Students
as given in Aanex.



P
v &

9. Crternia for Promotion of Technical Assistants

Technical assistants are not considered as members of the Institute faculty but are
academic support staff. They shall normally assist in laboratory sessions and field
demonstration, help in research activities of departments and undertake any help in

research activities of departments and undertake any other assignments given by the
concerned departmental staff. :

_ 9.1. Technical Assistant [ :
APPOINTMENT

A candidate with the qualification of two year diploma from a fecognized [nstitute or
College with a cumulative GPA of 2.75 or above.

9.2. Technical Assistant IT

9.2.1. APPOINTMENT

A candidate with the qualification of a three year diploma from a recognized
Instrute or College with a cumulative GPA of 2.75 or above;

9.2.2. PROMOTION

Two vears of effective service as a Technical Assistant I;

Evaluation: Very good and above (280%); and community affairs.
AND

Actve and effective service in the Institute.

9.3. Technical Assistant [1I

PROMOTION

Three vears of effective service as Technical Assistant II;
AND

Evaluation: Very good and above (=80%); and
AND

Acrtive and effective service in the Institute and community affairs.




10. Extra-ordinary Cases

10.1. Should there be very exceptional candidates for any- of the above ranks,
appointments or promotions may be considered through. extra-ordinary
recommendations of the Departments and Academic Commissions concerned and

the Senate's Standing Committee for Staff Appointments and Promotions (SAPC).
The SAPC shall in these cases prepare a detailed description of the special merits of
the candidate which would justify the Senate taking an e*ctra-ordmary decision on
the recommendation for his/her promotion.

10.2. Where a Faculty requires additional manpower with which to undertake
aormal teaching commitments and considers that a graduate students is of sufficient
caliber with good academic record to fulfill the requirements, that person should be

engaged as a regular faculty member, e.g. with the rank of assistant lecturer or
aigher.



APPENDIX

Appendix to The Criteria for Promotions

Definitions and Clarifications

1. Effective Teaching Experience
Effecuve teaching performance of Faculty members is assessed by
8 Student Evaluation. Achieved by designing appropriate questlonnau'es and

administering them on a regular basis, immediately after the complctlon of a
courses and prior to the semester examinations.

2 Evaluation bv Colleagues or peers :
3. Evaluation by the Department Head and.the Faculty Dean
But the following items should be applied wherever relevant and appropriate as
routine additional points to assess a Faculty member's effective performance:-
a) Willingness to accept teaching assignments in one's area of specialization
as well as in closely related areas;
b) Effectiveness in the discharge of regular teachmg and other University
assignments;
c) Active participation in advising students in all academic matters,
specially in their research activities;
d) Regular attendance in scheduled classes as well as availability in office
for consultation by students and colleagues;
e) Maintenance of high standards of general behavior becoming to a
University staff members;
f) Preparation of mimeographed material for class use as well as employing
teaching aids such as slides, films, charts, etc.; and
2) Organizing field trips, seminars, colloquia, or conferences and delivering
papers or lectures in such meetings.
4, Contribution of each:
Evaluation by students 50%
Evaluation by head 35%
Evaluation by peer 15%

[I. Publications

The following items may be submitted as constituting the publications of
candidates being considered for promotions to academic ranks.

&



1)
i1)
111)
1v)

Articles published in reputable journals (reprints required) and articles
extracted from thesis or dissertation are not accepted for promotlon
Teaching Materials prepared for specific courses;

Text or Reference Books published for use in specific courses; and

Books published on the basis of original research

' For the sake of clarification, attempt is made below to define the most essential characteristics

of 2ach of the above four items.

(B

LI

A Reputable Journal.-The reputability of a professional journal is best determined, in

the first instance, by the relevant Department and/or Faculty or by the Standing
Committee of the Senate/Academic Commission for Research and Publication.
When there are dispute on the status of such professional journals the Executive
Management shall decide on the issue. The following shall constitute the criteria
on wh1ch reputability of journals is determined.

The professional reputation and competence of the editor(s), the advisory
board and editorial staff;

Sound editorial policy regarding selection and evaluation of articles
submitted for publication;

Seriousness of the journal as judged by such factors as its regularity and
continuity, and its maintenance of standards; and

The backing and respect given on the journal by relevant professionals
and/or their association(s).

Teaching Materjal. This may be defined as a set of materials systematically

organized for use in a specific course and emanating from the teaching
experience of the candidate for promotion. For such material to be accepted as
appropriate criterion for promotion it must have been evaluated, particularly as
regards the organization of its contents, the approach followed by the author, and
the effectiveness of the material as a tool for teaching, as follows:

1)

i)

111)

The teaching material must have been critically evaluated by the relevant
department and endorsed by the Academic Commission of the Faculty as
appropriate teaching material for a specific course or courses:

It must have been in effective use as teaching material for at least one
year before being submitted for promotion; and in addition;

Where such a teaching material is the sole or major publication submitted

as fulfilling a criterion for promotion it must be evaluated by two external
and one internal speiclists in the field.

Books. Textbooks and Reference Books. These are major undertakings that

_ represent the efforts of a Faculty member in putting together his/her teaching and
research experience, normally over several years.

—
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This is one of the major criteria for promotion.

L.
)

i1)

iii)

g

When these are submitted for promotion purposes they will have to be critically
and favorably assessed by both internal (one) and external (two) evaluators.

These materials shall be submitted only for promotions to a senior rank.

Active Participation in the Affairs of the University

—

.

The following constitute examples of what this criterion shall include:

Academic Administration. Willingness to accept and being very effective in
positions of academic administration at Faculty and University wide levels.
Committee Work. Willingness to participate effectively in the work of
committees or other study groups whenever called upon to do so by the
Department, Faculty, the Senate, and/or the University Administration at large.
Professional Activities. Active involvement in the enhancement of one's
profession, for instance, by helping organize and playing an active role in
relevant professional associations. Organizing and participating in professional

conference or seminars; and initiating, helping to edit, or contributing to
professional journals.

Contribution of each:

Academic administration 60%
Committee work 20%
Professional activity 20%

Rendering Active Service to the Community at Large

This criterion is also an important component in the package of services expected of all
faculty members. The following constitute examples of community services:

1)
if)
iii)

iv)

readiness to participate effectively in local or national committees whenever
called upon to do so; :

participating in community services such as extension works, consultancy, etc.
which benefit the surrounding and larger community.
running serious press, radio, and/or TV programs to elucidate to the public some
basic problems of health, law, education, etc.; and '

making attempts in all ways to contribute_towards the general welfare of the
community at large beyond the limited call of one's academic duties.
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Weighted Values of the Criteria for Academic Promotions

As indicated above, the criteria for promotions have four major components.

1)
ii)
iii)

iv)

effective teaching,

publications,

active participation in Institute affairs, and
rendering active service to the community at large

To standardize the process of granting promotions and to make it as objective as
possible, it is imperative to give weighted values to each of the above four components.

The following represent the weighted values given to the above four components for
the various academic ranks. :

Lt

19

For Promotion to the ranks upto Assistant Professor:
(Shall earn a minimum of 65% )

Criteria Score | :
A. Effective Teaching 40 points (shall not be less than 26 points)
B. Publication 35 points |
C. Institute Affairs 15 points ~
D. Community Service 10 points ~~

For Promotions to the rank of associate professor and Professor
(Shall earn a2 minimum of 75% )

Crteria Score
A. Effective Teaching 35 points
B. Publications 40 points
C. Institute Affairs 15 points
D. Community Service 10 points

Miscellaneous Points

£

Co-authorships. It must be envisaged that faculty members could be engaged in
a number of joint research and publications efforts. In such cases it becomes
imperative to give appropriate merits to each of the co-authors to the level of
his/her contribution to the joint work. Each co-author of an article published in a
rgputéble journal shall be given an equal share as per the following:

No. of co-authors Share of each co-author
2 0.70
3 - 0.50
)
&5
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4 0.40
5 0.35
6 or more 0.30

2. Release of Technology

. The same rules as indicated in 1.1 to 1.4 shall _apply in the case of

technology released by a group of faculty members.

3. Need for Internal and External Assessment of Publications

omotion purposes, ‘shall need to be

All publications, submitted for pr
sors if they fall.

positively evaluated by internal and external asses
under one of the following ccnditions.

lity of the journal in which the publication has

) If the reputabi
t well established, as indicated in 1.1, above.

appeared 1s N0

ii) If the publication is 2 teaching material, and

iif) If it is a Reference Book, Book or Textbook and has been

submitted for promotion.

r——— -
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