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To better connect theory and research with practice, educational research
organizations such as the American Educational Research Association
(AERA) urge scholars to cultivate meaningful partnerships with communities
and schools. Despite these efforts, participatory research—especially that
which comprehensively advances transformative, relevant, and equity-ori-
ented goals across research processes—remains rare within the field. This
meta-methodology analyzes articles published across AERA journals to
answer the following question: In what ways do educational research articles
braid participatory values discourse (“the talk”) with relational, reciprocal,
and responsible methods (“the walk”)? Results illuminate the potential for
such work to (1) value relationality through (re)allocation of researcher and
participant roles, (2) value reciprocity through construction of community-
determined transformative purposes, and (3) value responsibility through
legitimization of partner expertise. The study offers implications for co-
design, co-implementation, co-interpretation, and co-sharing of research,
theory, and practice, as well as methodological recommendations for
researchers and community leaders.

Keyworps:  action research, collaboration, critical theory, discourse analysis,
Indigenous peoples, meta-methodology, participatory, reciprocity,
relationality, research methodology, research utilization,
responsibility, social justice

A resilient critique of educational research focuses on its detachment from
community needs and classroom practice (Biesta, 2007; K. Gutiérrez & Penuel,
2014; Tuck, 2009b). Participatory research, which engages community members,
teachers, stakeholders, and/or youth as members of a research team to co-design,
co-implement, and co-disseminate scholarship, offers great potential for theory
and research to transform practice with communities (Bang & Vossoughi, 2016).
While extensive conceptual scholarship advocates for expanded participatory
approaches within education, such approaches remain under-implemented within
the field, where the road to professional recognition is paved with conventional
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methods, expectations perpetuated by academia and publishing industries, and
hierarchical assumptions of expertise. Scholars, educators, and community part-
ners often must “make the path” of methodological transformation “by walking
it” (Rios et al., 1996, p. 23), in both research and practice.

This meta-methodology examines the ways educational research braids par-
ticipatory values discourse (i.e., written words in articles and how those words
reflect participatory values) with relational, reciprocal, and responsible methods
to enact those values in practice (“the walk’). While this meta-methodology is not
itself a participatory study nor is it an example of Critical Discourse Analysis
(CDA), both participatory research theory (Bang & Vossoughi, 2016; Tachine &
Nicolazzo, 2022; Tuck & McKenzie, 2015) and van Leeuwen’s (2008) approaches
to CDA informed its design. The project reviewed methodological discourse of 26
qualitative, quantitative, and mixed-methods studies claiming a participatory ori-
entation in journals published by the American Educational Research Association
(AERA) from 2000-2022. Specific questions framing this inquiry included:

1. How do discursive representations in participatory educational research
allocate researcher and participant roles, and how do these representations
enact the value of relationality?

2. How do discursive constructions of purpose in participatory educational
research enact the value of reciprocity?

3. How does discourse legitimize community/participant authority in partici-
patory educational research, and how does such legitimization enact the
value of responsibility?

Defining Participatory Research

On a basic level, participatory scholarship challenges conventional researcher-
participant roles, relationships, and responsibilities as it claims to prioritize jus-
tice-oriented values (Martinez-Vargas, 2022), decolonial action (Tuck & Guishard,
2013), and attention to a “democratic impulse” (Schwandt, 2007, p. 221). Such
work emphasizes scholarly study with people, instead of study on people (Bang &
Vossoughi, 2016; Denzin & Giardina, 2007). Tuck and McKenzie (2015) note that
through participatory research “everyday people collaborate with (professional)
researchers to identify research questions, select methods and design data collec-
tion instruments, collect and analyze data, interpret results and determine find-
ings, and communicate findings to diverse audiences” (p. 88). Participatory
research offers the potential to increase project success and transfer insights to
practice (Caraballo et al., 2017; Ming & Goldenberg, 2021; Tabron & Thomas,
2023). As Ishimaru et al. (2019) explain, participatory approaches “take the idea
of ‘walking our talk’ to heart . . . to enact the relational changes we wish to see in
the world in the [research and change] process itself” (p. 12).

Given this conceptual foundation, participatory research is a broad “epistemo-
logical orientation” to research rather than a set of distinct or prescriptive meth-
ods, and it can therefore include qualitative, quantitative, or mixed methods
(Jacobson & Rugeley, 2007, p. 24). Such research is expansive, dynamic, and
responsive to unique communities, contexts, and cultures. Within participatory
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research, “communities” are defined in various ways (e.g., groups of individuals
living in the same geographic contexts, groups of individuals with shared experi-
ences, groups of individuals with similar interests, etc.), although across the
diverse definitions, there is intentional recognition of both individual and collec-
tive understandings. Methods that support participatory orientations extend
beyond member checks, snowball or network sampling, participant-observer field
notes, and surveys of community needs. Therefore, participatory research offers a
view and practice of research that is comprehensive and fundamentally different
from other forms in its effort to disrupt researcher-participant binaries.

The broader orientation encompasses or overlaps with diverse sub-orientations
and processes, including community-based participatory research (CBPR) (Israel
et al., 2018; Northway, 2010), participatory action research (PAR) (Fine et al.,
2004), youth participatory action research (YPAR) (Cammarota & Fine, 2008;
Mirra et al., 2015), participatory design research (PDR) (Bang & Vossoughi,
2016), and research-practice partnerships (RPP) (Coburn & Penuel, 2016;
Hopkins et al., 2019), all of which have unique epistemological—and method-
ological-—needs and principles. Despite its breadth and diversity, participatory
research typically claims three broad values:

1. It invites meaningful and sustained collaboration between (professional/
academic) “researchers” and “participants” (e.g., youth, educators, com-
munity members);

2. It aspires to enact democratic and emancipatory values to expand partici-
pant and community control over processes and outcomes; and,

3. [Itsintent is to generate both social change and localized capacity-building
by balancing research with action (Israel et al., 2018; Schwandt, 2007).

While scholars who support participatory values describe the need for research
that is “humanizing” (Paris & Winn, 2014), “relational” (Tachine & Nicolazzo,
2022), “solidarity-driven” (Ishimaru et al., 2019), “cooperative” (Reason, 1994),
“collaborative” (Penuel et al., 2020), and “decolonizing” (Patel, 2016; L. T.Smith,
1999), studies claiming a participatory orientation demonstrate extensive vari-
ability in terms of methodological detail and integrity. In many cases, single com-
ponents of studies use participatory approaches, while others rely on conventional,
researcher-controlled methods. Furthermore, as educational participatory work is
often connected with pedagogy, understandings of rigor in terms of research
methodology are susceptible to misconceptions about youth development, educa-
tor reflexivity, and community expertise. Instead of limited or tokenistic commu-
nity member inclusion, braiding values discourse with methodological practice
(i.e., “walking the talk”) requires comprehensive transformation of the methods
researchers use to listen to, respond to, and partner with communities (Stanton,
2014; Tuck & Guishard, 2013; Tuck & McKenzie, 2015).

As Fine (2008) argues, critical participatory research is even more than an
epistemological orientation—it is “a radical epistemological challenge to the tra-
ditions of social science, most critically on the topic of where knowledge resides”
(p. 215). Such research disrupts “normatively powered dynamics . . . between
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researchers and ‘the researched’” in order “to achieve transformative ends” (Bang
& Vossoughi, 2016, p. 173) while minimizing exploitation, extraction, commodi-
fication, imperialism, and deficit thinking (Patel, 2016; Tuck & McKenzie, 2015).
Conventional “whitestream” (i.e., predominantly white, mainstream) (Grande,
2008) research often positions educational “gaps,” “problems,” or “deficits” as
internal to minoritized contexts, thereby reinforcing racism and other forms of
bias while neglecting community strengths and/or systemic influences. As Tuck
(2009b) explains, “One alternative to damage-centered research is to craft our
research to capture desire instead of damage” (p. 416).

Participatory research—critical or otherwise—is often questioned in terms of
its legitimacy, at least as defined within academic circles, in part because of its
attention to community interests/desires and focus on strengths instead of dam-
age. As Caraballo et al. (2017) begin their review of YPAR in educational research,
“Knowledges from academic and professional research-based institutions have
long been valued over the organic intellectualism of those who are most affected
by educational and social inequities” (p. 311). Academics may view participatory
research with skepticism given its resistance to claims of objectivity and its trust
of community member and youth interpretations, and participant involvement in
research can be viewed as a threat to confidentiality and institutional control (Ali
& McCarty, 2020). Within academia, the responsible research “authority” is usu-
ally the most senior and credentialed scholar. Similarly, as academic legitimiza-
tion of knowledge typically happens through peer-reviewed publication, the
“expert” is expected to “publish-or-perish.” As participatory processes do not
always result in products valued or made visible within academia or industry,
researchers may be discouraged from using such approaches unless their products
are aimed at large audiences, university recognition, and profits. Funders may
discourage participatory approaches through their expectations for investigators,
who may be required to hold advanced academic degrees, to plan projects in
detail, and to adhere to bounded timeframes.

As a result of these challenges, traditionally trained scholars may revert to the
use of more familiar or popular mainstream/whitestream methods instead of striv-
ing to implement participatory approaches (I.Nelson et al., 2015; Stanton, 2014).
Scholars may also resist participatory approaches due to the sustained and long-
term engagement needed to develop meaningful and trusting relationships with
community partners and to gain skills and knowledge needed to “work effectively
with practitioners” (Denner et al., 2019, p. 1). Both academic and community
partners may find participatory research timeframes to be overwhelming and/or
frustratingly slow in terms of creating change. Relatedly, community partners
may hesitate to engage in participatory work given views of research as inacces-
sible, elitist, or even a means of oppression (Fine, 2006; Paris & Winn, 2014;
Petrone & Stanton, 2021; Tuck, 2009a, 2009b).

Participatory Research in Education and the Call for This Synthesis

In her AERA Presidential Address, Oakes (2017) explained that for “research
to matter, that is, to better society and schools, it must escape the ivory tower and
engage in the public sphere” (p. 91). In recent AERA conference proposal calls,
organization leaders have encouraged scholarship that is “designed to matter in
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public policy and practice” (2022) and “present in [contexts outside of academia],
such as spaces of communal gathering, homes, schools, green spaces, neighbor-
hoods, and informal places” (2023a). The entire 2020 theme, “The Power and
Possibilities for the Public Good when Researchers and Organizational
Stakeholders Collaborate” (2019) encouraged collaborative research with com-
munity partners, and the 2022 call invited scholars to “work with families and
communities as authentic partners” (2021).

Despite the call to increase integration of research with practice and communi-
cation with practitioners (K. Gutiérrez & Penuel, 2014) and the growing promi-
nence of participatory research across service-oriented fields such as health,
economics, social work, community development, anthropology, and Indigenous
studies (Draper & Seibert, 2004; Martinez-Vargas, 2022; Wallerstein et al., 2018),
the orientation remains marginalized within the field of education (Bang &
Vossoughi, 2016; Greenberg et al., 2020; Patel, 2016). Few articles about and
reviews of such work have been published within AERA journals. Most syntheses
of participatory research have been specific to health or social work. One recent
Review of Educational Research (RER) piece focuses on co-developing princi-
ples of and approaches to “collaborative education research with stakeholders”
(Penuel et al., 2020, p. 627), although that work was the result of a collective
discussion and conference, not a review, analysis, or synthesis of published
articles.

While to date there has not been a comprehensive review of participatory
approaches across the field of educational research, there have been reviews spe-
cific to PDR (Bang & Vossoughi, 2016; Shamrova & Cummings, 2017), YPAR
(Anderson, 2020; Anyon et al., 2018; Caraballo et al., 2017; Gibbs et al., 2020),
RPPs (Vetter et al., 2022), and teacher action research in education (Morales,
2016); reviews that examine specific methods—such as PhotoVoice—that typi-
cally apply participatory approaches (Greene et al., 2018; Suprapto et al., 2020);
and reviews that examine participatory approaches within very specific contexts
(Green et al., 2022; Mosurska & Ford, 2020). Additionally, there have been
reviews of research claiming epistemological orientations often considered com-
plementary, or even integral, to participatory research. For example, Behar-
Horenstein and Feng (2015) synthesized quantitative “emancipatory research” (p.
46). Furthermore, scholars have taken up questions about specific aspects and
challenges unique to participatory research, such as collaborative analysis and
dissemination experiences (Rix et al., 2021) and ethical issues regarding involv-
ing youth as co-researchers (Cullen & Walsh, 2020). Across recent reviews, there
has been a call for more attention to participatory approaches within educational
research, especially critical work focusing on issues of oppression or marginaliza-
tion (e.g., Apugo et al., 2023; Cabrera et al., 2022; Cawthorn & Garberoglio,
2021; Chen & Horn, 2022; Kawano, 2023; Rousell et al., 2022).

A Theoretical-Methodological Framework for Synthesizing Participatory
Research

Within meta-studies, boundaries between analysis of previously “processed”
data (i.e., meta-analysis), analysis of theoretical frameworks (i.c., meta-theory),
and analysis of methodological soundness (i.e., meta-method) can become blurry
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(Paterson et al., 2001). Leading participatory research scholars and community
partners also acknowledge “hybridity of theory and method” (Bang & Vossoughi,
2016, p. 173), and several of the articles included in this study emphasize the
integration of theory and methodology within participatory research. For exam-
ple, San Pedro and Kinloch (2017) call for “more inclusive, interconnected theo-
ries and methodologies” (p. 373S); Tachine et al. (2021) emphasize that “Since
time immemorial, Indigenous methodology has been employed to theorize, prob-
lematize, and analyze life circumstances” (p. 4); and Ghiso et al. (2019) explain,
“These [practitioner-oriented and community-based] orientations see theory and
practice as intertwined activities” (p. 2).

Critical and comprehensive integration of theory and methodology is especially
important for communities that have been historically minoritized within academia.
For example, Brayboy (2005) notes the connection of theory, story, and methodology
for Indigenous communities; Anzaldtia (2007) describes a hybrid space where experi-
ences and theories intersect for “borderlands” communities; and Tuck and McKenzie
(2015) draw attention to integration of theories, methodologies, and methods through
critical place inquiry. Additional theoretical and methodological guidance for design-
ing participatory, decolonizing, relational, and humanizing research has been offered
by many scholars, including Archibald (2008), Bishop (2005), Brayboy et al. (2012),
Cammarota and Fine (2008), Chilisa (2012), Freire (1970), Fine et al. (2004),
Gonzaélez et al. (2005), Grande (2008), Israel et al. (2018), Kemmis and McTaggart
(2000), Kovach (2009), Martinez-Vargas (2022), Mirra et al. (2015), Northway
(2010), Paris and Winn (2014), Patel (2016), Penuel et al. (2011), Reason and
Bradbury (2008), Sabzalian (2019), L. T.Smith (1999), Stanton et al. (2024), Tachine
and Nicolazzo (2022), Tuck (2009a, 2009b), Tuck and Guishard (2013), Wallerstein
etal. (2018), Whyte (1991), Wilson (2008), and Windchief and San Pedro (2019).

Given this integration of theory and practice (and theory and research), a
hybrid framework to integrate theoretical values “talk” with methodological
“walk” was developed to guide this study’s design, analysis, synthesis, and inter-
pretation processes and to structure representation of both theoretical and method-
ological insights. The framework integrates three values—relationality,
reciprocity, and responsibility—collectively valued by practitioners, community
mentors who have guided my learning about participatory research, and leading
participatory scholars (e.g., Bang & Vossoughi, 2016; Fine, 2008; Mangual
Figueroa, 2014; Northway, 2010; Paris & Winn, 2014; Tachine & Nicolazzo,
2022; Tuck & Guishard, 2013).

Relationality challenges conventional academic beliefs surrounding researcher
and participant roles and how knowledge is shared between people (or between
peoples and places, humans and more-than-humans, etc.). Reciprocity demands
visible, ongoing, and meaningful action that responds to the needs and interests of
community partners. Critical participatory understandings of responsibility
engage a deep sense of obligation to communities and partners that transcends
conventional accountability to institutional review boards and peer review pro-
cesses. While these values—and their integration—are not new within educa-
tional scholarship (see, for example, Tuck & Guishard, 2013; Windchief & San
Pedro, 2019), they have not previously been applied in a meta-study focusing on
participatory research.
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Fundamental to a participatory orientation is relationality—or the relation-
ships between epistemologies and ontologies—experienced by co-researchers
and community partners through and with topics, places, contexts, and each other
(Tachine & Nicolazzo, 2022; Wilson, 2008). Despite the importance of this foun-
dation, Bang and Vossoughi (2016) argue that there is a need for scholarship that
examines the ways relationships are shaped and sustained within and across par-
ticipatory studies in education. In theory, participatory research repositions the
(professional/academic) researcher as a co-learner and recognizes community
members as holding essential knowledge and power (Bang & Vossoughi, 2016;
Denzin & Giardina, 2007; Israel et al., 2018; Patel, 2016; Wilson, 2008; Windchief
& San Pedro, 2019). This recognition and repositioning begins with critical posi-
tionality work by and between co-researchers.

To meet the demands of a participatory orientation more fully, positionality
work must extend beyond individual self-reflexivity to collective sense-making,
redefining of expertise, and repositioning of participants/co-researchers in leading
self- and team-location efforts (Windchief & San Pedro, 2019). Unlike other ori-
entations, participatory approaches do not claim or desire neutrality or objectivity
(Martinez-Vargas, 2022; Paris & Winn, 2014). Instead, they confront, deconstruct,
and examine how researchers, participants, and their relationships influence,
inform, and transform research processes and understandings (San Pedro &
Kinloch, 2017). Such work requires critical reflexivity, particularly in terms of
how researchers and community partners understand self-location, humility, dig-
nity, and expertise (Tuck & Guishard, 2013).

While in the case of this study I looked mostly to the broader community of criti-
cal scholars recognized for their expertise in leading participatory, humanizing,
Indigenous, and relational research, I am attentive to my own positionality and how
that informs my thinking and relationships, as well as the design of this meta-meth-
odology and the analysis and synthesis of the results. As a white woman who grew
up in a conservative, predominantly white community in the Intermountain West,
and as someone with extensive settler colonial intergenerational ties to the places
where I have lived, taught, and engaged in research, I began my career as a teacher
and scholar with limited understandings of how privilege, educational (in)justice,
knowledge sovereignty, and research practices intersect. I am grateful for years-long
(often, decades-long) mentorship in participatory research—especially research with
Indigenous communities—from Cynthia Benally, Denise Bergie-Ute, Jordan
Dresser, Brad Hall, Angela Jaime, Amanda LeClair-Diaz, Sergio Maldonado,
Nicholas Rink, Francisco Rios, Marsha Small, Aldora White Eagle, and Sweeney
Windchief. I apologize to those mentors who are not recognized in this limited space.

Essential to walking the talk of relationality is what Archibald (2008) and other
participatory scholars call participatory, collective, or collaborative sense-mak-
ing. Broadly, relational participatory sense-making depends upon co-construction
of understanding about complex social experiences through humanizing pro-
cesses, which “involve the building of relationships of care and dignity and dia-
logic consciousness raising for both researchers and participants” (Paris & Winn,
2014, p. xvi). Processes such as dialogic spirals (San Pedro, 2013; San Pedro &
Kinloch, 2017), Indigenous storywork (Archibald, 2008), design circles (Ishimaru
& Bang, 2016), and informal conversations or platicas (Fierros & Delgado Bernal,
2016) create and hold space for this work. Such processes critique and escape
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“methodological individualism” that dominates—and limits—social research (De
Jaegher & Di Paolo, 2007, p. 494).

Participatory processes—such as collective sense-making activities—as well
as their outcomes, demonstrate reciprocity, or a “giving-back” (Archibald Q um
Q’um Xiiem & Parent Nox Ayaawilt, 2019, p. 6), through meaningful, commu-
nity-determined applications (Israel et al., 2018; Kirkness & Barnhardt, 2001;
Northway, 2010; Tuck, 2009b; Windchief & San Pedro, 2019). As participatory
orientations cultivate co-learning, there is both a procedural and outcome-driven
attention to the “reciprocal transfer of knowledge, skills, capacity, and power”
(Israel et al., 1998, p. 179). Throughout participatory research, action must be vis-
ible, ongoing, and meaningful to/for community partners (Tuck & Guishard,
2013). Most participatory research efforts include a focus on relevance through
practice, action, and transformation (Martinez-Vargas, 2022).

While reciprocity focuses on the much-needed transfer of theory/research (the
“talk”) to practice (the “walk”) to advance change, it is also a quality of participa-
tory research that generates misunderstanding. Given the history of academic
commodification of community knowledge, “reciprocity” does not necessarily
mean equal exchanges of ideas and resources, nor does it mean equivalent bene-
fits. For example, teams might name a community partner as a grant lead to ensure
indirect costs (IDCs) stay within the community instead of going to an academic
institution. In cases where inequities have created disproportionate opportunities,
participatory researchers need to engage an “outward commitment” that defines,
recognizes, and centers reciprocity in participant-determined “ways that are
meaningful to the individuals, groups, and communities” that have experienced
minoritization (Petrone & Stanton, 2021, p. 541).

Finally, participatory processes acknowledge and fulfill “our responsibility to
the communities who have welcomed us” (italics mine) (Paris, 2014, p. 125).
Tuck (2009a) explains that participatory scholars “approach research with a com-
mitment to complex personhood, with a responsibility toward preparedness, lis-
tening, reflection, and reparation” and “from within collectivity” (p. 48). Such
responsibility is realized through relevant, comprehensive, iterative, and dynamic
processes that align with changing participants’ and community needs and inter-
ests (Archibald, 2008; Israel et al., 1998; Tuck, 2009b) and acknowledge strengths,
assets, capabilities, expertise, and community and cultural funds of knowledge
unique to participants/co-researchers and their contexts (Gonzalez et al., 2005;
Martinez-Vargas, 2022; Research Data Alliance International Data Sovereignty
Interest Group, 2019). Collaboration must be integrated throughout research pro-
cesses and across time and space (Israel et al., 2018; Stanton, 2014). Often, par-
ticipatory research obligations are not merely academic or professional—they are
intergenerational, “entwined,” or even genealogical (Tuck & Guishard, 2013, p.
12).

To “walk the talk” of participatory research in terms of responsible outcomes
and products, critical participatory research extends beyond basic accountability
measures. Relational scholars emphasize the importance of “answerability,”
which Patel (2016) describes as the responsible stewardship of both ideas/knowl-
edge and learning/methodology throughout the research process. Therefore,
responsibility engages with questions of research purposes, ownership, humility,
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recognition, and gratitude (C.Nelson & Shotton, 2022; Patel, 2016; Tuck &
Guishard, 2013). For participatory work that strives to enact a critical and decolo-
nial intent, knowledge that results from such work is not the “property” of the
academic researcher or that person’s institution—it belongs, always has belonged,
and always will belong to the community. Therefore, within critical participatory
research, community partners control research content and processes, including
determining whether and how to share knowledge both within and beyond the
community (Israel et al., 2018; Parker, 2018; Tuck & McKenzie, 2015).

Methods, Data Sources, and Analysis Protocol

While this meta-methodology is not itself participatory, given its focus on
“walking the talk” of transferring participatory theory to methodology, the partici-
patory research tenets of relationality, reciprocity, and responsibility informed the
study’s design. Furthermore, while this study is not itself an example of critical
discourse analysis (CDA), CDA elements offered ideas to systematically examine
ways participatory values discourse (the “talk”) reframes roles of social actors,
the purpose of research, and the legitimacy of community/participant expertise.
Broadly, discourse analysis describes a “theory and a method for studying how
language . . . enact[s] specific social activities and social identities” (Gee, 2005,
p. 1). Critical discourse analysis (CDA) applies understandings and aims of criti-
cal theory and scholarship to written, spoken, visualized, or performed discourse
(van Leeuwen, 2008).

CDA offers powerful guidance for study of methodological discourse by sup-
porting scholars as they examine discursive moves that claim to transfer values
“talk” to research practice (i.e., the “walk”). While “traditional discursive reviews”
have long informed meta-analyses and meta-syntheses in educational research
(Suri & Clarke, 2009, p. 401), critical orientations to discursive analyses and syn-
theses are just beginning to influence the field. For example, only two articles
referencing CDA were published by RER prior to 2015. In the case of this meta-
methodology, CDA offers important guidance given marginalization of participa-
tory approaches within educational research, the assumptions of power hierarchies
reinforced through conventional research and syntheses processes, and the claim
of many participatory studies to engage with critical theory. Furthermore, given
that theoretical and methodological visibility remains largely dependent upon dis-
course in academic publications, CDA offers guidance for examining how partici-
patory research has been and is made visible within the field.

Search and Selection Process

Systematic reviews are often framed by a priori protocols for inclusion and
exclusion of studies, for development and application of explicit evaluative crite-
ria, and for transparency and clarity of synthesis processes (Suri & Clarke, 2009).
In the case of this meta-methodology, a multiphase search applied “purposefully
informed selective inclusivity” standards (Suri & Clarke, 2009, p. 411) during a
broad survey of articles claiming participatory orientations (i.e., “pre-search”), a
focused search to develop and refine the sample, and a final search to expand the
sample based on cited research and reference lists (i.e., “re-search”) (see Table S1,
online only).
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Despite the systematic sampling process used in this analysis, it is likely addi-
tional studies could have qualified for inclusion. Some studies that used participa-
tory approaches may have been excluded because they do not foreground
participatory terminology in their methods sections and/or search algorithms
missed identification. Additionally, as authors represent their work in a wide vari-
ety of ways, including formats that do not fully detail research methods, it is likely
that the final set of articles does not include all high-quality examples of participa-
tory research published in AERA journals.

Presearch Across Fields

To offer insight regarding overall visibility of and accessibility to participatory
research and to test the relevance of search parameters and research questions, the
study first used the Boolean search string “participatory and research and education”
and a limited publication timeframe (2000—2022) to conduct a Google Scholar “pre-
search.” To conduct similar reviews, other scholars have looked to the first ten pages
of Google Scholar results to examine readability for, accessibility by, and inclusivity
for nonacademic audiences (e.g., Blount-Hill et al., 2022; K. Smith et al., 2017). The
popular search engine offers a “crawler-based web search,” which allows for greater
inclusion and access than “curated” academic databases and repositories that often
demand expensive institutional subscriptions (Gusenbauer & Haddaway, 2020, p.
189). Notably, Google Scholar offers more comprehensive coverage of citations
across databases than other search tools and includes “grey literature” (e.g., theses,
white papers, reports, executive summaries, book chapters, etc.) in addition to peer-
reviewed articles (Healey & Healey, 2023; Martin-Martin et al., 2018).

Although Google Scholar was not used to define the final sample for this meta-
methodology (see the next section), it was chosen for the presearch given its partici-
patory inclinations. The presearch generated over one million results, including
articles, books, chapters, and reports. To further examine the relevance of the
research questions, framework, and methods, the first ten pages of results were
reviewed with attention to prominence of participatory approaches within educa-
tional research. Beyond the first ten pages, relevance in terms of search parameters
for this study decreased (i.e., results became less about participatory methods) and
redundancy increased (i.e., single studies were described in multiple publications).

The first ten Google Scholar pages (100 results) demonstrated that most (66 of
100) of the publications that met the initial search parameters were book reviews,
conceptual pieces, meta-analyses, book chapters, or program descriptions, as
opposed to peer reviewed articles describing original research. Eighteen of the
remaining 34 research articles appeared in journals with an education focus (e.g.,
Teachers College Record). However, none of the 100 results generated during the
presearch had been published in any AERA journals, demonstrating a need for
focused sampling and analysis to learn more about the organization’s role in mak-
ing participatory research visible within leading educational research.

Focused Search Strategy

Interpretive meta-methodologies often strive to deeply examine a small and
purposeful sample of studies instead of providing an exhaustive review (Paterson
etal., 2001; Suri & Clarke, 2009). Focusing on contemporary AERA journals was
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a purposeful search strategy that sought to recognize relevance, influence, and
responsibility. AERA is the largest professional organization dedicated to educa-
tional research in the world, with more than 25,000 active members across 96
countries (AERA website, 2023b). AERA’s seven journals and annual conference
are among the most prominent forces informing ethical guidelines, methodologi-
cal innovation, and dissemination of educational scholarship within and beyond
the field. All AERA journals are listed as “Quartile 1” publications by Schimago
Journal and Country Rank (SCR). Journals published by AERA have broad inter-
national circulation, large readerships, emphases on recent research, and respected
impact factors and rankings (Ahn, Ames, & Myers, 2012). Additionally, these
journals publish across diverse methodologies and content, thereby offering a
view of the broader field instead of focusing only on one area of specialization
that might over- or under-represent participatory approaches. As articles pub-
lished in Review of Educational Research (RER) and Review of Research in
Education (RRE) focus on reviews of research rather than reporting of original
research, my search targeted articles in the American Educational Research
Journal (AER)), Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, Journal of
Educational and Behavioral Statistics, AERA Open, and Educational Researcher.

Various tools and databases were used to ensure search accuracy and accessi-
bility. First, I used the SAGE Journals online search tool to bound the sample to
articles published between 2000 and 2022 across focal AERA journals (see the
conclusion section for information about articles published since 2022). Also
using the SAGE tool, a Boolean search (participatory AND research AND educa-
tion) yielded 161 articles. I confirmed that these 161 results were recognizable
across popular educational research databases (ERIC, Educators Reference
Complete), general academic and social science databases (Academic Search
Complete, JSTOR, Psyclnfo, and Web of Science Core Collection), and internet
search engines (Google Scholar).

As meta-methodologies are not intended to be exhaustive evaluations of all
examples but rather are used to explore a sample of examples in depth, several
focused criteria were applied to further narrow the original group. I reviewed each
of the 161 abstracts and downloaded those articles presenting original research
and claiming to use participatory approaches in conducting that research. If the
methods were unclear from the abstract, I reviewed the article’s methods section
to determine if participatory approaches were applied.

This process for including and excluding works was complex, as several stud-
ies focused on participatory practices in terms of content or context but did not
apply participatory methods in terms of research process. For example, Thompson
et al. (2019) used interpretive qualitative methods to analyze data collected from
RPP activities. While the RPP itself enacted participatory approaches, the collec-
tion, analysis, and representation of RPP data was designed and implemented
almost entirely by academic researchers instead of with RPP members. That said,
this example illustrates the tendency for participatory scholarship to move back
and forth across theory-research-practice lines: Members of the research team
“co-design[ed] learning opportunities with district coaches” (p. 7) and two of the
coauthors are district practitioners. Again, as an interpretive meta-methodology is
not meant to be fully exhaustive in its review, examples such as this were excluded
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while examples that more clearly, comprehensively, and consistently applied par-
ticipatory methods throughout the research process were included.

During this phase, I also excluded conceptual or theoretical pieces, introduc-
tions to special issues, and reviews. For example, I did not include a piece pub-
lished in Educational Researcher conceptualizing “community-based youth
work” given that the empirical case presented in the article was used primarily to
illustrate application of a framework instead of presentation of original research
(Baldridge, 2020). I also conducted in-article searches to confirm methodological
connections. To qualify for selection, article authors needed to be transparent in
their intention to apply participatory research methods through use of “participa-
tory,” a closely related term (e.g., “collaborative,” “relational,” “humanizing”),
and/or specific participatory approaches (e.g., YPAR, CBPR) in the practice of
their research. Articles that lacked clarity in terms of the relationships between
research design and participatory methods were excluded. At the conclusion of
this phase, the initial sample included 19 articles.

Re-search Strategy

To ensure search saturation and a robust sample, I conducted both meta-syn-
thesis forward and backward snowballing (Ong et al., 2021) using articles in and
beyond the initial sample. Forward snowballing, which in this case sought to rec-
ognize the relational influence of participatory scholars, involved review of arti-
cles published during the five years preceding the end of the study (2018-2023)
in and beyond the target AERA journals. To qualify for this review, articles needed
to reference articles in the initial sample and/or foundational AERA journal arti-
cles focusing on participatory research (e.g., Caraballo et al., 2017). The process
identified 13 additional articles not included in the initial sample, with six meet-
ing the selection criteria described. Backward snowballing, which identifies influ-
ential works missed during initial searches, consisted of review of references for
each article in the initial sample. This process identified two more articles that met
the selection criteria.

Description of the Sample

The multiphase search resulted in a final sample that included 27 articles (19
in the initial sample, six added during the forward snowballing re-search phase,
and two added during backward snowballing re-search phase) (see Table S2,
online only). Of these, 11 had been published in AERA Open, 13 in AERJ, | in
Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 2 in Educational Researcher, and
none in the Journal of Educational and Behavioral Statistics. To increase effi-
ciency during analysis of topic-specific discourse, each of the articles in the final
set was assigned to one of five topic groups (a—e): COVID-related research, com-
munity partnerships with educators, research with Indigenous Peoples, research
focusing on researcher roles, and research with youth. Within these groups, indi-
vidual articles were numbered randomly. The resulting number and letter combi-
nations (e.g., 1b, 2b) provided a way to document and monitor discursive examples
throughout the analysis. Finally, since 1a and 2a reported on the same study, only
the most recent and complete version (2a) was included in the analysis.
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Of the 26 analyzed studies, 2 were quantitative (both used instruments devel-
oped by communities), 22 were qualitative, and 2 used a mixed methods design.
Ten articles cited central design structures that are fundamentally participatory,
such as YPAR (three studies), PAR (two), PDR (three), and RPP (two). Like
YPAR, PAR, and PDR, community-based research (CBR) and Indigenous
research methodologies (IRMs)—which were applied in four studies each—are
often viewed as orientations to research, as opposed to specific methodologies. In
most cases, authors claiming these orientations also identified specific methods
(i.e., the practices used to collect and analyze data) and/or methodologies (i.e., the
overarching conceptual approach for developing study processes).

Analysis Protocol

This study applied an emergent synthesis design (Suri & Clarke, 2009), which
allowed dynamic and iterative development of criteria, codes, and themes framed
by the a priori values (relationality, reciprocity, and responsibility). Analysis con-
sisted of summarizing study elements (e.g., type of study, topic, descriptions of
participants/co-researchers, data collection methods); two rounds of discursive
coding (descriptive values coding and focused methodological coding); determi-
nation of convergent and divergent values, practices, and exemplars; review for
coverage and representation of all 26 studies; and development of a synthesis
graphic and template to identify salient connections and examples. Throughout
these phases, I used researcher memos to document my questions and emerging
insights (see Figure S1 and Tables S3—S5, online only).

Each of the 26 articles was then reviewed in its entirety using line-by-line
descriptive values coding (Saldafia, 2016). This initial round of coding served
three purposes:

e to illuminate claims, definitions, examples, and ideas valued by the authors
as a means of further describing the a priori values;

e to identify emerging patterns and develop a codebook to guide focused
coding; and,

e to condense and refine the data in preparation for focused coding.

For the first round of coding, article “values talk” specific to participatory
research was “chunked” and highlighted, and salient discursive markers, codes,
and exemplars were identified and recorded (Saldafia, 2016). Each emergent code
(e.g., “Futures,” “Power Disruption,” “Sustained Relationships™) was subcatego-
rized and then associated with an appropriate a priori value. To serve as a check
on the overall values coding, coded chunks and phrases were analyzed for discur-
sive commonalities across articles and within each a priori value. For example,
“codesign” appeared across articles and contexts, supporting the use of “partici-
pants as codesigners” as a code. At the round’s conclusion, a total of 15 descrip-
tive values codes and 9 subcodes had emerged. Codes and subcodes were
categorized to align with one of the a priori values and incorporated into a code-
book (Tables 1 and S3, online only) to guide focused coding.

13



AI[Iqrssadoe
pue A[IqIXo[J 10 SPOIoW SUIUTWLIOP-0) MW
Annqixopy Suronoeld pue Suluuely =
Aunwwod ay) 03 puodsar
pue uolsi| 0} uone3I[qo ue FUIZIUF009y MW
osnradxo
pue ‘sansop ‘sypduons souped Sutlouoy ®
donoerd Apiqisuodsoy

saInyngy

9ANO9[[09 10} Suruued Gussaxd oyy ur Sunoy =
SOWI00)NO

pue ‘sassao0ad ‘syjousq nySuruedw Suunsuy W
uonejuasaxd

(a1) pue “AN(IqISIA ‘00104 Jouped SULIIUD) m
oonoeld [eooxdroay]
SJIom
Ayanoafqns pue ‘Kyijeuonisod ‘AyArxapjor
-J19S yum AjoAneIoqejod Suidesuy m
sdiysomaed Sunsny
pue ‘[npoadsal ‘paurelsns 0) FuPIUIUIo) MW
SIOUIED[-09
se syuedronged pue s1oyoressar Juruonisodoy m
donoeld euoneoy

AN1QISSO0d.,, pUB ‘SSAUIYIIOMISNT ‘AJIpI[eA W
Surreys
pue ‘spoyjowr ‘udisop pajjonuod-juedonie =
UHIRIECIE M
Aunwwod 0y  Ariqisuodsoy, m
osniadxo,,
10 ‘Aianeann,, syiduans,, sjuedonied =
3SIn02sIp sanjea Ajjiqisuodsay
siouyed 0} sujouog, ®
J10A,,
KNMqIsia,, 1ouired
somnyg,,
SOOUQIRJJIP , JOMO,,
. UOIJBWLIOJSURI] ,,
9SIn0JSIp sanjeA £1001d109y

29 ¢

L[uoneyussard(ar)

EERT3

Swedronred yyim,, Juryoressor/Suiuied] m

. A1anosfqns,, pue  Lijeuonyisod, 1oyoIeosoy m
s1ouonnoeld

PnoA ‘sonmunuwwod ypum  sdiysiouped,, =

9SINOJSIP SANJBA [BUOIR[IY

JAqisuodsor

JO onJeA 9y} 19BUD UOHRZIWNIFI|

oNs S90P MOY PUB ‘YoIedsal

[euoneonpe K1ojedroned ur

Kuoyne juedronred,/Arunuod
9ZIWnIZ9 9SINOISIP S0P MO
Appqisuodsoy

(Anniqisuodsal Jo onjea ay) JorUD

UONBZIWIIFI[ [oNs SOOP MOY| pue

‘KAuoyine juedronted,/Aunuwod

9ZIWNIFI[ 9SINOISIP JAYOIBISI
Teuonjeanpa A1ojedronted soop moH
£oaday

(ATeuone[ar Jo anfeA

ot Jorud suoneyuasardar asoy)

op moy pue ‘sajox juedronred

pUB IOYOIBISAI 9JBOO[[B [OIBISAI

[euoneonpe K1ojedronred ur
SuOTIBIUaSaIdaT OAISINOSIP Op MOH
Appeuonepy

SOpO)) [e9130[OPOISA
M YL,

SOPO)) SANJEA
“AleL YL,

sonjeA LoLd v

a1duivg yoogapo)
I A'TdV.L

14



Critical Meta-Methodology of Participatory Research

The studies in the meta-methodology also informed and refined the codebook,
as emergent codes identified during first-round descriptive values coding (middle
column) added to understanding of the a priori values (left column). Eight values
codes and subcodes were categorized with relationality, nine codes and subcodes
categorized with reciprocity, and seven codes and subcodes categorized with
responsibility. The examples included both exemplar quotes from individual arti-
cles and lists of discursive terms applied across multiple articles. A third column
(right) was included to add focused codes and examples during the second round
of coding, which analyzed methodological discourse. The most frequently used
codes provided a foundation for synthesis of prominent themes and subthemes
across the different studies. However, the codebook also offered space for diver-
gent codes and examples to ensure methodological inclusivity, thereby addressing
an important consideration for meta-syntheses broadly and meta-methodologies
specifically (Suri & Clarke, 2009).

The second, focused round of coding examined if/how authors “walked the
talk” as evidenced through their reported practice. For a second time, participa-
tory values discourse throughout each article was reviewed on a line-by-line level,
regardless of whether it was located in the methods section or not. If the discourse
was connected to a specific methodological practice, methodological codes and
subcodes were developed, situated in relationship to the first round codes and
subcodes, and added to the codebook (right column). During this phase, the data
was streamlined and reorganized to clarify or eliminate redundancies and com-
bine similar subcodes. To further connect theory and discourse (“the talk”) to
methodology (“the walk™), action verbs and methodological practices were used
to describe second-round codes/subcodes. Fifteen focused codes and 17 subcodes
emerged through this process. The raw data (i.e., all relevant examples across the
26 articles) were recorded and exemplars for focused codes and subcodes were
identified, with a goal of ensuring broad representation of sample articles.

The third and final round of analysis synthesized the focused codes and sub-
codes within each a priori value as informed—in basic ways—by CDA ideas and
categories. Broadly, van Leecuwen (2008) invites examination of discursive “rep-
resenting [of] social actors”—or “participants” in social activities (p. 23). In the
case of this study, the “participants” are the authors of the articles (i.e., social
actors typically called “researchers”) and community members in their studies
(i.e., social actors typically called “participants” or “subjects™), while the “social
activities” are the research activities made visible by the authors through written
methodological language. To holistically situate, synthesize, and represent the
framework values (i.e., relationality, reciprocity, responsibility), the focused
codes (e.g., repositioning co-learners, ensuring meaningful research processes
and results, honoring strengths and expertise), and critical discursive moves (e.g.,
role allocation, construction of purpose), I developed a synthesis graphic (see
Figure S1, online only) and synthesis template (see Table S4, online only).

Results: Synthesis of Methodological Discourse in Participatory
Educational Research

This study integrated theory shaped by participatory research with that broadly
informed by CDA to examine ways 26 participatory research articles (1)
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(re)allocate the roles and relationships of researchers and participants to disrupt
conventional researcher-participant binaries, (2) transform the purpose of research
to expand community-determined understandings of reciprocity, and (3) advance
critical understandings of responsibility by legitimizing community/participant
expertise (see Table S5, online only). To illuminate the influence of critical par-
ticipatory research values (i.e., “the talk”) on methodological practice (i.e., “the
walk™), first round values codes were refined using practices common to CDA to
inform the methodological coding process. Several of van Leeuwen’s (2008)
CDA categories of representation and construction guided systematic analysis of
the focused codes and supported deeper connections to and insights about each of
the a priori values (relationality, reciprocity, and responsibility). While the codes
were situated to align primarily with one of the three a priori values, there was
extensive overlap and fluidity. This interconnectedness mirrors the overall pro-
cess of participatory research in its dynamic, iterative, and boundary-crossing
nature.

Relational Discourse in Practice: (Re)Allocating Partner Roles

Across the studies, authors “walked the talk™ of relational participatory dis-
course to define, critique, and (re)allocate participant roles and relationships (van
Leeuwen, 2008). Overall, participatory relationships were made visible through
methodological repositioning of participants from “subjects” to “co-researchers”
and “researchers” to “co-learners,” committing to sustained and long-term com-
mitments to partnerships, and engaging with self-reflexivity, positionalities, and
subjectivities. Importantly, as described explicitly in the methods sections of the
studies, these (re)allocated roles and relationships extended across all phases of
research.

The articles often referred to academic scholars, community members, youth,
teachers, and other social actors engaged in the research process as “coresearch-
ers” (five studies), “partners” (six studies), or members or representatives of a
formal or informal research “partnership” (12 studies), “collective” (two studies),
“collaborative” (three studies), “team” (10 studies), and/or “community” (15
studies). The studies” methodological discourse further revealed purposeful atten-
tion to re-envisioning roles of and relationships between researchers and partici-
pants during data collection and analysis. Specific methods included “open-ended”
(e.g., 2a, 4e) or “conversational” (e.g., 2b, 2d) interviews; “dialogic” processes
(e.g., 4a, 6d); “platicas” (talks) (e.g., 3b, 4c); “sharing,” “design,” “community,”
or “talking” “circles” (e.g., 3¢, 5a); interactive “video” (e.g., 5¢, 3¢) or “photo”
(e.g., 1b, 2a) methods; and “journaling” (by both participants and researchers)
(e.g., 2e, 4a).

For many of the articles, recognizing and engaging actively with subjectivity,
positionality, bias, power, and privilege proved foundational to recognition and
representation of participants—both the authors/co-researchers and the partici-
pants/co-researchers. Fourteen of the articles included positionality statements,
and five incorporated explicit descriptions of dialogic sense-making or “inter-
learning” about co-researcher and team identity. While self-location work is
becoming standard practice, particularly within critical qualitative research, it is
this collective sense-making about individual and collective positionality that
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distinguishes participatory work from other orientations. For example, Article 3e
(Mirra & Garcia, 2022) described complex interpersonal processes associated
with recognizing and examining subjectivities during participatory work:

Instead of seeking to minimize our subjectivities, we made them transparent in our
interactions with participants through explicit meta-conversations about the design
process and continuous efforts to sustain mutually constitutive, beneficial dialogic
relationships. (p. 353)

This example also demonstrates another key value foregrounded by the
authors—committing to sustained, respectful, and trusting partnerships—in prac-
tice. Within participatory research, such relationality extends far beyond the typi-
cal boundaries of research design and process, and it results in deeply interpersonal
connections that make identity, bias, and positionality transparent. As Garcia and
Delgado Bernal (2021) described in Article 4b:

While this study took place at a specific place, time, and date our relationships with our
co-collaborators extend beyond this article. Often our personal and professional lives
interact as we all navigate academia, and a reciprocal trust was created that honors their
oral histories as we write academic articles. (p. 576)

Effective and respectful relationships are dependent upon “reciprocal trust”
(thereby spanning both the relationality and reciprocity values). Such trust takes
extensive time and commitment to develop. Fourteen studies noted “long-term”
(nine), “years” long (four), or even “decades-long” (one) partnerships with com-
munity co-researchers. Eight studies also emphasize plans for partnerships to be
“ongoing” (five) or “continued” (three) beyond their article’s framing of the study.
In these examples, co-researchers view partnerships as life-long personal and pro-
fessional relationships. Of course, as noted by several authors, this view is often
in tension with expectations held by academic institutions, publishers, and
funders.

While most of the articles focused on relationships between adult co-research-
ers, eight described efforts to cultivate research relationships between youth/chil-
dren and adults (e.g., teachers, authors). These articles critiqued an assumption
common to educational research that positionality work—especially if it involves
critical examination of others and the relationships between peoples—is difficult,
if not developmentally inappropriate for young participants. As Gavin (2021)
explained in Article 4a, even very young co-researchers can offer important
insights regarding positionality and access to knowledges/understandings:

I reflected on how to position myself, as I was not a teacher nor parent at the school, and
on how I was positioned by the children. One child suggested that I was a visitor, both
to the school and to the children’s lives. (p. 4)

In developing the focused codes for this project, it became clear that (re)posi-

tioning and (re)allocating of roles proves integral to making relational values
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visible in participatory research practice. For example, the authors of Article 1d
(I.Nelson et al., 2015) explained:

This groundwork made possible a second phase [of collaboration with community
partners], during which researchers continued to deepen and expand relationships with
community partners, using existing ties to reposition themselves as invited collaborators
in community-driven working groups rather than as leaders or conveners. (p. 20)

Similarly, six articles privileged “co-learning,” partner “expertise,” and com-
munity insight to challenge assumptions of objectivity, researcher and participant
authority, and relational power dynamics. Notably, for several of the articles, such
repositioning included explicit attention to engaging with co-researchers not only
during the selection and implementation of research methods, but in terms of
theorizing, interpretation, and representation of knowledge. For example, in
Article 4d, Draper and Siebert (2004) described the “coconstruct[ion]” of theories
through participatory research:

Cooperative inquiry, along with other forms of participatory or collaborative research,
has typically been described as research done in conjunction with individuals who have
traditionally not been part of the theory generation done by researchers . . . we acted as
coresearchers and corespondents to coconstruct theories that honored both our
perspectives. (p. 933)

Reciprocal Discourse in Practice: Transforming Purpose

To “walk the talk” of participatory values in practice, discourse across the 26
articles re(constructs) the purpose (van Leeuwen, 2008, pp. 124—135) of research
as grounded in reciprocity by centering partner voice, visibility, and (re)presenta-
tion; ensuring meaningful benefits, processes, and outcomes that respond to com-
munity needs and interests; and acting in the present while planning for collective
change in the future. For example, nine articles identified methods to “create
change” (four), co-develop “solutions” (three), and generate “new opportunities”
in educational contexts (two). Notably, many of the studies committed to transfor-
mation of the purpose of research from a purpose that advances individual and
institutional notoriety to one that is community-determined. Essential to such
transformative discourse was a focus on “centering” (six studies), “amplifying”
(two), or “privileging” (three) the visibility, representation, voice, stories, and deci-
sion-making for/with participants/co-researchers, especially for/with youth and
people of color. For example, in Article Se, Lyons et al. (2020) explained that in the
case of the focus participatory study, “The marginalized voices came from students
who often are barred from acting as leaders and decision makers in their schools”
(p. 4). Such discourse was grounded in acknowledgment of the need to create and
hold space for “counternarratives” and “counterstories” (used by four articles).

Closely related to authors’ efforts to center participant voice as a means to
disrupt conventional power structures was acknowledgement of the usefulness of
research to benefit participants and communities in multiple ways. These included
monetary compensation and other incentives such as gift cards and pizza parties
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(three studies), and while such benefits are often appreciated by partners and
important in participatory research, there are many other ways authors ensured
meaningful benefits for participants. Other benefits included “skill development”
(one study), “professional development” (three), “co-teaching” (one), and “capac-
ity-building” (four) support related to research focusing on teaching and learning.
For example, in Article 3d, San Pedro (2018) noted:

Reciprocity challenges western research methods that work to extract information from
communities and people without giving back what has been learned. Rather, the
knowledge shared ought to be given back to communities and participants so they have
further opportunities to learn and grow with us, and us with them. (p. 1200)

This example also demonstrates the synthesis and intersections between reci-
procity and relationality, in that “giving back” support and knowledge to com-
munities and participants is integral to sustained relationships and future research.

Importantly, the authors of various articles recognize that “support” and “ben-
efits” must be responsive to participant needs and interests, as identified by par-
ticipants themselves (e.g., 2a, 3a, lc, 1d). Participants—including young
participants—need to be able to identify and advocate for their needs, including
those related to developing research skills, as demonstrated by Castillo et al.
(2021) in Article 3a: “At the youth interviewers’ request, we cosponsored an event
prior to their data collection focused on trauma-informed interviewing” (p. 5).
Similarly, four studies noted that due to the emotional impact of research, partici-
pants needed emotional support.

Twelve of the articles recognized and valued participant-determined needs and
interests as situated within collective or social “futures.” For example, in Article
Sa, L. A.Gutiérrez et al. (2022) emphasized “[our methodology] is also committed
to creating change in the here and now while collectively imagining new possi-
bilities for the future” (p. 4). While this “commitment” is common across critical
orientations to research, participatory research illuminates the need for partici-
pants to be actively involved throughout the “imagining” process. Thirteen arti-
cles noted the “ingenuity” or “creativity” made possible through shared
“dreaming” and/or “visioning.”

To respond to community- and participant-determined needs, interests, hopes,
and desires, authors underscored the importance of flexibility, compassion, and
enthusiasm, especially since support often extends beyond boundaries of specific
research projects. For example, in Article 3b, Jimenez (2020) detailed ways she
supported her co-researcher:

I collaborated with a sixth-grade teacher to interrogate, design, and implement critical
and culturally relevant pedagogy with her predominantly immigrant Latina/o ‘ELL’
students. . . . We co-taught our design lessons, which built on students’ lived experiences
and family histories. Sometimes the teacher took the lead, at other times I led, and at
others we collaboratively taught. . . . During the remainder of the school day, when we
were not implementing design lessons, I assisted the teacher as a volunteer and made
fieldnote observations throughout the day, as time and class structure permitted. (p. 786)
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In this example, co-developing and co-teaching lessons with a transformative
purpose in mind resulted in a direct benefit for the teacher (i.e., resources she
could use). However, benefits did not end there—the author also provided class-
room “assistance” beyond the scope of the project.

Almost all the articles extended understanding of transformative purpose and
reciprocity beyond individual relationships to community and societal scales.
Twenty-four of the articles explicitly used social justice-oriented discourse such as
“power,” “privilege,” “overturn,” “liberation,” “emancipation,” “resistance,” “take
control,” “counter,” “challenge,” “decolonize,” and “disrupt” to encourage readers
to critically examine “the researcher/participant binary” (e.g., 2d), “power differ-
entials” between academia and communities (e.g., 6d), research and institutional
“structures” (e.g., 5b, 4c, le), and/or “Eurocentric”/*settler colonial”’/“normative”
research tools, systems, and processes (e.g., 5a, 5c, 2¢). However, not all the stud-
ies articulated a commitment to a socially transformative purpose, and article 4d
(Draper & Seibert, 2004) sought to disassociate itself altogether from a social jus-
tice orientation, noting:

Because cooperative inquiry often involves the consideration and legitimization of
marginalized voices, it has become associated with research for social change. However,
cooperative methodology was also a legitimate methodology for a study such as ours.
(p- 933)

Responsible Discourse in Practice: Legitimizing Partner Expertise

This idea of participatory research as “legitimate methodology” is not only
important in terms of recognizing the need to include community-determined
interests in shaping research (i.e., reciprocity), it is also vital in terms of method-
ologically “walking” the theoretical “talk” as it repositions community partners as
research authorities (van Leeuwen, 2008). Overall, the authors of the studies
applied purposeful discourse to legitimize the strengths, desires, and authority of
partners; recognize an obligation to listen and respond to the community; and co-
determine methods to support flexibility and accessibility.

Many of the articles used discourse to challenge conventional notions of
“expertise” by valuing community and participant “strengths” (eight articles),
“assets” (six), “funds of knowledge” (three), pedagogies or knowledges of
“home” (nine), and/or “community cultural wealth” or “wealth of knowledge”
(six) as essential for responsible and accurate understandings about the topics
and/or research processes. As Gavin (2021) suggested in Article 4a, researcher
responsibility is closely tied to recognition of and respect for participant “inno-
vations and ingenuity” (p. 4). Many of the articles situated acknowledgment of
community and participant strengths as part of researcher “obligations” (e.g.,
5b, le) or “responsibilities” (e.g., 1c, 2d) to “honor” (e.g., 2a, 6¢) and “learn
from” or “learn alongside” communities (e.g., 5b, 1d) about those strengths.
Associated with this move is explicit awareness of minoritization of commu-
nity and participant knowledges by “traditional” research structures and aca-
demic institutions.
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Ten of the studies emphasized the importance of “deep listening” (four) and
“witnessing” (six) by participatory co-researchers. As Sanchez (2021) explained
in Article 4c:

In bearing witness to the participants’ testimonios, I was able to engage in open and
vulnerable reflections alongside them—strengthening our friendship and connection
well beyond the purposes of the study. (p. 5)

As “witnessing” extends beyond basic “listening” in its demand for the
researcher’s silence, stillness, and reverence, this author demonstrated a way that
discourse can construct and legitimize participant knowledge, story, experience,
and sharing—all of which are essential for recognition of expertise and authority
within participatory research. Similarly, in Article 3d, San Pedro (2018)—refer-
encing Patel (2016)—suggests that “rooting the sharing and listening of stories in
research” helps shift knowledge “from being a commodity that some have and
others don’t toward a reframing of knowledge as the accumulation of informa-
tion” (pp. 1199-1200).

While the studies all drew in some way upon conventional data collection
methods, such as surveys, formal interviews, observations, and focus groups, 15
emphasized ways participatory approaches transform these methods from being
“extractive” to “legitimized” and “collaborative.” Across these examples, authors
endeavored to be a part of the conversation or a witness to community knowledge,
instead of outsider experts who are independently responsible for research plan-
ning and sense-making. Many of the articles used methods that support dialogical
design, data collection, analysis, and interpretation, as well as practices such as
“network,” “snowball,” or “chain sampling” (e.g., 4b, 4c, 1d, 3e) to encourage
participants to tap into their local expertise and connections. Nine engaged par-
ticipants/co-researchers in “co-construction” of research topics and questions and
development of data collection tools such as interview protocols, surveys, and
observation tools. For example, in Article 3a, Castillo et al. (2021) described
“codesigning the semistructured interview protocol with youth” and using “fre-
quent check-ins” to discuss the process and protocol collectively (p. 4). Across the
studies, design processes, as well as data collection, analysis, and interpretation
activities, often included collective discussion methods, such as talking “circles”
(four studies).

Methodological transparency is important in terms of responsibility and
answerability, and this study revealed that a majority of studies (20 of 26) offered
numerous (i.e., more than five) descriptors of specific co-determined methods. Of
particular note, 18 studies demonstrated clear efforts to “walk the talk” of partici-
patory values through descriptions of their methods of analysis and interpretation.
Authors used “journaling” to guide self-reflection (e.g., 4a, 1b, 2e), “spirals” to
frame dialogic analysis (e.g., 2d, le), and “negotiated” interpretation (e.g., 4d, 5d,
6d). Often, multimodal formats supported this collaborative work and increased
accessibility. For example, in Article 1b, Sosa-Provencio (2019) described use of
familiar office supplies to guide an accessible process of theme development,
synthesizing, and co-theorizing:
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We used pens, markers, highlighters, and sticky notes to name preliminary themes, to
connect to familial histories and to the theorizing that was taking place between
participants and their family members, and to forge collective themes. (p. 1124)

In Article 4a, Gavin’s (2021) child co-researchers used “Padlet posts” to share
understandings “multimodally in images, words, and emojis” (p.6). In two of the
studies (5a, 5c¢), participants were able to “curate” their own stories using digital
media or PhotoVoice, thereby engaging them directly in the condensing, organi-
zation, and representation of data. Relatedly, 10 studies described opportunities
for participants/co-researchers to engage in multimodal co-sharing of study
results, including co-presentation at conferences and workshops, co-publishing in
academic journals, and co-creating exhibits for community members.

Five studies noted multimodal reframing offers a “source of strength” or access
to “cutting-edge” insights. In addition to more common qualitative methodologies
such as oral history (used by two studies), case study (three), ethnography (four),
and CDA (two), five articles noted use of emerging methodologies such as
Storywork (5c, 2d), Testimonio (1b, 4c), and PhotoVoice (5c), which are often, if
not always, participatory in nature. Such methodologies offer opportunities to
advance critical, community-legitimized participatory work.

Discussion: Braiding Participatory Values “Talk” With the Methodological
GGWalk’,

The primary purpose of this meta-methodology is to determine the ways arti-
cles in leading educational research journals braid participatory values discourse
(“the talk) with relational, reciprocal, and responsible methodological practice
(“the walk”). The metaphor of “weaving” or “braiding” “talk” with the “walk” is
particularly apt when applied to participatory research, given such work’s intent
to integrate theory and values discourse with methods, practice, and transforma-
tive action (Tachine & Nicolazzo, 2022). All the articles reviewed in this meta-
methodology recognized the dynamic and interconnected nature of researcher and
participant knowledges, expertise, interests, and interactions, and five used spe-
cific discourse such as “braiding” and “weaving” to describe the connections
between relationality, reciprocity, and responsibility that are vital to participatory
research.

The Central Strand: Practicing Relationality to Advance Methodology and
Theory

The relationality strand of the theoretical-methodological framework proved
integral to insights synthesized across this meta-methodology, as it is the value
that anchors the others. Without authentic and sustained relationality, meaningful
reciprocity would be unlikely, and responsibility might fail to connect theory and
research to practice and change in relevant ways (Israel et al., 2018; Tuck &
Guishard, 2013). Research that is fully participatory demands “deeply relational
intellectual and emotional labor” and “methodological sensibilities and skills that
are attentive to issues of power” (Ghiso et al., 2019, p. 1). Participatory scholars,
practitioners, and community partners often emphasize the importance of
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engaging in research with participants instead of on them (Bang & Vossoughi,
2016; Tuck & McKenzie, 2015).

As the studies synthesized in this meta-methodology demonstrated, discursive
representations of relationality reflect a shift in the researcher-participant binary
through (re)allocation of roles, power, and agency. In Article 3d, San Pedro (2018)
explains:

Creating, nurturing, and sustaining relationships (even after the research project has
“concluded”) provides storying interactions where our truths (within that moment)
become interconnected with participants’ storied realities. In this way, our stories are
interconnected, linked, braided. (p. 1197)

Similarly, the plans and experiences documented within articles included in
this study offer examples of “interconnected stories” that highlight the centrality
of “creating, nurturing, and sustaining relationships” through participatory
research. This synthesis drew upon what van Leeuwen (2008) terms role alloca-
tion (pp. 32-35) to examine ways the various “participants” view their roles and
relationships as grounded in theories, positionalities, and subjectivities; how they
interact with, relate to, and support each other through specific research methods;
and how they are (re)positioned in relation to each other through participatory
research processes.

To advance methodological collective sense-making, authors described using
dialogical/conversational methods, shared storying/witnessing, and explicit dis-
cussions about power and positionality. The need for highly relational work is
founded upon a recognition of, and reverence for, unique community and partici-
pant strengths and expertise that lead to new knowledge, cutting edge perspec-
tives, and transfer to practice (Martinez-Vargas, 2022). Such reciprocal exchanges
of insights depend upon responsible access to and sharing of data and findings,
often through emerging and critical methodologies, dialogic methods, and multi-
media products and presentations (Parker, 2018; Tuck & McKenzie, 2015).

Additionally, the authors often drew attention to the potential for participatory
research processes to advance theoretical collective sense-making. Engaging with
theory, while often viewed as the exclusive domain of academics, can be an
important activity for co-researchers and community partners, especially within
critical participatory research. Six of the articles in this study applied “grounded
theory,” which Miles et al. (2014) explain “uses a series of cumulative coding
cycles and reflective analytic memoing to develop major categories for theory
generation” (p. 8). However, grounded theory is not inherently participatory. In
the case of several studies in this meta-methodology, “theory generation” was the
result of (only) the academic researcher’s interpretation, while “views of partici-
pants” were represented exclusively within the data collected during the study.

As theory, research, and practice are interwoven within communities, especially
those that have been minoritized (Bang & Vossoughi, 2016; Brayboy, 2005), cul-
tural or community protocols can and should inform interpretations within partici-
patory research. Therefore, the theories, processes, and practices used to guide
participatory studies may pre-date the study’s design. For example, instead of
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claiming to use “grounded theory,” Bishop et al. (2014) apply values emphasized
by Kaupapa Maori, which as the authors explain “is a discourse of proactive theory
and practice, developed by Maori scholars in New Zealand” (p. 188).

Stronger Together: Reenvisioning Reciprocity Throughout Research Design

As Tuck and Guishard (2013) note, and as the results of this meta-methodol-
ogy affirm, the main purpose of participatory research is to create action to
address community-determined needs and interests both within the present and
future. Similarly, van Leeuwen (2008) encourages analysis of the “discursive
construction of purpose” (pp. 124-135), which includes evaluating the ways
discourse attends to means-oriented action (pp. 128—130). As van Leeuwen
(2008) explains, such action can be “future-oriented,” as it “may be constructed
in terms of its potential for serving certain purposes” (p. 129). Furthermore,
participatory research differs from participatory action or practice in that it
extends beyond a bounded intervention or activity. Such work demands sus-
tained collaboration that reenvisions both relationality and reciprocity through-
out and beyond planning, intervention/practice implementation, and analytical,
interpretive, and dissemination processes. Tuck and Guishard (2013) emphasize
that action “cannot be reserved just for the final stages of a project” (p. 20)—
participatory research should enact action and create change before, during, and
after the formal research project.

Attending to collective, future-oriented goals not only requires respect for
existing community expertise, but it also demands holding space for community
partners to describe “desire-centered” interests that shape the future and to do so
in their own ways and using their own words (Tuck, 2009b). Unfortunately, in
scholarship surrounding participant voice, discursive constructions such as
“give voice” or “empower” can suggest a dependency on the researcher-as-
expert (or, even, researcher-as-savior). As situated within the value of reciproc-
ity, participatory researchers recognize a responsibility to move beyond simply
including participant voice to honoring self- and community-determined inter-
pretations of that voice.

While conventional academic educational research often focuses on hierarchi-
cal and linear understandings of needs, expertise, solutions, and power by exclud-
ing self- and community-determined voices, interpretations, and worldviews, the
majority of the studies in this meta-methodology sought to advance a “democratic
impulse” (Schwandt, 2007, p. 221) and justice-oriented values (Martinez-Vargas,
2022) while challenging normative assumptions of power and expertise (Bang &
Vossoughi, 2016; Patel, 2016; Tuck & McKenzie, 2015). Most of the articles in
this study used discourse to avoid what van Leeuwen (2008) terms deagentializa-
tion (p. 66) by elevating attention to participants’ “self-empowerment” (e.g., 2c,
le) or “agency” (e.g., 4a, 4b, 2d). In terms of practices that endeavored to “walk
the talk” surrounding individual agency, the authors provided explicit attention to
the need for listening and responding to participant voice through dialogue about
methodological decisions, research design, and implementation of interactive
methods. Attention at systemic or structural levels was also noted through both
theoretical and methodological language, with 24 articles explicitly engaging dis-
course associated with social transformation and justice.
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Despite its importance within participatory research, in this meta-methodology
it was sometimes difficult to evaluate the transfer of theoretical reciprocity to
methodological practice given the tendency of authors to use vague language
(e.g., “we discussed power differences” and “develop[ed] a plan”). Readers may
be left wondering, “What did these discussions entail?”” and “What was the pro-
cess for developing the plan?” This vagueness illuminates the difficulty in shifting
theory to practice through written discourse, especially when a purpose is socially
“constructed” by individual researchers and authors (van Leeuwen, 2008).

Wrapping Around: Responsibility to Center Community Authority

In terms of “walking the talk” of participatory research, responsibility to com-
munities and participants is essential for connecting theory to methodology (Israel
et al., 1998; Jacobson & Rugeley, 2007; Northway, 2010; Penuel et al., 2020).
Throughout many of the articles analyzed in this study, this sense of responsibility
transcends conventional researcher-participant relationships and understandings
of reciprocity. Participatory scholars recognize responsibility by centering deci-
sion-making of community partners in flexible and accessible ways. Furthermore,
within critical participatory research, community partners are recognized not only
as legitimate knowledge carriers but also as research authorities in terms of both
theory and methodology. Within CDA, van Leecuwen (2008) recognizes dynamic
and complex discursive constructions of legitimacy, particularly through authori-
tization, which seeks to address the question, “Who can exercise this authority,
and how?” (p. 106). This meta-methodology revealed multiple insights surround-
ing author discourse and partner authority as connected to responsibility, trust-
worthiness, validity, and other aspects of legitimization.

Analysis and synthesis of the articles’ methodological discourse revealed that
most of the analyzed studies adhered to participatory epistemologies in legitimate
(i.e., rigorous, comprehensive, and valuable) ways. Participatory scholars have
long challenged assumptions that pursuit of context-specific “practicality” in
research is inferior to other pursuits (i.e., those that claim to “advance” theoretical
knowledge in generalizable ways), arguing instead that participatory research can
link “imagined possible futures to consequential forms of change that impact
communities in the here and now” (Bang & Vossoughi, 2016, p. 178). In fact,
multiple studies in this meta-methodology, including both mixed-methods stud-
ies, demonstrated the potential for participatory research to advance interpreta-
tions of legitimacy, rigor, validity, trustworthiness, and reliability, given increased
attention to community needs and interests.

That said, as is true with all aspects of research (re)theorizing, design, practice,
and dissemination, participatory approaches can be applied with wide variation of
integrity and comprehensiveness. Methods and methodologies can be implemented
to align with participatory orientations (e.g., engaging partners in peer interviewing,
facilitating collective sense-making through talking circles), but they can also be
used in ways that are anti-participatory and that preserve researcher-observer and
participant-subject hierarchies (e.g., conducting structured interviews that maintain
distance between community insiders and outsiders).

Given this methodological variation, entities that lead and influence the field of
educational research play important roles in setting expectations for responsible
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participatory research. Such entities can highlight the legitimacy, expertise, and
authority of communities, instead of imposing narrow definitions of validity
shaped by academic institutions and publishers. To further recognize the impor-
tance of participatory research, publishers and academic leaders can advocate and
hold space for innovative, multimodal, and accessible formats within journals, ten-
ure and promotion processes, and community-university partnerships.

Importantly, critical participatory research, including many of the studies ana-
lyzed in this meta-methodology, challenges conventional researcher-participant
binaries and relationships by reenvisioning legitimacy both theoretically and
methodologically. In nonparticipatory research, there is an assumption that aca-
demics are the best-positioned to theorize, validate, and otherwise “legitimize”
research applications. Critical participatory research confronts these assumptions
by reenvisioning researcher-participant roles and relationships, centering the
needs and interests of communities, and recognizing community partners as
authorities throughout research theorizing, planning, implementation, and evalu-
ation processes.

This reenvisioning highlights important distinctions between research, critical
research, and critical participatory research. Conventional research prioritizes and
legitimizes researcher authority over participant authority. While critical scholars
may rely upon critical theory to inform their decisions, they often remain the
overall research authority. Within critical participatory research, academic
researchers, peer reviewers, and publishers are not the sole determiners of legiti-
macy; community partners are acknowledged in terms of their unique authority in
terms of both theory and method (Bang & Vossoughi, 2016; Brayboy, 2005; San
Pedro & Kinloch, 2017; Tachine et al., 2021). Fully honoring the authority of
community partners demands “answerability,” or the responsible stewardship of
both community-determined knowledge/theories and learning/methodologies
throughout the research process (Patel, 2016).

Conclusion: Limitations, Recommendations, and Future Directions

Critical participatory scholars advocate for a space that engages educators,
scholars, and learners in work that is simultaneously educative and transformative
as a means to transfer theoretical “talk” to methodological “walk” (Caraballo
et al., 2017; Tuck & Guishard, 2013; Vossoughi & Zavala, 2020). This meta-
methodology sought to answer the question: How does leading educational
research braid participatory values discourse (“the talk™) with relational, recipro-
cal, and responsible methods (“the walk™)? Overall, the synthesis demonstrates
that while participatory approaches remain marginalized and under-utilized within
high-profile educational research, there are examples of robust studies that “walk
the talk” of the relationality, reciprocity, and responsibility necessary for such
work to be implemented with integrity. The studies synthesized in this meta-meth-
odology illuminate insights and recommendations for scholars and partners aspir-
ing to engage in participatory work.

Although this study focused on synthesis of participatory research articles, it was
not itself participatory. As an interpretive synthesis, it relied upon systematic prac-
tices widely accepted within academic circles and upon my limited interpretation,
which as an academically trained, white professor from a middle-class background
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potentially reinforces the very power structures critical participatory work seeks to
dismantle. Ideally, analysis, review, synthesis, and communication would be con-
ducted collaboratively with representative co-researchers from diverse positionali-
ties, across contexts, and via multiple modalities. In the case of a meta-study
analyzing academic articles, extensive collaboration is difficult given limited access
to articles, time needed to review hundreds of pages of academic text, and diversity
of contexts and content. To address this challenge, scholars might host a participa-
tory conference to support partners and academics from across contexts in collab-
orative review processes.

Scholars also should consider ways to integrate participatory processes and/or
values with systematic data analysis methods to advance critical theory-into-prac-
tice. In the case of this study, I wove participatory values of relationality, reciproc-
ity, and responsibility with several of van Leeuwen’s (2008) categories for CDA
(social actors’ role allocation, purpose, and legitimacy). Again, while this study
was neither participatory nor an example of CDA, the integration of participatory
and CDA ideas offers insights to the ways we might apply academic methods to
advance critical and participatory theory-in-practice. Integration of these ideas is
imperfect and relies on intentional and iterative privileging of critical orientations
over mainstream orientations. For example, defining social actors’ role allocation
through their relationships privileges relationality (something not typically privi-
leged within academia) and privileging community-determined purposes might
transform expectations regarding reciprocity.

As this study’s overall process was critical and interpretive, it is inherently
subjective. Much of the analysis assumed that discursive descriptions of sample
article authors were accurate representations of both values and practice. It is pos-
sible that authors could have “talked the talk” of participatory work without
“walking the talk.” Critical and participatory scholars encourage engagement
with subjectivity, and I made ongoing efforts to reflect on my positionality, to
engage with the positionalities of the authors of the studies, and to identify exam-
ples of thick discursive description to enhance trustworthiness. I endeavored to
center community expertise (e.g., How do involved communities define reciproc-
ity? How are the article’s methods aligning with community-determined inter-
ests?). That said, if community interpretations were not represented clearly in the
article discourse, they may have been missed during my analysis.

In the spirit of continued collective learning, I offer questions related to insights
illuminated through this study. Several of the authors noted disconnects between
academic values and participatory practice, especially when scholars face institu-
tional and systemic pressures to use conventional methods, “publish-or-perish,” and
pre-plan research that is time-bound. How can we enact the flexibility, vulnerability,
and humility required by participatory research when we are a part of institutions,
systems, and societies that value individual success, academic expertise, and self-
promotion? How can we work with partners in academia, industry, and communi-
ties to realize collectively imagined “possible futures” (Bang & Vossoughi, 2016)?

Many of the articles in this meta-methodology were authored by teams of
authors from across academic contexts, and 3 of the 26 included community lead-
ers or facilitators as coauthors. Others, including several pieces by solo authors,
were written by community insiders who are also academic researchers. However,
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only three of the 26 articles explicitly named participants as coauthors. To close
the theory/research and practice gaps, and more effectively support the three val-
ues framing participatory scholarship, scholars and authors might consider ways
to more fully involve participants/co-researchers in coauthoring academic articles
and in peer review processes (Stanton et al., 2024). Documentation of collective
sense-making activities, participant/co-researcher critique of drafts, and incorpo-
ration of multimodal elements are several ways to engage community partners in
coauthorship processes. Relatedly, publishers and organizational leaders might
dedicate space for participatory work through explicit calls for submissions and
asking researchers to clearly recognize partner expertise, co-researcher roles, and
coauthorship within scholarly products and processes. Leaders might look to
AERA Open and AERJ, which appear to attract and publish more participatory
research, for guidance in terms of encouraging such work.

Change within the field and AERA journals is happening, although it remains
slow: In the time between this study’s completion (July 2022) and the July 2024
finalization of this article following multiple rounds of review, six additional pub-
lished articles likely would have qualified for inclusion in the sample (Baldridge
et al., 2024; Conrad & Hardison-Stevens, 2024; Cutuli et al., 2024; Machado et al.,
2023; Peters et al., 2024; Wessel-Powell et al., 2023). In thinking about our next
directions, what can we do today and tomorrow to further “the walk” of participatory
research? How might we better demonstrate participatory practice, with transparency
and specificity, across contexts and methodologies? How might we facilitate collec-
tive sense-making activities with community and youth? How can we responsibly
engage participants in data collection, co-analysis, and co-interpretation? How can
we support coauthorship, co-review, and other forms of collaborative dissemination?
How might we expand access to results through open-source publishing, community
presentations, and multimodal formats? How can we recognize and compensate
emotional and professional labor of participants throughout research projects?

Despite the field of education’s focus on service to communities and children,
educational researchers have been criticized for using tools, approaches, and
beliefs that are deficit-laden, othering, elitist, and disconnected from lived experi-
ences and future-oriented desires of stakeholders. How can we enact participatory
work to better honor local knowledges, theories, and methodologies? How might
we reposition students, teachers, community members, and other participants to
value their expertise? How might reviews of research enact relationality, reciproc-
ity, and responsibility in terms of doing research with partners? What collective
futures become possible with critical and transformative participatory research?

Funding

The author disclosed receipt of the following financial support for the research, author-
ship, and/or publication of this article: This work was funded in part by a grant from the
College of Education, Health, and Human Development at Montana State University.

ORCID iD
Christine Rogers Stanton “ https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9094-5312

28


https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9094-5312

References

“References marked with an asterisk were included in the review and synthesis.

Ahn, S., Ames, A., & Myers, N. (2012). A review of meta-analyses in education:
Methodological strengths and weaknesses. Review of Educational Research, 82(4),
436-476. https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654312458162

Ali, A., & McCarty, T. (2020). Centering critical youth research methodologies of
praxis and care. In A. Ali & T. McCarty (Eds.), Critical youth research in education:
Methodologies of praxis and care (pp. 3-20). Routledge.

American Educational Research Association (AERA). (2019). 2020 Annual meet-
ing call. https://www.aera.net/Portals/38/2020%20AM%20Call%20for%20
Submissions_1.pdf

American Educational Research Association (AERA). (2021). 2022 Annual meeting
call. https://www.aera.net/Portals/38/7 15 2022 AM%20Call%20For%?20
Submissions_Extended.pdf

American Educational Research Association (AERA). (2022). 2023 Annual meet-
ing call. https://www.aera.net/Portals/38/2023%20AM%20Call%20for%20
Submissions_Extended%20Deadline.pdf

American Educational Research Association (AERA). (2023a). 2024 Annual meet-
ing call. https://www.aera.net/Events-Meetings/Annual-Meeting/2024-Annual-
Meeting-Call-for-Paper-and-Session-Submissions

American Educational Research Association (AERA). (2023b). Who we are. AERA
Website. https://www.aera.net/About-AERA/Who-We-Are

Anderson, A. (2020). A qualitative systematic review of Youth Participatory Action
Research implementation in U.S. high schools. American Journal of Community
Psychology, 65, 242-257. https://doi.org/10.1002/ajcp.12389

Anyon, Y., Bender, K., Kennedy, H., & Dechants, J. (2018). A systematic review of
Youth Participatory Action Research (YPAR) in the United States: Methodologies,
youth outcomes, and future directions. Health Education and Behavior, 45(6), 865—
878. https://doi.org/10.1177/1090198118769357

Anzaldua, G. (2007). Borderlands/La Frontera: The New Mestiza (3rd ed.). Aunt Lute.

Apugo, D., Castro, A., & Dougherty, S. A. (2023). Taught in the matrix: A review of
Black girls” experiences in U.S. schools. Review of Educational Research, 93(4),
559-593. https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543221125476

Archibald, J. (2008). Indigenous Storywork: Educating the heart, mind, body, and
spirit. UBC.

Archibald Q'um Q’um Xiiem, J., & Parent Nox Ayaawilt, A. (2019). Hands back,
hands forward for Indigenous Storywork as methodology. In S. Windchief & T. San
Pedro (Eds.), Applying Indigenous research methods: Storying with peoples and
communities (pp. 3-20). Routledge.

Baldridge, B. (2020). The Youthwork Paradox: A case for studying the complexity of
community-based youth work in education research. Educational Researcher, 49(8),
618-625. http://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X20937300

Baldridge, B., DiGiacomo, D., Kirshner, B., Mejias, S., & Vasudevan, D. (2024). Out-
of-school time programs in the United States in an era of racial reckoning: Insights
on equity from practitioners, scholars, policy influencers, and young people.
Educational Researcher, 53(4), 201-212. https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X24122

Bang, M., & Vossoughi, S. (2016). Participatory design research and educational jus-
tice: Studying learning and relations within social change making. Cognition &
Instruction, 34(3), 173—193. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/07370008.2016.1181879

29


https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654312458162
https://www.aera.net/Portals/38/2020%20AM%20Call%20for%20Submissions_1.pdf
https://www.aera.net/Portals/38/2020%20AM%20Call%20for%20Submissions_1.pdf
https://www.aera.net/Portals/38/7_15_2022_AM%20Call%20For%20Submissions_Extended.pdf
https://www.aera.net/Portals/38/7_15_2022_AM%20Call%20For%20Submissions_Extended.pdf
https://www.aera.net/Portals/38/2023%20AM%20Call%20for%20Submissions_Extended%20Deadline.pdf
https://www.aera.net/Portals/38/2023%20AM%20Call%20for%20Submissions_Extended%20Deadline.pdf
https://www.aera.net/Events-Meetings/Annual-Meeting/2024-Annual-Meeting-Call-for-Paper-and-Session-Submissions
https://www.aera.net/Events-Meetings/Annual-Meeting/2024-Annual-Meeting-Call-for-Paper-and-Session-Submissions
https://www.aera.net/About-AERA/Who-We-Are
https://doi.org/10.1002/ajcp.12389
https://doi.org/10.1177/1090198118769357
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543221125476
http://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X20937300
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X24122
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/07370008.2016.1181879

Stanton

*Barton, A. C., Greenberg, D., Turner, C., Riter, D., Perez, M., Tasker, T., Jones, D.,
Herrenkohl, L. R., & Davis, E. (2021). Youth critical data practices in the COVID-19
multipandemic. AERA Open, 7(1), 1-16.https://doi.org/10.1177/2332858421104163 1

Behar-Horenstein, L., & Feng, X. (2015). Emancipatory research: A synthesis of quan-
titative evidence. Journal of Research and Method in Education, 5(3), 46-56. https://
doi.org/10.9790/7388-05334656

Biesta, G. (2007). Why “what works” won’t work: Evidence-Based practice and the
democratic deficit in educational research. Educational Theory, 57(1), 1-22. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-5446.2006.0024 1 .x

Bishop, R. (2005). Freeing ourselves from neocolonial domination in research: A
Kaupapa Maori approach to creating knowledge. In N. K. Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln
(Eds.), The SAGE handbook of qualitative research (3rd ed., pp. 109—138). Sage.

*Bishop, R., Ladwig, J., & Berryman, M. (2014). The centrality of relationships for
pedagogy: The Whanaungatanga thesis. American Educational Research Journal,
51(1), 184-214. https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831213510019

Blount-Hill, K., St. John, V., Moton, L., & Ajil, A. (2022). In their experience: A review
of racial and sexual minority experience in academe and proposals for building an
inclusive criminology. Race and Justice, 12(3), 457-480. https://doi.org/10.11
77/21533687221087352

Brayboy, B. (2005). Toward a tribal critical race theory in education. The Urban
Review, 37(5), 425-446. https://nau.edu/wp-content/uploads/sites/49/2018/04/
Toward-a-Tribal-Critical-Race-Theory-in-Education.pdf

Brayboy, B., Gough, H., Leonard, B., Roehl, R., I, & Solyom, J. (2012). Reclaiming
scholarship: Critical Indigenous research methodologies. In S. D. Lapan, M. T.
Quartaroli, & F. J. Riemer (Eds.), Qualitative research: An introduction to methods
and designs (pp. 423—450). Jossey-Bass.

Cabrera, N., Karaman, A., Arambula Turner, T., Oregon, Y., Gonell, E., Lopez, J., &
Deil-Amen, R. (2022). Race without gender? Trends and limitations in the higher
education scholarship regarding men of color. Review of Educational Research,
92(3), 331-369. https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543211054577

Cammarota, J., & Fine, M. (2008). Revolutionizing education: Youth participatory
action research in motion. Routledge.

Caraballo, L., Lozenski, B. D., Lyiscott, J. J., & Morrell, E. (2017). YPAR and critical
epistemologies: Rethinking education research. Review of Research in Education,
41,311-336. https://doi.org/10.3102%2F0091732X 16686948

*Castillo, E., Makris, M. V., & Debs, M. (2021). Integration versus meritocracy?
Competing educational goals during the COVID-19 pandemic. AERA Open, 7(1),
1-14. https://doi.org/10.1177/23328584211065716

Cawthorn, S., & Garberoglio, C. (2021). Evidence-Based practices in deaf education:
A call to center research and evaluation on the experiences of deaf people. Review
of Research in Education, 45(1), 346-371. https://doi.org/10.3102/0091732X209
85070

Chen, G., & Horn, I. (2022). A call for critical bifocality: Research on marginalization
in mathematics education. Review of Educational Research, 92(5), 786—828. https://
doi.org/10.3102/00346543211070050

Chilisa, B. (2012). Indigenous research methodologies. Sage.

*Clay, K. (2019). “Despite the odds™: Unpacking the politics of Black resilience neo-
liberalism. American Educational Research Journal, 56(1), 75-110. https://doi.
org/10.3102/0002831218790214

30


https://doi.org/10.1177/23328584211041631
https://doi.org/10.9790/7388-05334656
https://doi.org/10.9790/7388-05334656
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-5446.2006.00241.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-5446.2006.00241.x
https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831213510019
https://doi.org/10.1177/21533687221087352
https://doi.org/10.1177/21533687221087352
https://nau.edu/wp-content/uploads/sites/49/2018/04/Toward-a-Tribal-Critical-Race-Theory-in-Education.pdf
https://nau.edu/wp-content/uploads/sites/49/2018/04/Toward-a-Tribal-Critical-Race-Theory-in-Education.pdf
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543211054577
https://doi.org/10.3102%2F0091732X16686948
https://doi.org/10.1177/23328584211065716
https://doi.org/10.3102/0091732X20985070
https://doi.org/10.3102/0091732X20985070
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543211070050
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543211070050
https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831218790214
https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831218790214

Critical Meta-Methodology of Participatory Research

Coburn, C., & Penuel, W. (2016). Research-practice partnerships in education:
Outcomes, dynamics, and open questions. Educational Researcher, 45(1), 48-54.
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X16631750

Conrad, J., & Hardison-Stevens, D. (2024). Grandmother Cedar as educator: Teacher
learning through Native knowledges and sovereignty curriculum. American
Educational Research Journal, 61(2), 211-247. https://doi-org.proxybz.lib.mon-
tana.edu/10.3102/00028312231214455

Cullen, O., & Walsh, C. (2020). A narrative review of ethical issues in participatory
research with young people. Young, 28(4), 363-386. https://doi.org/10.1177
%2F1103308819886470

Cutuli, J., Torres Suarez, S., Truchil, A., Yost, T., & Flack-Green, C. (2024). Strategies
to better identify student homelessness using data in an urban school district.
Educational Researcher, 53(3), 146—155. https://doi.org/10.3102/00131
89X231215347

De Jaegher, H., & Di Paolo, E. (2007). Participatory sense-making: An enactive
approach to social cognition. Phenomenology and the Cognitive Sciences, 6, 485—
507. https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1007/s11097-007-9076-9

*Denner, J., Bean, S., Campe, S., Martinez, J., & Torres, D. (2019). Negotiating trust,
power, and culture in a research-practice partnership. AERA Open, 5(2), 1-11.
https://doi.org/10.1177/2332858419858635

Denzin, N., & Giardina, M. (Eds.). (2007). Ethical futures in qualitative research:
Decolonizing the politics of knowledge. Left Coast Press.

*Draper, R., & Siebert, D. (2004). Different goals, similar practices: Making sense of
the mathematics and literacy instruction in a standards-based mathematics class-
room. American Educational Research Journal, 41(4), 927-962. https://www.jstor.
org/stable/3699468

Fierros, C., & Delgado Bernal, D. (2016). Vamos a platicar: The contours of platicas
as Chicana/Latina feminist methodology. Chicana/Latina Studies, 15(2), 98—121.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13613320902995434

Fine, M. (2006). Bearing witness: Methods for researching oppression and resistance.
A textbook for critical research. Social Justice Research, 19(1), 83—108. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s11211-006-0001-0

Fine, M. (2008). An epilogue, of sorts. In J. Cammarota & M. Fine (Eds.),
Revolutionizing education: Youth participatory action research in motion (pp. 213—
234). Routledge.

Fine, M., Torre, M. E., Boudin, K., Bowen, I., Clark, J., Hylton, D., Martinez, M.,
Missy Rivera, M., Roberts, R. A., Smart, P., & Upegui, D. (2004). Participatory
Action Research: From within and beyond prison bars. In L. Weis & M. Fine (Eds.),
Working method: Research and social justice (pp. 95—120). Routledge.

Freire, P. (1970) Pedagogy of the oppressed. Continuum.

*Qarcia, N., & Delgado Bernal, D. (2021). Remembering and revisiting pedagogies of
the home. American Educational Research Journal, 58(3), 567—601. https://doi.
org/10.3102/0002831220954431

*Gavin, K. (2021). Curating spaces of connection and resisting pandemic isolation
through innovative digital practices. 4ERA Open, 7(1), 1-15. https://doi.
org/10.1177/23328584211067204

Gee, J. P. (2005). An introduction to discourse analysis: Theory and method. Routledge.

*Ghiso, M., Campano, G., Schwab, E., Asaah, D., & Rusoja, A. (2019). Mentoring in
Research-Practice Partnerships: Toward democratizing expertise. AERA Open, 5(4),
1-12. https://doi.org/10.1177/2332858419879448

31


https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X16631750
https://doi-org.proxybz.lib.montana.edu/10.3102/00028312231214455
https://doi-org.proxybz.lib.montana.edu/10.3102/00028312231214455
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1103308819886470
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1103308819886470
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X231215347
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X231215347
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1007/s11097-007-9076-9
https://doi.org/10.1177/2332858419858635
https://www.jstor.org/stable/3699468
https://www.jstor.org/stable/3699468
https://doi.org/10.1080/13613320902995434
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11211-006-0001-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11211-006-0001-0
https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831220954431
https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831220954431
https://doi.org/10.1177/23328584211067204
https://doi.org/10.1177/23328584211067204
https://doi.org/10.1177/2332858419879448

Stanton

Gibbs, L., Kornbluh, M., Marinkovic, K., Bell, S., & Ozer, E. (2020). Using technol-
ogy to scale up Youth-Led Participatory Action Research: A systematic review.
Journal of Adolescent Health, 67, S14-S23. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jado-
health.2019.10.019

Gonzalez, N., Moll, L. C., & Amanti, C. (2005). Funds of knowledge: Theorizing
practice in households, communities, and classrooms. L. Erlbaum Associates.

Grande, S. (2008). Red pedagogy: The un-methodology. In N. K. Denzin, Y. S. Lincoln,
& L. T. Smith (Eds.), Handbook of critical and Indigenous methodologies (pp. 233—
254). Sage.

Green, D., Taddeo, C., Price, D., Pasenidou, F., & Spears, B. (2022). A qualitative
meta-study of youth voice and co-participatory research practices: Informing cyber/
bullying research methodologies. International Journal of Bullying Prevention, 4,
190-208. https://doi.org/10.1007/s42380-022-00118-w

Greene, S., Burke, K., & McKenna, M. (2018). A review of research connecting digital
storytelling, Photovoice, and civic engagement. Review of Educational Research,
88(6), 844-878. https://doi.org/10.3102%2F0034654318794134

Greenberg, D., Barton, A. C., Turner, C., Hardy, K., Roper, A., Williams, C., Herrenkohl,
L.R., Davis, E., & Tasker, T. (2020). Community infrastructuring as necessary inge-
nuity in the COVID-19 pandemic. Educational Researcher, 49(7), 518-523. https://
doi.org/10.3102%2F0013189X20957614

*QGuajardo, M., & Guajardo, F. (2004). The impact of Brown on the brown of South
Texas: A micropolitical perspective on the education of Mexican Americans in a
south Texas community. American Educational Research Journal, 41(3), 501-526.
https://www.jstor.org/stable/3699437

Gusenbauer, M., & Haddaway, N. (2020). Which academic search systems are suitable
for systematic reviews or meta-analyses? Evaluating retrieval qualities of Google
Scholar, PubMed, and 26 other resources. Journal of Research Synthesis Methods,
11, 181-217. https://doi.org/10.1002/jrsm.1378

Gutiérrez, K., & Penuel, W. (2014). Relevance to practice as a criterion for rigor.
Educational Researcher, 43(1), 19-23. https://doi.org/10.3102%2F00131
89X13520289

*Gutiérrez, L. A., Kim, T., Partola, S., Kuttner, P., Niang, A., Yanagui, A., Hernandez,
L., Lopez, G., & Mayer-Glenn (2022). Community-Centered school leadership:
Radical care and aperturas during COVID-19. AERA Open, 8(1), 1-14. https://doi.
org/10.1177/23328584221096465

Healey, M., & Healey, R. (2023). Searching the literature on Scholarship of Teaching
and Learning (SoTL): An academic literacies perspective: Part 1. Teaching &
Learning Inquiry, 11, 1-20. https://doi.org/10.20343/teachlearninqu.11.4

Hopkins, M., Weddle, H., Gluckman, M., & Gautsch, L. (2019). Boundary crossing in
a professional association: The dynamics of research use among state leaders and
researchers in a research-practice partnership. AERA Open, 5(4). https://doi.
org/10.1177/2332858419891964

Ishimaru, A. M., & Bang, M. (2016). Toward a transformative research and practice
agenda for racial equity in family engagement. Family Leadership Design
Collaborative, University of Washington. http://familydesigncollab.org/

Ishimaru, A. M., Bang, M., Valladares, M. R., Nolan, C. M., Tavares, H., Rajendran,
A., & Chang, K. (2019). Recasting families and communities as co-designers of
education in tumultuous times. National Education Policy Center.

32


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2019.10.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2019.10.019
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42380-022-00118-w
https://doi.org/10.3102%2F0034654318794134
https://doi.org/10.3102%2F0013189X20957614
https://doi.org/10.3102%2F0013189X20957614
https://www.jstor.org/stable/3699437
https://doi.org/10.1002/jrsm.1378
https://doi.org/10.3102%2F0013189X13520289
https://doi.org/10.3102%2F0013189X13520289
https://doi.org/10.1177/23328584221096465
https://doi.org/10.1177/23328584221096465
https://doi.org/10.20343/teachlearninqu.11.4
https://doi.org/10.1177/2332858419891964
https://doi.org/10.1177/2332858419891964
http://familydesigncollab.org/

Critical Meta-Methodology of Participatory Research

Israel, B., Schulz, A., Parker, E., & Becker, A. (1998). Review of Community-Based
research: Assessing partnership approaches to improve public health. Annual Review
of Public Health, 19, 173-202. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.publhealth.19.1.173

Israel, B., Schulz, A., Parker, E., Becker, A., Allen, A., Guzman, J. R., & Lichtenstein,
R. (2018). Critical issues in developing and following CBPR principles. In N.
Wallerstein, B. Duran, J. Oetzel, & M. Minkler (Eds.), Community-based participa-
tory research for health (3rd ed., pp. 31-44). Jossey-Bass.

Jacobson, M., & Rugeley, C. (2007). Community-based participatory research: Group
work for social justice and community change. Social Work with Groups, 30(4),
21-39. https://doi.org/10.1300/J009v30n04 03

*Jimenez, R. (2020). Community Cultural Wealth pedagogies: Cultivating autoethno-
graphic counternarratives and migration capital. American Educational Research
Journal, 57(2), 775-807. https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831219866148

*Kana‘iaupuni, S. M., Ledward, B., & Malone, N. (2017). Mohalo i ka wai: Cultural
advantage as a framework for Indigenous culture-based education and student out-
comes. American Educational Research Journal, 54(1S), 311S-339S. https://doi.
org/10.3102/0002831216664779

Kawano, K. (2023). Engaging a Kanako ‘Oiwi literature review methodology through
research on Native Hawaiian culture-based education. Review of Educational
Research, 93(6), 862-900. https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543221149004

Kemmis, S., & McTaggart, R (2000). Participatory action research. In N. Denzin & Y.
Lincoln (Eds.). The SAGE handbook of qualitative research (pp. 559-603). Sage.

Kirkness, V. J., & Barnhardt, R. (2001). First Nations and higher education: The four
R’s—Respect, relevance, reciprocity, responsibility. In R. Hayoe & J. Pan (Eds.),
Knowledge across cultures: A contribution to dialogue among civilizations.
University of Hong Kong. http://www.ankn.uaf.edu/IEW/winhec/FourRs2ndEd.
html

*Kirshner, B., Gaertner, M., & Pozzoboni, K. (2010). Tracing transitions: The effect of
high school closure on displaced students. Educational Evaluation and Policy
Analysis, 32(3), 407-429. https://doi.org/10.3102/0162373710376823

Kovach, M. (2009). Indigenous methodologies: Characteristics, conversations, and
contexts. University of Toronto Press.

*Lopez, R., Honey, M., Rendon, S., & Pérez-Gill, S. (2022). The uncertain path toward
college: How intersectionality shaped the experiences of Latinas enrolled at a
Hispanic-Serving Institution. AERA Open, &8(1), 1-15. https://doi.
org/10.1177/23328584221101552

*Lyons, L., Brasof, M., & Baron, C. (2020). Measuring mechanisms of student voice:
Development and validation of student leadership capacity building scales. AERA
Open, 6(1), 1-15. https://doi.org/10.1177/2332858420902066

Machado, E., Beneke, M., & Taitingfong, J. (2023). “Rise up, hand in hand”: Early
childhood teachers writing a liberatory literacy pedagogy. American Educational
Research Journal, 60(3), 486-520. http://doi.org/10.3102/00028312231157661

Mangual Figueroa, A. (2014). La carta de responsabilidad: The problem of departure.
In D. Paris & M. T. Winn (Eds.), Humanizing research: Decolonizing qualitative
inquiry with youth and communities (pp. 129—146). Sage.

Martin-Martin, A, Orduna-Malea, E., Thelwall, M., & Lopez-Cozar, E. (2018). Google
Scholar, Web of Science, and Scopus: A systematic comparison of citations in 252
subject categories. Journal of Informetrics, 12(4), 1160-1177. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.j01.2018.09.002

33


https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.publhealth.19.1.173
https://doi.org/10.1300/J009v30n04_03
https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831219866148
https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831216664779
https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831216664779
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543221149004
http://www.ankn.uaf.edu/IEW/winhec/FourRs2ndEd.html
http://www.ankn.uaf.edu/IEW/winhec/FourRs2ndEd.html
https://doi.org/10.3102/0162373710376823
https://doi.org/10.1177/23328584221101552
https://doi.org/10.1177/23328584221101552
https://doi.org/10.1177/2332858420902066
http://doi.org/10.3102/00028312231157661
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joi.2018.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joi.2018.09.002

Stanton

Martinez-Vargas, C. (2022). Democratising participatory research: Pathways to social
Justice from the South. OpenBook Publishers.

*Meixi Moreno-Dulcey, F., Alcald, L., Keyser, U., & Elliott-Groves, E. (2022). When
learning is life giving: Redesigning schools within Indigenous systems of relationality.
AERA Open, 8(1), 1-16. https://doi.org/10.1177/23328584211062587

*Mensah, F. M. (2019). Finding voice and passion: Critical Race Theory methodology
in science teacher education. American Educational Research Journal, 56(4), 1412—
1456. https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831218818093

Miles, M. B., Huberman, A. M., & Saldafia, J. (2014). Qualitative data analysis: An
expanded sourcebook (3rd ed.). Sage.

Ming, N., & Goldenberg, L. (2021). Research worth using: (Re)Framing research evi-
dence quality for educational policymaking and practice. Review of Research in
Education, 45(1), 129—169. https://doi.org/10.3102/0091732X21990620

*Mirra, N., & Garcia, A. (2022). Guns, schools, and democracy: Adolescents imagin-
ing social futures through speculative civic literacies. American Educational
Research Journal, 59(2), 345-380. https://doi.org/10.3102/00028312221074400

Mirra, N., Garcia, A., & Morrell, N. (2015). Doing Youth Participatory Action
Research: Transforming inquiry with researchers, educators, and students.
Routledge.

Morales, M. (2016). Participatory Action Research (PAR) cum Action Research (AR)
in teacher professional development: A literature review. International Journal of
Research in Education and Science, 2(1), 156—165. https:/files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/
EJ1105165.pdf

Mosurska, A., & Ford, J. (2020). Unpacking community participation in research: A
systematic literature review of Community-Based and Participatory Research in
Alaska. Arctic, 73(3), 347-367. https://www.jstor.org/stable/26974910

*Nelson, 1., London, R., & Strobel, K. (2015). Reinventing the role of the university
researcher.  Educational Researcher, 44(1), 17-26. https://doi.
org/10.3102/0013189X15570387

Nelson, C., & Shotton, H. (2022). (Re)Considerations of answerability through gifting.
In A. Tachine & Z. Nicolazzo (Eds.), Weaving an otherwise: In-Relations method-
ological practice (pp. 92—106). Stylus.

Northway, R. (2010). Participatory research: Part 1: Key features and underlying phi-
losophy. International Journal of Therapy and Rehabilitation, 17(4), 174-79.
https://doi.org/10.12968/ijtr.2017.24.10.443

Oakes, J. (2017). 2016 AERA presidential address: Public scholarship. Education
research for a diverse democracy. Educational Researcher, 47(2), 91-104. https://
doi.org/10.3102%2F0013189X 17746402

Ong, M., Jaumot-Pascual, N., Torres-Gerald, L., & Silva, C. (2021, May 20).
Introduction to qualitative meta-synthesis methods: Achieving STEM equity and
inclusion through syntheses [AERA Professional Development Webinar]. TERC
Institute for Meta-Synthesis.

Paris, D. (2014). Introduction to Part III. In D. Paris & M. Winn (Eds.), Humanizing
research: Decolonizing qualitative inquiry with youth and communities (pp. 125—
128). Sage.

Paris, D., & Winn, M. (Eds.). (2014). Humanizing research: Decolonizing qualitative
inquiry with youth and communities. Sage.

Parker, M. (2018). CBPR principles and research ethics in Indian Country. In N.
Wallerstein, B. Duran, J. Oetzel, & M. Minkler (Eds.) Community-based participatory

34


https://doi.org/10.1177/23328584211062587
https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831218818093
https://doi.org/10.3102/0091732X21990620
https://doi.org/10.3102/00028312221074400
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1105165.pdf
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1105165.pdf
https://www.jstor.org/stable/26974910
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X15570387
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X15570387
https://doi.org/10.12968/ijtr.2017.24.10.443
https://doi.org/10.3102%2F0013189X17746402
https://doi.org/10.3102%2F0013189X17746402

Critical Meta-Methodology of Participatory Research

research for health: Advancing social and health equity (3rd ed., pp. 207-214). Jossey-
Bass.

Patel, L. (2016). Decolonizing educational research: From ownership to answerabil-
ity. Routledge.

Paterson, B. L., Thorne, S. E., Canam, C., & Jillings, C. (2001). Meta-study of qualita-
tive health research: A practical guide to meta-analysis and meta-synthesis. Sage.

Penuel, W. R., Fishman, B. J., Cheng, B. H., & Sabelli, N. (2011). Organizing research
and development at the intersection of learning, implementation, and design.
Educational Researcher, 40(7), 331-337. https://doi.org/10.3102%2F00131
89X11421826

Penuel, W. R., Riedy, R., Barber, M., Peurach, D., LeBouef, W., & Clark, T. (2020).
Principles of collaborative education research with stakeholders: Toward require-
ments for a new research and development infrastructure. Review of Educational
Research, 90(5), 627-674. https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654320938126

Peters, H., Peterson, T., & The Dakota Wicohan Community. (2024). A Dakota cultural
intervention’s influence on Native students’ sense of belonging: A CBPR case study.
AERA Open, 10(1). https://doi.org/10.1177/23328584231221793

Petrone, R., & Stanton, C. (2021). From producing to reducing trauma: A call for
“trauma-informed” research(ers) to interrogate how schools harm students.
Educational Researcher, 50(8), 537-545. https://doi.org/10.3102%2F00131
89X211014850

Reason, P. (1994). Three approaches to participative inquiry. In Y. S. Lincoln (Ed.),
Handbook of qualitative research (pp. 324-339). Sage.

Reason, P., & Bradbury, H. (2008). The SAGE handbook of action research:
Participative inquiry and practice. Sage.

Research Data Alliance International Data Sovereignty Interest Group. (2019). CARE
principles for Indigenous data governance. https://staticl.squarespace.com/
static/5d3799de845604000199¢d24/t/6397b363b502ff481fce6
baf/1670886246948/CARE%2BPrinciples One%2BPagers%2BFINAL
Oct 17 2019.pdf

Rios, F. A., McDaniel, J. E., & Stowell, L. P. (1996). Making the path by walking it.
Teacher Education Quarterly, 23(3), 23-36. https://www.jstor.org/stable/23477784

Rix, J., Garcia-Carrizosa, H., Hayhoe, S., Seale, J., & Sheehy, K. (2021). Emergent
analysis and dissemination within participatory research, International Journal of
Research and Method in Education, 44(3), 287-302, https://doi.org/10.1080/17437
27X.2020.1763945

Rousell, D., Harris, D., Wise, K., MacDonald, A., & Vagg, J. (2022). Posthuman cre-
ativities: Democratizing creative educational experience beyond the human. Review
of Research in Education, 47(1), 374-397. https://doi.org/10.3102/00917
32X221084316

Sabzalian, L. (2019). Indigenous children’s survivance in public schools. Routledge.
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429427503

Saldaia, J. (2016). The coding manual for qualitative researchers. Sage.

*Sanchez, G. K. (2021). “If we don’t do it, nobody is going to talk about it”: Indigenous
students disrupting Latinidad at Hispanic-Serving Institutions. AERA Open, 7(1),
1-13. https://doi.org/10.1177/23328584211059194

San Pedro, T. (2013). Understanding youth cultures, stories, and resistances in the
urban southwest: Innovations and implications of a Native American literature
classroom. ProQuest Digital Dissertations.

35


https://doi.org/10.3102%2F0013189X11421826
https://doi.org/10.3102%2F0013189X11421826
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654320938126
https://doi.org/10.1177/23328584231221793
https://doi.org/10.3102%2F0013189X211014850
https://doi.org/10.3102%2F0013189X211014850
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5d3799de845604000199cd24/t/6397b363b502ff481fce6baf/1670886246948/CARE%2BPrinciples_One%2BPagers%2BFINAL_Oct_17_2019.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5d3799de845604000199cd24/t/6397b363b502ff481fce6baf/1670886246948/CARE%2BPrinciples_One%2BPagers%2BFINAL_Oct_17_2019.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5d3799de845604000199cd24/t/6397b363b502ff481fce6baf/1670886246948/CARE%2BPrinciples_One%2BPagers%2BFINAL_Oct_17_2019.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5d3799de845604000199cd24/t/6397b363b502ff481fce6baf/1670886246948/CARE%2BPrinciples_One%2BPagers%2BFINAL_Oct_17_2019.pdf
https://www.jstor.org/stable/23477784
https://doi.org/10.1080/1743727X.2020.1763945
https://doi.org/10.1080/1743727X.2020.1763945
https://doi.org/10.3102/0091732X221084316
https://doi.org/10.3102/0091732X221084316
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429427503
https://doi.org/10.1177/23328584211059194

Stanton

*San Pedro, T. (2018). Abby as ally: An argument for culturally disruptive pedagogy.
American Educational Research Journal, 55(6), 1193—1232. https://doi.
org/10.3102/0002831218773488

*San Pedro, T., & Kinloch, V. (2017). Toward projects in humanization: Research on
co-creating and sustaining dialogic relationships. American Educational Research
Journal, 54(1S), 373S-394S. https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831216671210

Schwandt, T. (2007). The SAGE dictionary of qualitative inquiry. Sage.

Shamrova, D., & Cummings, C. (2017). Participatory action research (PAR) with chil-
dren and youth: An integrative review of methodology and PAR outcomes for par-
ticipants, organizations, and communities. Children and Youth Services Review, 81,
400—412. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childy-outh.2017.08.022

Smith, L. T. (1999). Decolonizing methodologies: Research and Indigenous peoples.
Zed Books.

Smith, K., Buchanan, P., & McDonald, P. (2017). How easy is it for a lay audience to
read medical journal? A survey of the readability scores of a sample of research
papers on diabetes. The Lancet, 390(3), S82. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-
6736(17)33017-9

*Sosa-Provencio, M. A. (2019). A Revolucionista ethic of care: Four Mexicana educa-
tors’ subterraneous social justice revolution of fighting and feeding. American
Educational  Research  Journal, 56(4), 1113-1147. https://doi.
org/10.3102/0002831218814168

Stanton, C. (2014). Crossing methodological borders: Decolonizing community-
based- participatory research. Qualitative Inquiry, 20(5), 573-585. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1077800413505541

Stanton, C., Benally, C., & Hall, B. (Eds.). (2024). Relational scholarship with Indigenous
communities: Confronting setterl colonial social studies. Information Age Publishing.

*Stinson, D. (2008). Negotiating sociocultural discourses: The counter-storytelling of
academically (and mathematically) successful African American male students.
American Educational Research Journal, 45(4), 975-1010. https://doi.
org/10.3102/0002831208319723

Suprapto, N., Sunarti, T., Suliyanah Wulandari, D., Hidayaatullaah, H., Adam, A., &
Mubarok, H. (2020). A systematic review of Photovoice as Participatory Action
Research strategies. International Journal of Evaluation and Research in Education,
9(3), 675-683. http://doi.org/10.11591/ijere.v9i3.20581

Suri, H., & Clarke, D. (2009). Advancements in research synthesis methods: From a
methodologically inclusive perspective. Review of Educational Research, 79(1),
395-430. https://doi.org/10.3102%2F0034654308326349

Tabron, L., & Thomas, A. (2023). Deeper than wordplay: A systematic review of criti-
cal quantitative approaches in education research (2007-2021). Review of
Educational Research, 93(5), 756—786. https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543221130017

*Tachine, A., & Cabrera, N. (2021). “I’ll be right behind you”: Native American fam-
ilies, land debt, and college affordability. AERA Open, 7(1), 1-13. https://doi.
org/10.1177/23328584211025522

Tachine, A., & Nicolazzo, Z. (Eds.). (2022). Weaving an otherwise: In-Relations meth-
odological practice. Stylus.

Thompson, J., Richards, J., Shim, S-Y, Lohwasser, K., Soo Von Esch, K., Chew, C.,
Sjoberg, B., & Morris, A. (2019). Launching networked PLCs: Footholds into creat-
ing and improving knowledge of ambitious and equitable teaching practices in an
RPP. AERA Open, 5(3), 1-22. http://doi.org/10.1177/2332858419875718

36


https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831218773488
https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831218773488
https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831216671210
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childy-outh.2017.08.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(17)33017-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(17)33017-9
https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831218814168
https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831218814168
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077800413505541
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077800413505541
https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831208319723
https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831208319723
http://doi.org/10.11591/ijere.v9i3.20581
https://doi.org/10.3102%2F0034654308326349
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543221130017
https://doi.org/10.1177/23328584211025522
https://doi.org/10.1177/23328584211025522
http://doi.org/10.1177/2332858419875718

Critical Meta-Methodology of Participatory Research

Tuck, E. (2009a). Re-visioning action: Participatory action research and Indigenous
theories of change. The Urban Review, 41, 47-65. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11256-
008-0094-x

Tuck, E. (2009b). Suspending damage: A letter to communities. Harvard Educational
Review, 79(3), 409-427. https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.17763/haer.79.3.n10016
675661t3n15

Tuck, E., & Guishard, M. (2013). Uncollapsing ethics: Racialized sciencism, settler
coloniality, and an ethical framework of Decolonial Participatory Action Research.
In T. Kress, C. Malott, & B. Porfilio (Eds.), Challenging status quo retrenchment:
New directions in critical research (pp. 3-27). Information Age Publishing.

Tuck, E., & McKenzie, M. (2015). Place in research: Theory, methodology, and meth-
ods. Routledge.

van Leeuwen, T. (2008). Discourse and practice: New tools for critical discourse
analysis. Oxford University Press.

Vetter, A., Faircloth, B., Hewitt, K., Gonzalez, L., He, Y., & Rock, M. (2022). Equity
and social justice in Research Practice Partnerships in the United States. Review of
Educational Research, 92(5), 829-866. https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543211070048

Vossoughi, S., & Zavala, M. (2020). The interview as pedagogical encounter. In A. Ali
& T. McCarty (Eds.), Critical youth research in education: Methodologies of praxis
and care (pp. 136—154). Routledge.

Wallerstein, N., Duran, B., Oectzel, J., & Minkler, M. (2018). On community-based
participatory research. In N. Wallerstein, B. Duran, J. Oetzel, & M. Minkler (Eds.),
Community-based participatory research for health: Advancing social and health
equity (3rd ed., pp. 3—16). Jossey-Bass.

Wessel-Powell, C., Panos, A., & Weir, G. (2023). Advocacy stories: Equity literacy
practices of white low income mothers navigating school reform. American
Education Research Journal, 60(6), 1174—1220. https://doi-org.proxybz.lib.mon-
tana.edu/10.3102/00028312231195805

Whyte, W. (1991). Participatory action research. Sage.

Wilson, S. (2008). Research is ceremony: Indigenous research methods. Fernwood
Publishing.

Windchief, S., & San Pedro, T. (2019). Applying Indigenous research methods:
Storying with peoples and communities. Routledge.

Author

CHRISTINE ROGERS STANTON, PhD, is a professor in the Department of Education at
Montana State University, P.O. Box 172880, Bozeman, MT 59717-2880; christine.
stanton@montana.edu. Her scholarship focuses on intersections between community-
centered education, place-conscious learning, and participatory research to advance
anti-colonial education and trauma-reducing praxis, particularly within social studies
education and schools serving Indigenous and rural communities.

37


https://doi.org/10.1007/s11256-008-0094-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11256-008-0094-x
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.17763/haer.79.3.n0016675661t3n15
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.17763/haer.79.3.n0016675661t3n15
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543211070048
https://doi-org.proxybz.lib.montana.edu/10.3102/00028312231195805
https://doi-org.proxybz.lib.montana.edu/10.3102/00028312231195805
mailto:christine.stanton@montana.edu
mailto:christine.stanton@montana.edu

	Structure Bookmarks
	Document
	Reference
	Link
	Figure


	Review of Educational Research 
	Review of Educational Research 
	Month 202X, Vol. XX, No. X, pp. 1–37 
	DOI
	: 10.3102/00346543251313794 
	: 10.3102/00346543251313794 


	Article reuse guidelines: 
	sagepub.com/journals-permissions 
	sagepub.com/journals-permissions 


	© 2025 AERA. 
	https://journals.sagepub.com/home/rer 
	https://journals.sagepub.com/home/rer 



	“Walking the Talk”: A Critical Meta-Methodology of Participatory Research Across AERA Journals 
	Christine Rogers Stanton 
	Montana State University 
	To better connect theory and research with practice, educational research organizations such as the American Educational Research Association (AERA) urge scholars to cultivate meaningful partnerships with communities and schools. Despite these efforts, participatory research—especially that which comprehensively advances transformative, relevant, and equity-oriented goals across research processes—remains rare within the field. This meta-methodology analyzes articles published across AERA journals to answer
	-

	action research, collaboration, critical theory, discourse analysis, Indigenous peoples, meta-methodology, participatory, reciprocity, relationality, research methodology, research utilization, responsibility, social justice 
	K
	eywords
	: 

	A resilient critique of educational research focuses on its detachment from community needs and classroom practice (Biesta, 2007; K. Gutiérrez & Penuel, 2014; Tuck, 2009b). Participatory research, which engages community members, teachers, stakeholders, and/or youth as members of a research team to co-design, co-implement, and co-disseminate scholarship, offers great potential for theory and research to transform practice  communities (Bang & Vossoughi, 2016). While extensive conceptual scholarship advocat
	A resilient critique of educational research focuses on its detachment from community needs and classroom practice (Biesta, 2007; K. Gutiérrez & Penuel, 2014; Tuck, 2009b). Participatory research, which engages community members, teachers, stakeholders, and/or youth as members of a research team to co-design, co-implement, and co-disseminate scholarship, offers great potential for theory and research to transform practice  communities (Bang & Vossoughi, 2016). While extensive conceptual scholarship advocat
	with

	methods, expectations perpetuated by academia and publishing industries, and hierarchical assumptions of expertise. Scholars, educators, and community partners often must “make the path” of methodological transformation “by walking it” (Ríos et al., 1996, p. 23), in both research and practice. 
	-


	This meta-methodology examines the ways educational research braids participatory values discourse (i.e., written words in articles and how those words reflect participatory values) with relational, reciprocal, and responsible methods to enact those values in practice (“the walk”). While this meta-methodology is not itself a participatory study nor is it an example of Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA), both participatory research theory (Bang & Vossoughi, 2016; Tachine & Nicolazzo, 2022; Tuck & McKenzie, 20
	-
	-

	1. 
	1. 
	1. 
	How do discursive representations in participatory educational research allocate researcher and participant roles, and how do these representations enact the value of relationality? 

	2. 
	2. 
	How do discursive constructions of purpose in participatory educational research enact the value of reciprocity? 

	3. 
	3. 
	How does discourse legitimize community/participant authority in participatory educational research, and how does such legitimization enact the value of responsibility? 
	-



	Defining Participatory Research 
	On a basic level, participatory scholarship challenges conventional researcher-participant roles, relationships, and responsibilities as it claims to prioritize justice-oriented values (Martinez-Vargas, 2022), decolonial action (Tuck & Guishard, 2013), and attention to a “democratic impulse” (Schwandt, 2007, p. 221). Such work emphasizes scholarly study  people, instead of study  people (Bang & Vossoughi, 2016; Denzin & Giardina, 2007). Tuck and McKenzie (2015) note that through participatory research “ever
	-
	with
	on
	-
	-

	Given this conceptual foundation, participatory research is a broad “epistemological orientation” to research rather than a set of distinct or prescriptive methods, and it can therefore include qualitative, quantitative, or mixed methods (Jacobson & Rugeley, 2007, p. 24). Such research is expansive, dynamic, and responsive to unique communities, contexts, and cultures. Within participatory 
	Given this conceptual foundation, participatory research is a broad “epistemological orientation” to research rather than a set of distinct or prescriptive methods, and it can therefore include qualitative, quantitative, or mixed methods (Jacobson & Rugeley, 2007, p. 24). Such research is expansive, dynamic, and responsive to unique communities, contexts, and cultures. Within participatory 
	-
	-

	research, “communities” are defined in various ways (e.g., groups of individuals living in the same geographic contexts, groups of individuals with shared experiences, groups of individuals with similar interests, etc.), although across the diverse definitions, there is intentional recognition of both individual and collective understandings. Methods that support participatory orientations extend beyond member checks, snowball or network sampling, participant-observer field notes, and surveys of community n
	-
	-


	The broader orientation encompasses or overlaps with diverse sub-orientations and processes, including community-based participatory research (CBPR) (Israel et al., 2018; Northway, 2010), participatory action research (PAR) (Fine et al., 2004), youth participatory action research (YPAR) (Cammarota & Fine, 2008; Mirra et al., 2015), participatory design research (PDR) (Bang & Vossoughi, 2016), and research-practice partnerships (RPP) (Coburn & Penuel, 2016; Hopkins et al., 2019), all of which have unique epi
	1. 
	1. 
	1. 
	It invites meaningful and sustained collaboration between (professional/ academic) “researchers” and “participants” (e.g., youth, educators, community members); 
	-


	2. 
	2. 
	It aspires to enact democratic and emancipatory values to expand participant and community control over processes and outcomes; and, 
	-


	3. 
	3. 
	Its intent is to generate both social change and localized capacity-building by balancing research with action (Israel et al., 2018; Schwandt, 2007). 


	While scholars who support participatory values describe the need for research that is “humanizing” (Paris & Winn, 2014), “relational” (Tachine & Nicolazzo, 2022), “solidarity-driven” (Ishimaru et al., 2019), “cooperative” (Reason, 1994), “collaborative” (Penuel et al., 2020), and “decolonizing” (Patel, 2016; L. T.Smith, 1999), studies claiming a participatory orientation demonstrate extensive variability in terms of methodological detail and integrity. In many cases, single components of studies use partic
	-
	-
	-
	-

	As Fine (2008) argues, participatory research is even more than an epistemological orientation—it is “a radical epistemological challenge to the traditions of social science, most critically on the topic of where knowledge resides” (p. 215). Such research disrupts “normatively powered dynamics . . . between 
	As Fine (2008) argues, participatory research is even more than an epistemological orientation—it is “a radical epistemological challenge to the traditions of social science, most critically on the topic of where knowledge resides” (p. 215). Such research disrupts “normatively powered dynamics . . . between 
	critical 
	-

	researchers and ‘the researched’” in order “to achieve transformative ends” (Bang & Vossoughi, 2016, p. 173) while minimizing exploitation, extraction, commodi-fication, imperialism, and deficit thinking (Patel, 2016; Tuck & McKenzie, 2015). Conventional “whitestream” (i.e., predominantly white, mainstream) (Grande, 2008) research often positions educational “gaps,” “problems,” or “deficits” as internal to minoritized contexts, thereby reinforcing racism and other forms of bias while neglecting community st
	desire


	Participatory research—critical or otherwise—is often questioned in terms of its legitimacy, at least as defined within academic circles, in part because of its attention to community interests/desires and focus on strengths instead of damage. As Caraballo et al. (2017) begin their review of YPAR in educational research, “Knowledges from academic and professional research-based institutions have long been valued over the organic intellectualism of those who are most affected by educational and social inequi
	-
	-
	-

	As a result of these challenges, traditionally trained scholars may revert to the use of more familiar or popular mainstream/whitestream methods instead of striving to implement participatory approaches (I.Nelson et al., 2015; Stanton, 2014). Scholars may also resist participatory approaches due to the sustained and longterm engagement needed to develop meaningful and trusting relationships with community partners and to gain skills and knowledge needed to “work effectively with practitioners” (Denner et al
	-
	-
	-

	Participatory Research in Education and the Call for This Synthesis 
	In her AERA Presidential Address, Oakes (2017) explained that for “research to matter, that is, to better society and schools, it must escape the ivory tower and engage in the public sphere” (p. 91). In recent AERA conference proposal calls, organization leaders have encouraged scholarship that is “designed to matter in 
	In her AERA Presidential Address, Oakes (2017) explained that for “research to matter, that is, to better society and schools, it must escape the ivory tower and engage in the public sphere” (p. 91). In recent AERA conference proposal calls, organization leaders have encouraged scholarship that is “designed to matter in 
	public policy and practice” (2022) and “present in [contexts outside of academia], such as spaces of communal gathering, homes, schools, green spaces, neighborhoods, and informal places” (2023a). The entire 2020 theme, “The Power and Possibilities for the Public Good when Researchers and Organizational Stakeholders Collaborate” (2019) encouraged collaborative research with community partners, and the 2022 call invited scholars to “work with families and communities as authentic partners” (2021). 
	-
	-


	Despite the call to increase integration of research with practice and communication with practitioners (K. Gutiérrez & Penuel, 2014) and the growing prominence of participatory research across service-oriented fields such as health, economics, social work, community development, anthropology, and Indigenous studies (Draper & Seibert, 2004; Martinez-Vargas, 2022; Wallerstein et al., 2018), the orientation remains marginalized within the field of education (Bang & Vossoughi, 2016; Greenberg et al., 2020; Pa
	-
	-
	Review of Educational Research
	-

	While to date there has not been a comprehensive review of participatory approaches across the field of educational research, there have been reviews specific to PDR (Bang & Vossoughi, 2016; Shamrova & Cummings, 2017), YPAR (Anderson, 2020; Anyon et al., 2018; Caraballo et al., 2017; Gibbs et al., 2020), RPPs (Vetter et al., 2022), and teacher action research in education (Morales, 2016); reviews that examine specific methods—such as PhotoVoice—that typically apply participatory approaches (Greene et al., 2
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	A Theoretical-Methodological Framework for Synthesizing Participatory Research 
	Within meta-studies, boundaries between analysis of previously “processed” data (i.e., meta-analysis), analysis of theoretical frameworks (i.e., meta-theory), and analysis of methodological soundness (i.e., meta-method) can become blurry 
	Within meta-studies, boundaries between analysis of previously “processed” data (i.e., meta-analysis), analysis of theoretical frameworks (i.e., meta-theory), and analysis of methodological soundness (i.e., meta-method) can become blurry 
	(Paterson et al., 2001). Leading participatory research scholars and community partners also acknowledge “hybridity of theory and method” (Bang & Vossoughi, 2016, p. 173), and several of the articles included in this study emphasize the integration of theory and methodology within participatory research. For example, San Pedro and Kinloch (2017) call for “more inclusive, interconnected theories and methodologies” (p. 373S); Tachine et al. (2021) emphasize that “Since time immemorial, Indigenous methodology 
	-
	-


	Critical and comprehensive integration of theory and methodology is especially important for communities that have been historically minoritized within academia. For example, Brayboy (2005) notes the connection of theory, story, and methodology for Indigenous communities; Anzaldúa (2007) describes a hybrid space where experiences and theories intersect for “borderlands” communities; and Tuck and McKenzie (2015) draw attention to integration of theories, methodologies, and methods through critical place inqu
	-
	-

	Given this integration of theory and practice (and theory and research), a hybrid framework to integrate theoretical values “talk” with methodological “walk” was developed to guide this study’s design, analysis, synthesis, and interpretation processes and to structure representation of both theoretical and methodological insights. The framework integrates three values—relationality, reciprocity, and responsibility—collectively valued by practitioners, community mentors who have guided my learning about part
	-
	-

	challenges conventional academic beliefs surrounding researcher and participant roles and how knowledge is shared between people (or between peoples and places, humans and more-than-humans, etc.).  demands visible, ongoing, and meaningful action that responds to the needs and interests of community partners. Critical participatory understandings of engage a deep sense of obligation to communities and partners that transcends conventional accountability to institutional review boards and peer review processe
	Relationality 
	Reciprocity
	responsibility 
	-
	-

	Fundamental to a participatory orientation is —or the relationships between epistemologies and ontologies—experienced by co-researchers and community partners through and with topics, places, contexts, and each other (Tachine & Nicolazzo, 2022; Wilson, 2008). Despite the importance of this foundation, Bang and Vossoughi (2016) argue that there is a need for scholarship that examines the ways relationships are shaped and sustained within and across participatory studies in education. In theory, participatory
	relationality
	-
	-
	-

	To meet the demands of a participatory orientation more fully, positionality work must extend beyond individual self-reflexivity to collective sense-making, redefining of expertise, and repositioning of participants/co-researchers in leading self- and team-location efforts (Windchief & San Pedro, 2019). Unlike other orientations, participatory approaches do not claim or desire neutrality or objectivity (Martinez-Vargas, 2022; Paris & Winn, 2014). Instead, they confront, deconstruct, and examine how research
	-
	-

	While in the case of this study I looked mostly to the broader community of critical scholars recognized for their expertise in leading participatory, humanizing, Indigenous, and relational research, I am attentive to my own positionality and how that informs my thinking and relationships, as well as the design of this meta-methodology and the analysis and synthesis of the results. As a white woman who grew up in a conservative, predominantly white community in the Intermountain West, and as someone with ex
	-
	-
	with 

	Essential to walking the talk of relationality is what Archibald (2008) and other participatory scholars call participatory, collective, or collaborative sense-making. Broadly, relational participatory sense-making depends upon co-construction of understanding about complex social experiences through humanizing processes, which “involve the building of relationships of care and dignity and dia-logic consciousness raising for both researchers and participants” (Paris & Winn, 2014, p. xvi). Processes such as 
	Essential to walking the talk of relationality is what Archibald (2008) and other participatory scholars call participatory, collective, or collaborative sense-making. Broadly, relational participatory sense-making depends upon co-construction of understanding about complex social experiences through humanizing processes, which “involve the building of relationships of care and dignity and dia-logic consciousness raising for both researchers and participants” (Paris & Winn, 2014, p. xvi). Processes such as 
	-
	-

	“methodological individualism” that dominates—and limits—social research (De Jaegher & Di Paolo, 2007, p. 494). 

	Participatory processes—such as collective sense-making activities—as well as their outcomes, demonstrate , or a “giving-back” (Archibald Q’um Q’um Xiiem & Parent Nox Ayaawilt, 2019, p. 6), through meaningful, community-determined applications (Israel et al., 2018; Kirkness & Barnhardt, 2001; Northway, 2010; Tuck, 2009b; Windchief & San Pedro, 2019). As participatory orientations cultivate co-learning, there is both a procedural and outcome-driven attention to the “reciprocal transfer of knowledge, skills, 
	reciprocity
	-
	-

	While reciprocity focuses on the much-needed transfer of theory/research (the “talk”) to practice (the “walk”) to advance change, it is also a quality of participatory research that generates misunderstanding. Given the history of academic commodification of community knowledge, “reciprocity” does not necessarily mean equal exchanges of ideas and resources, nor does it mean equivalent benefits. For example, teams might name a community partner as a grant lead to ensure indirect costs (IDCs) stay within the 
	-
	-

	Finally, participatory processes acknowledge and fulfill “our  to the communities who have welcomed us” (italics mine) (Paris, 2014, p. 125). Tuck (2009a) explains that participatory scholars “approach research with a commitment to complex personhood, with a responsibility toward preparedness, listening, reflection, and reparation” and “from within collectivity” (p. 48). Such responsibility is realized through relevant, comprehensive, iterative, and dynamic processes that align with changing participants’ a
	responsibility
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	To “walk the talk” of participatory research in terms of responsible outcomes and products, critical participatory research extends beyond basic accountability measures. Relational scholars emphasize the importance of “answerability,” which Patel (2016) describes as the responsible stewardship of both ideas/knowl-edge and learning/methodology throughout the research process. Therefore, responsibility engages with questions of research purposes, ownership, humility, 
	To “walk the talk” of participatory research in terms of responsible outcomes and products, critical participatory research extends beyond basic accountability measures. Relational scholars emphasize the importance of “answerability,” which Patel (2016) describes as the responsible stewardship of both ideas/knowl-edge and learning/methodology throughout the research process. Therefore, responsibility engages with questions of research purposes, ownership, humility, 
	recognition, and gratitude (C.Nelson & Shotton, 2022; Patel, 2016; Tuck & Guishard, 2013). For participatory work that strives to enact a critical and decolo-nial intent, knowledge that results from such work is not the “property” of the academic researcher or that person’s institution—it belongs, always has belonged, and always will belong to the community. Therefore, within critical participatory research, community partners control research content and processes, including determining whether and how to 

	Methods, Data Sources, and Analysis Protocol 
	While this meta-methodology is not itself participatory, given its focus on “walking the talk” of transferring participatory theory to methodology, the participatory research tenets of relationality, reciprocity, and responsibility informed the study’s design. Furthermore, while this study is not itself an example of critical discourse analysis (CDA), CDA elements offered ideas to systematically examine ways participatory values discourse (the “talk”) reframes roles of social actors, the purpose of research
	-
	Critical
	-

	CDA offers powerful guidance for study of methodological discourse by supporting scholars as they examine discursive moves that claim to transfer values “talk” to research practice (i.e., the “walk”). While “traditional discursive reviews” have long informed meta-analyses and meta-syntheses in educational research (Suri & Clarke, 2009, p. 401), critical orientations to discursive analyses and syntheses are just beginning to influence the field. For example, only two articles referencing CDA were published b
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Search and Selection Process 
	Systematic reviews are often framed by a priori protocols for inclusion and exclusion of studies, for development and application of explicit evaluative criteria, and for transparency and clarity of synthesis processes (Suri & Clarke, 2009). In the case of this meta-methodology, a multiphase search applied “purposefully informed selective inclusivity” standards (Suri & Clarke, 2009, p. 411) during a broad survey of articles claiming participatory orientations (i.e., “pre-search”), a focused search to develo
	-

	Despite the systematic sampling process used in this analysis, it is likely additional studies could have qualified for inclusion. Some studies that used participatory approaches may have been excluded because they do not foreground participatory terminology in their methods sections and/or search algorithms missed identification. Additionally, as authors represent their work in a wide variety of ways, including formats that do not fully detail research methods, it is likely that the final set of articles d
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Presearch Across Fields 
	To offer insight regarding overall visibility of and accessibility to participatory research and to test the relevance of search parameters and research questions, the study first used the Boolean search string “participatory and research and education” and a limited publication timeframe (2000–2022) to conduct a Google Scholar “pre-search.” To conduct similar reviews, other scholars have looked to the first ten pages of Google Scholar results to examine readability for, accessibility by, and inclusivity fo
	Although Google Scholar was not used to define the final sample for this meta-methodology (see the next section), it was chosen for the presearch given its participatory inclinations. The presearch generated over one million results, including articles, books, chapters, and reports. To further examine the relevance of the research questions, framework, and methods, the first ten pages of results were reviewed with attention to prominence of participatory approaches within educational research. Beyond the fi
	-
	-

	The first ten Google Scholar pages (100 results) demonstrated that most (66 of 100) of the publications that met the initial search parameters were book reviews, conceptual pieces, meta-analyses, book chapters, or program descriptions, as opposed to peer reviewed articles describing original research. Eighteen of the remaining 34 research articles appeared in journals with an education focus (e.g., ). However, none of the 100 results generated during the presearch had been published in any AERA journals, de
	Teachers College Record
	-

	Focused Search Strategy 
	Interpretive meta-methodologies often strive to deeply examine a small and purposeful sample of studies instead of providing an exhaustive review (Paterson et al., 2001; Suri & Clarke, 2009). Focusing on contemporary AERA journals was 
	Interpretive meta-methodologies often strive to deeply examine a small and purposeful sample of studies instead of providing an exhaustive review (Paterson et al., 2001; Suri & Clarke, 2009). Focusing on contemporary AERA journals was 
	a purposeful search strategy that sought to recognize relevance, influence, and responsibility. AERA is the largest professional organization dedicated to educational research in the world, with more than 25,000 active members across 96 countries (AERA website, 2023b). AERA’s seven journals and annual conference are among the most prominent forces informing ethical guidelines, methodological innovation, and dissemination of educational scholarship within and beyond the field. All AERA journals are listed as
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Review of Educational Research
	Review of Research in Education
	American Educational Research Journal
	Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis
	Journal of Educational and Behavioral Statistics
	AERA Open
	Educational Researcher


	Various tools and databases were used to ensure search accuracy and accessibility. First, I used the SAGE Journals online search tool to bound the sample to articles published between 2000 and 2022 across focal AERA journals (see the conclusion section for information about articles published since 2022). Also using the SAGE tool, a Boolean search (participatory AND research AND education) yielded 161 articles. I confirmed that these 161 results were recognizable across popular educational research database
	-
	-

	As meta-methodologies are not intended to be exhaustive evaluations of all examples but rather are used to explore a sample of examples in depth, several focused criteria were applied to further narrow the original group. I reviewed each of the 161 abstracts and downloaded those articles presenting original research  claiming to use participatory approaches in conducting that research. If the methods were unclear from the abstract, I reviewed the article’s methods section to determine if participatory appro
	and

	This process for including and excluding works was complex, as several studies focused on participatory practices in terms of content or context but did not apply participatory methods in terms of research process. For example, Thompson et al. (2019) used interpretive qualitative methods to analyze data collected from RPP activities. While the RPP itself enacted participatory approaches, the collection, analysis, and representation of RPP data was designed and implemented almost entirely  academic researche
	This process for including and excluding works was complex, as several studies focused on participatory practices in terms of content or context but did not apply participatory methods in terms of research process. For example, Thompson et al. (2019) used interpretive qualitative methods to analyze data collected from RPP activities. While the RPP itself enacted participatory approaches, the collection, analysis, and representation of RPP data was designed and implemented almost entirely  academic researche
	-
	-
	by
	with

	while examples that more clearly, comprehensively, and consistently applied participatory methods throughout the research process were included. 
	-


	During this phase, I also excluded conceptual or theoretical pieces, introductions to special issues, and reviews. For example, I did not include a piece published in  conceptualizing “community-based youth work” given that the empirical case presented in the article was used primarily to illustrate application of a framework instead of presentation of original research (Baldridge, 2020). I also conducted in-article searches to confirm methodological connections. To qualify for selection, article authors ne
	-
	-
	Educational Researcher
	research
	-

	Re-search Strategy 
	To ensure search saturation and a robust sample, I conducted both meta-synthesis forward and backward snowballing (Ong et al., 2021) using articles in and beyond the initial sample. Forward snowballing, which in this case sought to recognize the relational influence of participatory scholars, involved review of articles published during the five years preceding the end of the study (2018–2023) in and beyond the target AERA journals. To qualify for this review, articles needed to reference articles in the in
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Description of the Sample 
	The multiphase search resulted in a final sample that included 27 articles (19 in the initial sample, six added during the forward snowballing re-search phase, and two added during backward snowballing re-search phase) (see Table S2, online only). Of these, 11 had been published in , 13 in , 1 in , 2 in , and none in the . To increase efficiency during analysis of topic-specific discourse, each of the articles in the final set was assigned to one of five topic groups (a–e): COVID-related research, community
	AERA Open
	AERJ
	Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis
	Educational Researcher
	Journal of Educational and Behavioral Statistics
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Of the 26 analyzed studies, 2 were quantitative (both used instruments developed by communities), 22 were qualitative, and 2 used a mixed methods design. Ten articles cited central design structures that are fundamentally participatory, such as YPAR (three studies), PAR (two), PDR (three), and RPP (two). Like YPAR, PAR, and PDR, community-based research (CBR) and Indigenous research methodologies (IRMs)—which were applied in four studies each—are often viewed as orientations to research, as opposed to speci
	-

	Analysis Protocol 
	This study applied an emergent synthesis design (Suri & Clarke, 2009), which allowed dynamic and iterative development of criteria, codes, and themes framed by the a priori values (relationality, reciprocity, and responsibility). Analysis consisted of summarizing study elements (e.g., type of study, topic, descriptions of participants/co-researchers, data collection methods); two rounds of discursive coding (descriptive values coding and focused methodological coding); determination of convergent and diverg
	-
	-

	Each of the 26 articles was then reviewed in its entirety using line-by-line descriptive  (Saldaña, 2016). This initial round of coding served three purposes: 
	values coding

	• 
	• 
	• 
	to illuminate claims, definitions, examples, and ideas valued by the authors as a means of further describing the a priori values; 

	• 
	• 
	to identify emerging patterns and develop a codebook to guide focused coding; and, 

	• 
	• 
	to condense and refine the data in preparation for focused coding. 


	For the first round of coding, article “values talk” specific to participatory research was “chunked” and highlighted, and salient discursive markers, codes, and exemplars were identified and recorded (Saldaña, 2016). Each emergent code (e.g., “Futures,” “Power Disruption,” “Sustained Relationships”) was subcatego-rized and then associated with an appropriate a priori value. To serve as a check on the overall values coding, coded chunks and phrases were analyzed for discursive commonalities across articles 
	-
	-
	-
	-

	TAblE 1
	Codebook Sample 
	“The Walk”:Methodological Codes
	“The Walk”:Methodological Codes
	“The Walk”:Methodological Codes
	“The Walk”:Methodological Codes

	Relational practice
	Relational practice
	■ Repositioning researchers and participants as co-learners 

	■ 
	■ 
	■ 
	■ 
	Committing to sustained, respectful, and trusting partnerships
	Committing to sustained, respectful, and trusting partnerships
	■ 
	■ 
	■ 
	Engaging collaboratively with self-reflexivity, positionality, and subjectivity work






	Reciprocal practice
	Reciprocal practice
	■ Centering partner voice, visibility, and (re)

	presentation
	presentation
	■ Ensuring meaningful benefits, processes, and outcomes 

	“Benefits” to partners 
	“Benefits” to partners 
	“Benefits” to partners 

	■ Acting in the present; planning for collective futures

	Responsibility practice
	Responsibility practice
	■ Honoring partner strengths, desires, and 

	expertise 
	expertise 

	■ Recognizing an obligation to listen and 
	■ Recognizing an obligation to listen and 

	respond to the community
	respond to the community

	■ Planning and practicing flexibility
	■ Planning and practicing flexibility

	■ Co-determining methods for flexibility and 
	■ Co-determining methods for flexibility and 

	accessibility 
	accessibility 


	“The Talk”:Values Codes
	“The Talk”:Values Codes
	“The Talk”:Values Codes

	Relational values discourse
	Relational values discourse

	“Partnerships” with communities, youth, 
	“Partnerships” with communities, youth, 

	Researcher “positionality” and “subjectivity”Learning/researching “ participants” 
	Researcher “positionality” and “subjectivity”Learning/researching “ participants” 
	with


	Reciprocity values discourse
	Reciprocity values discourse
	■ “Transformation”

	“Power” differences
	“Power” differences

	■ 
	■ 
	■ 
	■ 
	“Futures” 

	■ 
	■ 



	Partner “visibility,” “(re)presentation,” 
	Partner “visibility,” “(re)presentation,” 

	Responsibility values discourse
	Responsibility values discourse

	Participants’ “strengths,” “creativity,” or 
	Participants’ “strengths,” “creativity,” or 

	“expertise” 
	“expertise” 

	■ “Responsibility” to community
	■ “Responsibility” to community

	■ “Flexibility”
	■ “Flexibility”

	■ Participant-controlled design, methods, and sharing 
	■ Participant-controlled design, methods, and sharing 

	■ Validity, trustworthiness, and “accessibility” 
	■ Validity, trustworthiness, and “accessibility” 


	A Priori Values
	A Priori Values
	A Priori Values

	Relationality
	Relationality
	How do discursive representations in participatory educational research allocate researcher and participant roles, and how do these representations enact the value of relationality?

	Reciprocity
	Reciprocity
	How does participatory educational researcher discourse legitimize community/participant authority, and how does such legitimization enact the value of responsibility?

	Responsibility
	Responsibility
	How does discourse legitimize 

	community/participant authority 
	community/participant authority 

	in participatory educational 
	in participatory educational 

	research, and how does such 
	research, and how does such 

	legitimization enact the value of 
	legitimization enact the value of 

	responsibility? 
	responsibility? 



	■ 
	practitioners■
	■
	■ 
	“voice” ■
	■ 
	The studies in the meta-methodology also informed and refined the codebook, as emergent codes identified during first-round descriptive values coding (middle column) added to understanding of the a priori values (left column). Eight values codes and subcodes were categorized with relationality, nine codes and subcodes categorized with reciprocity, and seven codes and subcodes categorized with responsibility. The examples included both exemplar quotes from individual articles and lists of discursive terms ap
	-
	-

	The second, focused round of coding examined if/how authors “walked the talk” as evidenced through their reported practice. For a second time, participatory values discourse throughout each article was reviewed on a line-by-line level, regardless of whether it was located in the methods section or not. If the discourse was connected to a specific methodological practice, methodological codes and subcodes were developed, situated in relationship to the first round codes and subcodes, and added to the codeboo
	-
	-

	The third and final round of analysis synthesized the focused codes and sub-codes within each a priori value as informed—in basic ways—by CDA ideas and categories. Broadly, van Leeuwen (2008) invites examination of discursive “representing [of] social actors”—or “participants” in social activities (p. 23). In the case of this study, the “participants” are the authors of the articles (i.e., social actors typically called “researchers”)  community members in their studies (i.e., social actors typically called
	-
	and

	Results: Synthesis of Methodological Discourse in Participatory Educational Research 
	This study integrated theory shaped by participatory research with that broadly informed by CDA to examine ways 26 participatory research articles (1) 
	This study integrated theory shaped by participatory research with that broadly informed by CDA to examine ways 26 participatory research articles (1) 
	(re)allocate the roles and of researchers and participants to disrupt conventional researcher-participant binaries, (2) transform the purpose of research to expand community-determined understandings of , and (3) advance critical understandings of  by legitimizing community/participant expertise (see Table S5, online only). To illuminate the influence of critical participatory research values (i.e., “the talk”) on methodological practice (i.e., “the walk”), first round values codes were refined using practi
	relationships 
	reciprocity
	responsibility
	-
	-


	Relational Discourse in Practice: (Re)Allocating Partner Roles 
	Across the studies, authors “walked the talk” of relational participatory discourse to define, critique, and (re)allocate participant roles and relationships (van Leeuwen, 2008). Overall, participatory relationships were made visible through methodological repositioning of participants from “subjects” to “co-researchers” and “researchers” to “co-learners,” committing to sustained and long-term commitments to partnerships, and engaging with self-reflexivity, positionalities, and subjectivities. Importantly, 
	-
	-

	The articles often referred to academic scholars, community members, youth, teachers, and other social actors engaged in the research process as “coresearch-ers” (five studies), “partners” (six studies), or members or representatives of a formal or informal research “partnership” (12 studies), “collective” (two studies), “collaborative” (three studies), “team” (10 studies), and/or “community” (15 studies). The studies’ methodological discourse further revealed purposeful attention to re-envisioning roles of
	-
	-

	For many of the articles, recognizing and engaging actively with subjectivity, positionality, bias, power, and privilege proved foundational to recognition and representation of participants—both the authors/co-researchers and the partici-pants/co-researchers. Fourteen of the articles included positionality statements, and five incorporated explicit descriptions of dialogic sense-making or “inter-learning” about co-researcher and team identity. While self-location work is becoming standard practice, particu
	For many of the articles, recognizing and engaging actively with subjectivity, positionality, bias, power, and privilege proved foundational to recognition and representation of participants—both the authors/co-researchers and the partici-pants/co-researchers. Fourteen of the articles included positionality statements, and five incorporated explicit descriptions of dialogic sense-making or “inter-learning” about co-researcher and team identity. While self-location work is becoming standard practice, particu
	and

	distinguishes participatory work from other orientations. For example, Article 3e (Mirra & Garcia, 2022) described complex interpersonal processes associated with recognizing and examining subjectivities during participatory work: 

	Instead of seeking to minimize our subjectivities, we made them transparent in our interactions with participants through explicit meta-conversations about the design process and continuous efforts to sustain mutually constitutive, beneficial dialogic relationships. (p. 353) 
	This example also demonstrates another key value foregrounded by the authors—committing to sustained, respectful, and trusting partnerships—in practice. Within participatory research, such relationality extends far beyond the typical boundaries of research design and process, and it results in deeply interpersonal connections that make identity, bias, and positionality transparent. As Garcia and Delgado Bernal (2021) described in Article 4b: 
	-
	-

	While this study took place at a specific place, time, and date our relationships with our co-collaborators extend beyond this article. Often our personal and professional lives interact as we all navigate academia, and a reciprocal trust was created that honors their oral histories as we write academic articles. (p. 576) 
	Effective and respectful relationships are dependent upon “reciprocal trust” (thereby spanning both the relationality and reciprocity values). Such trust takes extensive time and commitment to develop. Fourteen studies noted “long-term” (nine), “years” long (four), or even “decades-long” (one) partnerships with community co-researchers. Eight studies also emphasize plans for partnerships to be “ongoing” (five) or “continued” (three) beyond their article’s framing of the study. In these examples, co-research
	-
	-

	While most of the articles focused on relationships between adult co-researchers, eight described efforts to cultivate research relationships between youth/chil-dren and adults (e.g., teachers, authors). These articles critiqued an assumption common to educational research that positionality work—especially if it involves critical examination of others and the relationships between peoples—is difficult, if not developmentally inappropriate for young participants. As Gavin (2021) explained in Article 4a, eve
	-

	I reflected on how to position myself, as I was not a teacher nor parent at the school, and on how I was positioned by the children. One child suggested that I was a visitor, both to the school and to the children’s lives. (p. 4) 
	In developing the focused codes for this project, it became clear that (re)posi-tioning and (re)allocating of roles proves integral to making relational values 
	In developing the focused codes for this project, it became clear that (re)posi-tioning and (re)allocating of roles proves integral to making relational values 
	visible in participatory research practice. For example, the authors of Article 1d (I.Nelson et al., 2015) explained: 

	This groundwork made possible a second phase [of collaboration with community partners], during which researchers continued to deepen and expand relationships with community partners, using existing ties to reposition themselves as invited collaborators in community-driven working groups rather than as leaders or conveners. (p. 20) 
	Similarly, six articles privileged “co-learning,” partner “expertise,” and community insight to challenge assumptions of objectivity, researcher and participant authority, and relational power dynamics. Notably, for several of the articles, such repositioning included explicit attention to engaging with co-researchers not only during the selection and implementation of research methods, but in terms of theorizing, interpretation, and representation of knowledge. For example, in Article 4d, Draper and Sieber
	-

	Cooperative inquiry, along with other forms of participatory or collaborative research, has typically been described as research done in conjunction with individuals who have traditionally not been part of the theory generation done by researchers . . . we acted as coresearchers and corespondents to coconstruct theories that honored both our perspectives. (p. 933) 
	Reciprocal Discourse in Practice: Transforming Purpose 
	To “walk the talk” of participatory values in practice, discourse across the 26 articles re(constructs) the  (van Leeuwen, 2008, pp. 124–135) of research as grounded in reciprocity by centering partner voice, visibility, and (re)presenta-tion; ensuring meaningful benefits, processes, and outcomes that respond to community needs and interests; and acting in the present while planning for collective change in the future. For example, nine articles identified methods to “create change” (four), co-develop “solu
	purpose
	-
	-
	-

	Closely related to authors’ efforts to center participant voice as a means to disrupt conventional power structures was acknowledgement of the usefulness of research to benefit participants and communities in multiple ways. These included monetary compensation and other incentives such as gift cards and pizza parties 
	Closely related to authors’ efforts to center participant voice as a means to disrupt conventional power structures was acknowledgement of the usefulness of research to benefit participants and communities in multiple ways. These included monetary compensation and other incentives such as gift cards and pizza parties 
	(three studies), and while such benefits are often appreciated by partners and important in participatory research, there are many other ways authors ensured meaningful benefits for participants. Other benefits included “skill development” (one study), “professional development” (three), “co-teaching” (one), and “capacity-building” (four) support related to research focusing on teaching and learning. For example, in Article 3d, San Pedro (2018) noted: 
	-


	Reciprocity challenges western research methods that work to extract information from communities and people without giving back what has been learned. Rather, the knowledge shared ought to be given back to communities and participants so they have further opportunities to learn and grow with us, and us with them. (p. 1200) 
	This example also demonstrates the synthesis and intersections between reciprocity and relationality, in that “giving back” support and knowledge to communities and participants is integral to sustained relationships and future research. 
	-
	-

	Importantly, the authors of various articles recognize that “support” and “benefits” must be responsive to participant needs and interests, as identified by participants themselves (e.g., 2a, 3a, 1c, 1d). Participants—including young participants—need to be able to identify and advocate for their needs, including those related to developing research skills, as demonstrated by Castillo et al. (2021) in Article 3a: “At the youth interviewers’ request, we cosponsored an event prior to their data collection foc
	-
	-
	-

	Twelve of the articles recognized and valued participant-determined needs and interests as situated within collective or social “futures.” For example, in Article 5a, L. A.Gutiérrez et al. (2022) emphasized “[our methodology] is also committed to creating change in the here and now while collectively imagining new possibilities for the future” (p. 4). While this “commitment” is common across critical orientations to research, participatory research illuminates the need for participants to be actively invol
	-
	-
	-

	To respond to community- and participant-determined needs, interests, hopes, and desires, authors underscored the importance of flexibility, compassion, and enthusiasm, especially since support often extends beyond boundaries of specific research projects. For example, in Article 3b, Jimenez (2020) detailed ways she supported her co-researcher: 
	I collaborated with a sixth-grade teacher to interrogate, design, and implement critical and culturally relevant pedagogy with her predominantly immigrant Latina/o ‘ELL’ students. . . . We co-taught our design lessons, which built on students’ lived experiences and family histories. Sometimes the teacher took the lead, at other times I led, and at others we collaboratively taught. . . . During the remainder of the school day, when we were not implementing design lessons, I assisted the teacher as a voluntee
	In this example, co-developing and co-teaching lessons with a transformative purpose in mind resulted in a direct benefit for the teacher (i.e., resources she could use). However, benefits did not end there—the author also provided classroom “assistance” beyond the scope of the project. 
	-

	Almost all the articles extended understanding of transformative purpose and reciprocity beyond individual relationships to community and societal scales. Twenty-four of the articles explicitly used social justice-oriented discourse such as “power,” “privilege,” “overturn,” “liberation,” “emancipation,” “resistance,” “take control,” “counter,” “challenge,” “decolonize,” and “disrupt” to encourage readers to critically examine “the researcher/participant binary” (e.g., 2d), “power differentials” between acad
	-
	-
	-

	Because cooperative inquiry often involves the consideration and legitimization of marginalized voices, it has become associated with research for social change. However, cooperative methodology was also a legitimate methodology for a study such as ours. (p. 933) 
	Responsible Discourse in Practice: Legitimizing Partner Expertise 
	This idea of participatory research as “legitimate methodology” is not only important in terms of recognizing the need to include community-determined interests in shaping research (i.e., reciprocity), it is also vital in terms of methodologically “walking” the theoretical “talk” as it repositions community partners as research van Leeuwen, 2008). Overall, the authors of the studies applied purposeful discourse to legitimize the strengths, desires, and authority of partners; recognize an obligation to liste
	-
	authorities 
	(
	-

	Many of the articles used discourse to challenge conventional notions of “expertise” by valuing community and participant “strengths” (eight articles), “assets” (six), “funds of knowledge” (three), pedagogies or knowledges of “home” (nine), and/or “community cultural wealth” or “wealth of knowledge” (six) as essential for responsible and accurate understandings about the topics and/or research processes. As Gavin (2021) suggested in Article 4a, researcher responsibility is closely tied to recognition of and
	-
	-
	-

	Ten of the studies emphasized the importance of “deep listening” (four) and “witnessing” (six) by participatory co-researchers. As Sánchez (2021) explained in Article 4c: 
	In bearing witness to the participants’ testimonios, I was able to engage in open and vulnerable reflections alongside them—strengthening our friendship and connection well beyond the purposes of the study. (p. 5) 
	As “witnessing” extends beyond basic “listening” in its demand for the researcher’s silence, stillness, and reverence, this author demonstrated a way that discourse can construct and legitimize participant knowledge, story, experience, and sharing—all of which are essential for recognition of expertise and authority within participatory research. Similarly, in Article 3d, San Pedro (2018)—referencing Patel (2016)—suggests that “rooting the sharing and listening of stories in research” helps shift knowledge 
	-
	-

	While the studies all drew in some way upon conventional data collection methods, such as surveys, formal interviews, observations, and focus groups, 15 emphasized ways participatory approaches transform these methods from being “extractive” to “legitimized” and “collaborative.” Across these examples, authors endeavored to be a part of the conversation or a witness to community knowledge, instead of outsider experts who are independently responsible for research planning and sense-making. Many of the articl
	-
	-

	Methodological transparency is important in terms of responsibility and answerability, and this study revealed that a majority of studies (20 of 26) offered numerous (i.e., more than five) descriptors of specific co-determined methods. Of particular note, 18 studies demonstrated clear efforts to “walk the talk” of participatory values through descriptions of their methods of analysis and interpretation. Authors used “journaling” to guide self-reflection (e.g., 4a, 1b, 2e), “spirals” to frame dialogic analys
	-

	We used pens, markers, highlighters, and sticky notes to name preliminary themes, to connect to familial histories and to the theorizing that was taking place between participants and their family members, and to forge collective themes. (p. 1124) 
	In Article 4a, Gavin’s (2021) child co-researchers used “Padlet posts” to share understandings “multimodally in images, words, and emojis” (p.6). In two of the studies (5a, 5c), participants were able to “curate” their own stories using digital media or PhotoVoice, thereby engaging them directly in the condensing, organization, and representation of data. Relatedly, 10 studies described opportunities for participants/co-researchers to engage in multimodal co-sharing of study results, including co-presentati
	-

	Five studies noted multimodal reframing offers a “source of strength” or access to “cutting-edge” insights. In addition to more common qualitative methodologies such as oral history (used by two studies), case study (three), ethnography (four), and CDA (two), five articles noted use of emerging methodologies such as Storywork (5c, 2d),  (1b, 4c), and PhotoVoice (5c), which are often, if not always, participatory in nature. Such methodologies offer opportunities to advance critical, community-legitimized par
	Testimonio

	Discussion: braiding Participatory Values “Talk” With the Methodological “Walk” 
	The primary purpose of this meta-methodology is to determine the ways articles in leading educational research journals braid participatory values discourse (“the talk”) with relational, reciprocal, and responsible methodological practice (“the walk”). The metaphor of “weaving” or “braiding” “talk” with the “walk” is particularly apt when applied to participatory research, given such work’s intent to integrate theory and values discourse with methods, practice, and transforma-tive action (Tachine & Nicolazz
	-
	-

	The Central Strand: Practicing Relationality to Advance Methodology and Theory 
	The relationality strand of the theoretical-methodological framework proved integral to insights synthesized across this meta-methodology, as it is the value that anchors the others. Without authentic and sustained relationality, meaningful reciprocity would be unlikely, and responsibility might fail to connect theory and research to practice and change in relevant ways (Israel et al., 2018; Tuck & Guishard, 2013). Research that is fully participatory demands “deeply relational intellectual and emotional la
	The relationality strand of the theoretical-methodological framework proved integral to insights synthesized across this meta-methodology, as it is the value that anchors the others. Without authentic and sustained relationality, meaningful reciprocity would be unlikely, and responsibility might fail to connect theory and research to practice and change in relevant ways (Israel et al., 2018; Tuck & Guishard, 2013). Research that is fully participatory demands “deeply relational intellectual and emotional la
	engaging in research  participants instead of on them (Bang & Vossoughi, 2016; Tuck & McKenzie, 2015). 
	with


	As the studies synthesized in this meta-methodology demonstrated, discursive representations of relationality reflect a shift in the researcher-participant binary through (re)allocation of roles, power, and agency. In Article 3d, San Pedro (2018) explains: 
	Creating, nurturing, and sustaining relationships (even after the research project has “concluded”) provides storying interactions where our truths (within that moment) become interconnected with participants’ storied realities. In this way, our stories are interconnected, linked, braided. (p. 1197) 
	Similarly, the plans and experiences documented within articles included in this study offer examples of “interconnected stories” that highlight the centrality of “creating, nurturing, and sustaining relationships” through participatory research. This synthesis drew upon what van Leeuwen (2008) terms  (pp. 32–35) to examine ways the various “participants” view their roles and relationships as grounded in theories, positionalities, and subjectivities; how they interact with, relate to, and support each other
	role alloca
	-
	tion

	To advance  collective sense-making, authors described using dialogical/conversational methods, shared storying/witnessing, and explicit discussions about power and positionality. The need for highly relational work is founded upon a recognition of, and reverence for, unique community and participant strengths and expertise that lead to new knowledge, cutting edge perspectives, and transfer to practice (Martinez-Vargas, 2022). Such reciprocal exchanges of insights depend upon responsible access to and shari
	methodological
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Additionally, the authors often drew attention to the potential for participatory research processes to advance  collective sense-making. Engaging with theory, while often viewed as the exclusive domain of academics, can be an important activity for co-researchers and community partners, especially within critical participatory research. Six of the articles in this study applied “grounded theory,” which Miles et al. (2014) explain “uses a series of cumulative coding cycles and reflective analytic memoing to
	theoretical
	-

	As theory, research, and practice are interwoven within communities, especially those that have been minoritized (Bang & Vossoughi, 2016; Brayboy, 2005), cultural or community protocols can and should inform interpretations within participatory research. Therefore, the theories, processes, and practices used to guide participatory studies may pre-date the study’s design. For example, instead of 
	As theory, research, and practice are interwoven within communities, especially those that have been minoritized (Bang & Vossoughi, 2016; Brayboy, 2005), cultural or community protocols can and should inform interpretations within participatory research. Therefore, the theories, processes, and practices used to guide participatory studies may pre-date the study’s design. For example, instead of 
	-
	-

	claiming to use “grounded theory,” Bishop et al. (2014) apply values emphasized by Kaupapa Māori, which as the authors explain “is a discourse of proactive theory and practice, developed by Māori scholars in New Zealand” (p. 188). 

	Stronger Together: Reenvisioning Reciprocity Throughout Research Design 
	As Tuck and Guishard (2013) note, and as the results of this meta-methodology affirm, the main purpose of participatory research is to create action to address community-determined needs and interests both within the present and future. Similarly, van Leeuwen (2008) encourages analysis of the “discursive construction of purpose” (pp. 124–135), which includes evaluating the ways discourse attends to  (pp. 128–130). As van Leeuwen (2008) explains, such action can be “future-oriented,” as it “may be constructe
	-
	means-oriented action
	potential
	-
	through
	-
	out
	beyond

	Attending to collective, future-oriented goals not only requires respect for existing community expertise, but it also demands holding space for community partners to describe “desire-centered” interests that shape the future and to do so in their own ways and using their own words (Tuck, 2009b). Unfortunately, in scholarship surrounding participant voice, discursive constructions such as “give voice” or “empower” can suggest a dependency on the researcher-as-expert (or, even, researcher-as-savior). As situ
	-
	-

	While conventional academic educational research often focuses on hierarchical and linear understandings of needs, expertise, solutions, and power by excluding self- and community-determined voices, interpretations, and worldviews, the majority of the studies in this meta-methodology sought to advance a “democratic impulse” (Schwandt, 2007, p. 221) and justice-oriented values (Martinez-Vargas, 2022) while challenging normative assumptions of power and expertise (Bang & Vossoughi, 2016; Patel, 2016; Tuck & M
	-
	-
	deagentializa-tion
	-

	Despite its importance within participatory research, in this meta-methodology it was sometimes difficult to evaluate the transfer of theoretical reciprocity to methodological practice given the tendency of authors to use vague language (e.g., “we discussed power differences” and “develop[ed] a plan”). Readers may be left wondering, “What did these discussions entail?” and “What was the process for developing the plan?” This vagueness illuminates the difficulty in shifting theory to practice through written
	-

	Wrapping Around: Responsibility to Center Community Authority 
	In terms of “walking the talk” of participatory research, responsibility to communities and participants is essential for connecting theory to methodology (Israel et al., 1998; Jacobson & Rugeley, 2007; Northway, 2010; Penuel et al., 2020). Throughout many of the articles analyzed in this study, this sense of responsibility transcends conventional researcher-participant relationships and understandings of reciprocity. Participatory scholars recognize responsibility by  decision-making of community partners 
	-
	centering
	-
	authori-tization
	-
	-

	Analysis and synthesis of the articles’ methodological discourse revealed that most of the analyzed studies adhered to participatory epistemologies in legitimate (i.e., rigorous, comprehensive, and valuable) ways. Participatory scholars have long challenged assumptions that pursuit of context-specific “practicality” in research is inferior to other pursuits (i.e., those that claim to “advance” theoretical knowledge in generalizable ways), arguing instead that participatory research can link “imagined possib
	-
	advance
	-

	That said, as is true with all aspects of research (re)theorizing, design, practice, and dissemination, participatory approaches can be applied with wide variation of integrity and comprehensiveness. Methods and methodologies can be implemented to align with participatory orientations (e.g., engaging partners in peer interviewing, facilitating collective sense-making through talking circles), but they can also be used in ways that are anti-participatory and that preserve researcher-observer and participant-
	Given this methodological variation, entities that lead and influence the field of educational research play important roles in setting expectations for responsible 
	Given this methodological variation, entities that lead and influence the field of educational research play important roles in setting expectations for responsible 
	participatory research. Such entities can highlight the legitimacy, expertise, and authority of communities, instead of imposing narrow definitions of validity shaped by academic institutions and publishers. To further recognize the importance of participatory research, publishers and academic leaders can advocate and hold space for innovative, multimodal, and accessible formats within journals, tenure and promotion processes, and community-university partnerships. 
	-
	-


	Importantly, critical participatory research, including many of the studies analyzed in this meta-methodology, challenges conventional researcher-participant binaries and relationships by reenvisioning legitimacy both theoretically and methodologically. In nonparticipatory research, there is an assumption that academics are the best-positioned to theorize, validate, and otherwise “legitimize” research applications. Critical participatory research confronts these assumptions by reenvisioning researcher-parti
	-
	-
	-

	This reenvisioning highlights important distinctions between research, critical research, and critical participatory research. Conventional research prioritizes and legitimizes researcher authority over participant authority. While critical scholars may rely upon critical theory to inform their decisions, they often remain the overall research authority. Within critical participatory research, academic researchers, peer reviewers, and publishers are not the sole determiners of legitimacy; community partners
	-
	authority
	and

	Conclusion: limitations, Recommendations, and Future Directions 
	Critical participatory scholars advocate for a space that engages educators, scholars, and learners in work that is simultaneously educative and transformative as a means to transfer theoretical “talk” to methodological “walk” (Caraballo et al., 2017; Tuck & Guishard, 2013; Vossoughi & Zavala, 2020). This meta-methodology sought to answer the question: How does leading educational research braid participatory values discourse (“the talk”) with relational, reciprocal, and responsible methods (“the walk”)? Ov
	-
	-
	-

	Although this study focused on synthesis of participatory research articles, it was not itself participatory. As an interpretive synthesis, it relied upon systematic practices widely accepted within academic circles and upon my limited interpretation, which as an academically trained, white professor from a middle-class background 
	Although this study focused on synthesis of participatory research articles, it was not itself participatory. As an interpretive synthesis, it relied upon systematic practices widely accepted within academic circles and upon my limited interpretation, which as an academically trained, white professor from a middle-class background 
	-

	potentially reinforces the very power structures critical participatory work seeks to dismantle. Ideally, analysis, review, synthesis, and communication would be conducted collaboratively with representative co-researchers from diverse positionali-ties, across contexts, and via multiple modalities. In the case of a meta-study analyzing academic articles, extensive collaboration is difficult given limited access to articles, time needed to review hundreds of pages of academic text, and diversity of contexts 
	-
	-
	-


	Scholars also should consider ways to integrate participatory processes and/or values with systematic data analysis methods to advance critical theory-into-practice. In the case of this study, I wove participatory values of relationality, reciprocity, and responsibility with several of van Leeuwen’s (2008) categories for CDA (social actors’ role allocation, purpose, and legitimacy). Again, while this study was neither participatory nor an example of CDA, the integration of participatory and CDA ideas offers
	-
	-
	-

	As this study’s overall process was critical and interpretive, it is inherently subjective. Much of the analysis assumed that discursive descriptions of sample article authors were accurate representations of both values and practice. It is possible that authors could have “talked the talk” of participatory work without “walking the talk.” Critical and participatory scholars encourage engagement with subjectivity, and I made ongoing efforts to reflect on my positionality, to engage with the positionalities 
	-
	-
	-
	-

	In the spirit of continued collective learning, I offer questions related to insights illuminated through this study. Several of the authors noted disconnects between academic values and participatory practice, especially when scholars face institutional and systemic pressures to use conventional methods, “publish-or-perish,” and pre-plan research that is time-bound. How can we enact the flexibility, vulnerability, and humility required by participatory research when we are a part of institutions, systems, 
	-
	-
	collectively

	Many of the articles in this meta-methodology were authored by teams of authors from across academic contexts, and 3 of the 26 included community leaders or facilitators as coauthors. Others, including several pieces by solo authors, were written by community insiders who are also academic researchers. However, 
	Many of the articles in this meta-methodology were authored by teams of authors from across academic contexts, and 3 of the 26 included community leaders or facilitators as coauthors. Others, including several pieces by solo authors, were written by community insiders who are also academic researchers. However, 
	-

	only three of the 26 articles explicitly named participants as coauthors. To close the theory/research and practice gaps, and more effectively support the three values framing participatory scholarship, scholars and authors might consider ways to more fully involve participants/co-researchers in coauthoring academic articles and in peer review processes (Stanton et al., 2024). Documentation of collective sense-making activities, participant/co-researcher critique of drafts, and incorporation of multimodal e
	-
	-
	AERA Open
	AERJ


	Change within the field and AERA journals is happening, although it remains slow: In the time between this study’s completion (July 2022) and the July 2024 finalization of this article following multiple rounds of review, six additional published articles likely would have qualified for inclusion in the sample (Baldridge et al., 2024; Conrad & Hardison-Stevens, 2024; Cutuli et al., 2024; Machado et al., 2023; Peters et al., 2024; Wessel-Powell et al., 2023). In thinking about our next directions, what can w
	-
	-

	Despite the field of education’s focus on service to communities and children, educational researchers have been criticized for using tools, approaches, and beliefs that are deficit-laden, othering, elitist, and disconnected from lived experiences and future-oriented desires of stakeholders. How can we enact participatory work to better honor local knowledges, theories, and methodologies? How might we reposition students, teachers, community members, and other participants to value their expertise? How migh
	-
	-
	with 
	critical and transformative
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