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3.Innovation through action

Perceptions of farmers about the declining soif fertifity

The research team (composed of the scientist and extension officers) wanted first to assess
farmers’ perceptions of soil fertility in the area. This was seen as an opportunity to leam
about practices previously used by farmers and get suggestions from them on how to move
forward, Az this stage, members of the research team were trying to bring into practice
what they had learned from PEA and the PTD workshops ~ how o involve farmers right
trom the start of participatory rescarch processes. Key questions that guided the discussions
during the meeting with farmers werc:

» Whart do you understand by declining soil fertlicy?

How doces this problem present and how long has it existed?

What did you do to address tie problem and what were the resulis?

What do you think should be done to solve this problem in the furuee?

"These questions provided an opportunity to start discassions with farmers and were followed
by deeper discussions o unpack some issues, Table 2 shows some of the regponses from
farmers in the problem analysis exercise.

Just like when we go o the doctor for a check up when we are sick, we now know
thar soils also need to be tested or doctored to derermine their nutritional status and
for farmers to apply necessary inputs’ (farmers from Spitzkop, March 2000).

During the discussions, farmers indicated thar soil samples had been taken before by the
extension officers and fertiliser agencies, but the resnlts were never discussed wich them, It
was then agreed with farmers that since there were no previous records on soil analysis, be
it from the extension officer or the fertiliser companies, soils samples would be taken from
farmer groups that were interested. The rescarch team saw this as an opportunity to get to
know the nurritional status of the soils and widen the scope of options that could be tried
out by farmers. Furthermore, agreement at the end of the meeting was that those who were
part of these awarencss meetings would hold meetings with their constituendies to report
what transpired. During these meetings, they would also share with the members agreements
on steps that would be followed to solve the problem of declining soil fertility. The farmers

Table 2. Perceptions held by farmers on declining soil fertility in one of the three villages.

Village Description of the problam

GaMegano Dedining yields
Crops become stunted after weeding
Maize leaves turm vellow. even after application of fertilisers
Maize grown on infertile soils is badly infested with striga
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also agreed thar they were going to discuss with their colleagues how they were going to pay
for the cost of analysis since this service was no longer given for free.

Farmer mobilisation for paying for the costs of soil analysis

It emerged from several interactive meetitigs that although extension officers and fertiliser
companics used to take soil samples Fom fammers’ Lelds, farmers working in the project
groups® wete often unaware that their soils had been tested, as they were neither involved
in the sampling nor fed back rhe results. Havingbcen Iargcly ignored by extension agentsin
the past most of the farmers from communal groups® were also unaware of the benefits of
soil analysis. The first awareness meeting aroused the interest of farmers from the communal

field to have their soils tested as well.

Farmers agreed during their meetings that they were going to collect money to pay for the
costs of soil analysis. There was a differenice in the manner in which farmer groups paid for
the costs of soil analysis. All project groups contributed money from their joint project
savings account, wheréas the communal groups had to make individual collections to make
up the required amount. This meant an initiation to mobilise the communal farmers who
had previously operated independendy from the éxtension officers and researchers. Soil
samples were analysed for physical and chemicals properties at 2 60% discount, negotiated
by the research team on behalf of the farmers { Table 3). Once farmers had collected all the
money, zrrangements were made with their répresentatives to set np a demonstration on
how to take soil samples. The demonstrations to the farmers were done in the field by the
research team, thereafter farmers had to do it themselves. When doing the soil sampling,

3 Project gronp is 2 group of farmers working doscly with the avension officer and following the orders and
dedsions of the afficer. More often than nor, the group ¢onstitution governing the farmers was developed by
the office.

4 A communat group is a group of farmers who practise their agricalrure independently withourt the help of
the Incal exwensdon afficers. Their gronp is formed on an inforal hase and they are not obbiged m form 2
management commictee, The afficers have no influence an the decision-making yrocesses of the group.

Table 3. Soil sampling in the pilot and other villages (R 8=1 USS). '

Factor Trend over seasons

99/00 0o0/01 01/02 Total
No of villages 3 12 B ]
No. of samples collected 16 29 23 68
Money paid by farmers R 1,070 R 1,885 R2.065 R 4,930
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farmers would argue and correct each other when mistakes were made, which was a sign
thar they were beginning to comprehend the soil sampling process.

Simplifying feedback of soil analysis results to the farmers

"We are used to seeing our extension officers and fertiliser agents taking soil samples
from our ficlds, but we never hear from them again’ {(comments by farmers at
GaMogano village - August 1999).

The last part of this statement by farmers from this village creared alot of discomfort to the
research team. It meant that farmers were expectingus to do things differently from the way
it was done by other rescarchers in the past, but most importandly, that they were curious
o know the nutricional starus of their soil.

Atfier getting the results, the research tcam used gnidelines from Borman et al. (1989) torate
the levels of esscntial elements and suggest differens options for impravement. To simplify
the prosensation of the sdantific information 1o farmers, the team doveloped several toals.
They made colour posters illustrating the symptoms of nutrient deficiency and using the
locat language. They also used a lever scale (Fignre 2} to illustrate the water-retaining capaciry
of soil and manure, and a magnet and pins to demonstrate the importance of manure in
increasing the nutrient-retaining capaciry of soils. These tools proved highly effective as a
means of presenting analytical results ina simple formaz that enabled farmers to understand
the nutritional status of their soils {see the comment from a PhD reseaccher in Box 1),

Figure 2 Level scale for demonstrating the water-retaining capacity of the soils,
‘Now our extension officers are able to explain to us in a simplistic and practical manner things
that we thought were complicated’ (A farmer at GaMogano, August 1999).

Research in action 51



Johannes Ramaru, Jiirgen Hagmann, Zacharia Mamabolo, Michael Netshivhodza

Box 1. E-mail message reaction to Ramaru ef 4/ (2000), Thursday, May 31,
2001 1G:35 AM.

Sir, I was thrilled reading through a picce of work you wrote on improving soil fertility
management in South Africa. [ am a WARDA PhID research fellow in IITA Ibadan. My
field of rescarch is soil chemistry wich cmphasis on how ro improve soil frility through 3
participatory approach ina rice based soil in South-Western Nigeria. I know thar informarion
on soil testing result is valuable and needed for soil fercility management. All the while ary
major challenge was how to get such information across to farmers. However, on reading
your publicarion ] was glad _..] wnuld alse appreciate auy other informarion that wounld aid
my research work... Thanks. .

The first results were fed back by the researchersat a village called GaMogano and there was
a frightening misunderstanding ar the start of the meeting. The meeting opened with the
usual prayer, welcome and inwoductions, Researchers ontlined the objectives of the meeting
and linked the meeting to those held in the past. Next, the research team had planned an
exercise designed to raise awareness about declining soil fertility, and to enable farmers to
understand how the causes of declining soil fertility iead to the resuits shown in the soii
analysis. Suddenly, the mood of farmers changed when they were asked to form small groups
to do the exercise. To everyone’s amazement, they refused to do so, arguing thas they had
formed groups in the previous mecting and handed out infonmation, and they were fed up
with it. The farmiers wanted to see the results of the soil analysis immediately. Although the
facilitators tried to explain the purpose of the exercise and how it was linked to feedback
on the results, farmers were adamant that they would only stay ar the meeting if they were
given the results of the soil samples first. The local village leaders tried to persuade them 1o

aligned the programme according to the wishes of the farmers (Ramaru e7 2/, 2000).

Before soil results were presented, farmers shared their knowledge on the nutritional levels
of soils that had been analysed. As an indicator of the level of soil fertility. they provided
informarion about the plants that would be found on poor or fertile soils (Figure 3).
Discussions on the results of the different scts of soils were held and, interestingly, the
knowledge of farmers and laboratory results correlated well. The results of soil analysis
showed a higher level of nutritional elements in the project fields than in the communal fields
(Table 4). Based on the resules, a set of options for soil fertility improvement were suggestcd
by the research team and they included application of fertlisers, manures, compost, and
dolomitic liming material.

Farmers were excited to learn that they had a choice from a pool of options to improve
their soil ferility. They could also try out different combinations of the inputs and then
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Figure 3. Hustrations by farmers on plants that are found on poor and fertile soils.

Table 4. Results of chemical soif analysis taken in 1999,

Soil parameter GaThaba GaMogano Spitzkop

PF ar PF F PF ag

N=1 N=7 =2 W=2 =i =3
pH (water) 56 63 58 7.2 60 59
P (Bray1) mu/kg 15.0 15.1 233 184 6.0 09
La {cmalc s )] 24 18 1.0 LR 12 22
Mg (cmol /kg) 098 0.80 054 1.54 0.67 1.02
K{cmol /kg) 039 0.26 035 045 0.8 027
Na {omel, /kg) 0.10 0.05 0.05 005 0.05 006
Titretable acidity {cmol kg 0 o 0.08 0 0 0

Note: PF = project field; CF = communatl field, N= rmumber of samples.

share the lessons and the results. In the past, the decision on what to apply in the field came
as 3 command from the extension officers. But at this stage chere were still more questions

than solutions. The first challenge thar farmers had 10 address was how to access some of
the options discussed.

“We made it, the tools worked according to plan’ This was an expression made by one of the
officers during the reflection meeting.
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Farmer linkages with the suppliers for inputs

In the past it was only the extension officer who knew where te get inputs. When he/
she died, he/she would be buried with the input, and when he/she was aansterred,
the input would also follow' (farmer in Spitzkop, 1999).

Having agreed with farmers to starz improving their soil ferzilicy status using various rypes

of inputs, farmers were faced with chailenges such as:

s How are we going to access different inputs and purchase chem?

» How arewe going to get contact with the various supplicrs and the quotations for prices
of inputs?

»  What would be the most cost-efficiens way of buying inputs? What about the dclivery
of the inputs to the communities? .

» How could the newly established umbrella organisations® (UOs) help in facilitating the

process of accessing the inputs?

The formulation of those challenges helped the research team and farmers to develop
strategies for accessing suggested inputs.

Farmer representatives, mainly from the established umbrella organisations, were chosen o
start the negotiation with the inpur suppliers. The meetings were such that more than ane
supplier would be invited to offer services and discuss prices and terms of delivery of the
inputs to the community. Agreements would be reached about the volume of inpurs bought
by farmers, how they could qualify for a discount and how farmers would make payments.
After meeting with the suppliers, farmer representatives wouid arrange community meetings
rogether with the local leadership for feedback on the agreements with the service providers.
The final decision to choose an appropriate input supplier is made during feedback meetings
by representatives to the communities (Ramaru ez 4., 2004). This process was used mainly
for accessing ferilisers and dolomitic lime {sec Tigure 4). The differenice with other inputs
was thar with carde and poultry manure, the farmers only had to pay for hiring ransport
since the inpurs werc donated by big commercial livestock companies. The overall results
from this process are shown in Table 5.

The original assumption by the research team was that farmers were not buying inputs such
as fertilisers becavse they did not have money (mostly the communal farmers). This process
revealed that once farmers were aware of the soil nutritional starus, they were keen to form
community forums such as umbrella organisations that would link with input supplicrs.
"These processes made farmers interalise negotiation skills. They also started to excrcise
their purchasing power to their own benefit.

3 Umbrella organizations (UOs) have juse been formed. They are funcrioning as avillape forum from which ali
the different farmer graups would select two represenrarives for the purposes of accessing services.
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Figure 4. Lime delivered by the input suppiier to the viflage.

Table 5. Number of villages and farmers involved in the acquisition of inputs ({total amount of
money that was coniribuied by farmers tg purchase inputs, R8 = 7 US3}.

o - o P o
8 =} 2 ‘o z <
= S = 8. 3¢
o = = b ] S = Et
Input Factor ol R 8 g% =88
Fertilisers number of villages 3 4 26 1
number of farmers 404 333 221 1,012
number of bags (S0 kqg) 887 624 3818 1,776 458,547
Dolomitic fime  number of villages 3 2 9 5
number of farmers 74 9 198 92
number of baqs (50 kg) 648 18 2,541 1,069 39,149
Poultry manure numbes of vilages 3 4 2 3
number of fanmers &0 53 54 56
amount of manuse 27 2] 83 43 15,436
ccliected {tons}
Cattle manure  number of villages (] o 9 3
number of farmers 0 4] 168 56
amount of manure 0 4] 1552 52 37.485
¢ollected (tons)

Experimenting with new options and sharing with others
At this stage of the process, farmers managed to acquire inputs to improve the ferdlity of

their soil, some of which were new to them. Most of them did not want to apply the new
inputs to all their land for fear of losing their production in case the untested inputs would
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damage their crops. For the rescarch rcam, this provided an opportunity to initiate and
discuss with farmers the concept of farmers’ experiments.

Awareness on the concept of experimentation

Field meetings were organised with farmers interested in trying out new options to discuss
possible experimental designs (see Figure 5). During these meetings, the research ream and
farmers would agrec on a set of indicators that would be used to assess the performance of
the different inputs on their crops in the fields.

"These meetings were guided by the following questions:
s Whar do we want to learn from the experiments?

¢ How do we know if something has worked or not?

s Whar do we measure or observe and who does whart?
When do we take the measurements?

What results do we share?

When do wc want o sharc this information?

Who will be responsible for what?

During thosc meetings, the research team informed farmers that they wanted ro monitor
and assess certain parameters that included number of days crops take 1o emerge, rassel,
sitk and ripen; number of cobs; signs of nutrient deficieney; infestarion by pests and yield
(grain yield and mass of stover). Farmers, on the other hand, indicared thar they would be
intcrested in observing the speed (in terms of the number of days) at which crops responded
to the different options and greenness or signs of nutrient deficiency. In this regard. it turned
out that farmers were observing changes brought about by the different inputs in a broad

context.

‘I always thought that the issuc of experimentation and designing of trials was a
marnmoth and complicated rask and was the sole work of researchers. But having

Figure 5, A farmer demonstrating a trial on a smaif portion of land.
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donc this step pracrically with farmers, I can now understand the experimentation
process much berter than 1 would have learned this at a university or college’ (An

P AN

extension officer during monitoring of farmers’ experiments, january 20600).

Although many farmers were initially enthusiastic about experimenting with several options,
relatively few went beyond the planning stage and actually carried cut tests in their fields (See
Table 8}, I soon turned out that some farmers prefemed to see how wials could be designed
and would larer implement them independently in cheir fields. These farmers wanted to try
out different options and combinations on their own. This is after they realised that trials
madc with the help of researchers were limited to certain optionsand conditions which did
not necessarily correspond to the conditions on their owa land

During the monitoring of the experiments, there were instances where farmers shared
what changes they observed in terms of soil structures and reduction of some sail pests
where lime was used. This was a surprise to the research team because they could not detect
those differences even thongh they were often visiting the fields. The researchers began 1o
recognise that farmers had years of knowledge of their soils enabling them 1o see the most
subtle differences in their Jand.

Table 6. Number and types of experiments tested by farmers (Ramaru et al, 2000}

Type of experiment GaThaba GaMiogano Spizkop Total
PF CcF PF CF PF CF
Fertiliser' - 5 4 - 4 - 13
Dolomite 2 1 - i 3 1 B
Dolomite + fertilisers 1 4 3 1 6 1 16
Chicken manure £ 1 &
Chicken manure + dolomite 7 2 - - - - g
Kraal manure 4 2 - - - - &
Kraal manure + dolomite 4 1 - - - - 5
Goat manure + fertiliser - - 1 - - - 1
Total 23 16 8 2 13 2 64

Mote: PF= project field; OF= communal field.
1fertiliser formula is N:P-K = 2:3:2 (N = nitrogen; P = phosphorus; K = potassiumj.
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Farmers sharing with other farmers and outsiders

In addition to the usual field days that extension officers had organised for farmers in the
past, the farmers - with the help of the rescarch team - organised what is called mid-scason
evaluations (MSE). This event was a new concept for the farmers and researchers but they
wanted to try it after they learned about i¢ from farmers in Zimbabwe during an exposure
visit. Hagmann ez 2l. (1998) distinguish between mid-season evaluations and classical field
days; in the former, all farmers within and cutside the village are invited to see experiments
int the helds whereas the latzer is organised around 2 homestead or an office.

Buring the mid-season evaluation, farmers would share snccesses and challenges that they
experienced in trying out different options to solve their technical problems in the ficld
{Figure §). For the first time, farmers shared with others how they managed to organise
themselves into umbrella organisations to help them access inputs. These mid-season
evaluations were so successful that they have turned inro annual events organised by

farmers.

Figure 6. Farmers from other villages were invited to share in the knowiedge acquired during
MSE.

> PR PR

Assessing the difiereit options and planning for the coming seasoh
'The next step was for the research team to get farmers’ judgement on the performance of
the different options in the fields. Furthermore, it had to be decided how farmers would

plan activities for the coming scason.
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Assessing technological options

The research team developed an assessment matrix on a Jarge and laminated sheet allowing
farmers to write technalogical options in a vertical column and criteria in 2 horizontal
row. Depending on the number of criteria used to judge the options, a range of scores were
developed to rank the performance of each option. Each group selected a spokesperson to
present and explain the assessment of the options in a plenary meeting. The farmers would
then anaiyse the differences and simifarities across the different groups.

It was reported in the meeting that a number of farmers had carried out their own and
independent experiments without the help of the researchers (see Table 7 and compare with
Table 6}. Tt was then decided that farmer-led experiments should also be included in the
asscssment exercise, [t transpired dhar these kinds of informal experiments have always been
done bya few farmers but there was no regular forum ro share and discuss thesc innovations,
In general, most of the farmers at the meetings developed more interest in technological
eptions initiated by the fellow-farmer innovators and were willing to explore on them
furcher the following scason. These experimentation processes provided an opportunity
for the farmers and the research team to engage in the learning process, something that had

never been done before.

‘Tharvested 40 bags of sweet potato seed vines on the plot where 1 applied lime last
scason and harvested only 25 bags of vines on an arca where lime was not applied’

{Rosinah Libago, 2 farmers from Mbahela).

Table 7. Rating of soil fertility options independently initiated and implemented by farmers
{Ramaru et al, 2000},

Gathaba GaMegano Spitzkop
Techinolagy Average Technoiogy Average Technology Average
score store score
Goat manure 12 (Goat manure 15 Ash 15
Goat manure T dolomite 10 Chicken manure is Sow dust 14
Malt + dolomite + fertiliser 13 Goatmanure 13
Cattle manure & Malt 1
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Planning for the coming season

Village meetings to develop plans for the coming season started with recapirlating the
tesults of the assessment of the different technological options. This exercise led to new
discussions that either validated the assessment results or clarified what was discussed during
the last meeting on the assessment of the technological options. The plans for the coming
seasons were based on the following challenges:

» How best to spread the opdons that have proved to work?

» How can farmers strengthen their organisarional capacity to accessinputs for the options

that arc working?
s What is the best way 1o do more experiments on the options that are still questionable

and who should do diese caperimenis?

3.4 The spread of the soil fertility management inncvation process

The sharing of knowledge during the organised mid — season evaluations has been the
most effective means by which other farmers and ofhcers have been exposed te the soil
fertility management process. It is not unusual to hear farmers asking: “‘When are researchers
coming 1o do the same thing at our village? or "When is our officer going to be trained in the
Participatory Extension Approach and soil fertility management process?”

The experience gained from the implementarion of soil fertility management in the three
pilot villages provided an opportunity for the research team to design a training workshop
for other extension officers and scientists. This would enable other officers ro get acquaineed
with the process and cpable them 1o engage morc farmers in thcir villages. Two workshops
were designed:

o ‘The first was a five-day workshop wherv the participants were raken dhrough alf che
steps of soil fertility management. During the workshop, officers wounld be exposed
te the laboratory sensp to better understand the process of soil analysic, The officers
also developed operational plans illustrating how they could implement soil fertility
management in the villages that they supported.

 The same officer was given the opportunity to attend an advanced workshop in which a
lecturer from the local university elaborated on the scientific aspects of soil science.

The farmers teceived a simplified version of the first soil ferulity management training
workshop that was given to the officers. They also managed to visit the soil science Iaboratory
and had an opportunity o do some simple tests such as determining the acidity and
alkalinity of the soil through a pH metre. Back in their villages, they shared the knowledge
they acquired at a meeting organised by the community leaders. These farmers were then
invited to:

o Train the local farmers groups in their villages and beyond
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» Create awareness among extension officers and scientists who were not trained in the
Participatory Extension Approach process. Realising that the farmers were able to be
articulate abour the process and were confidently sharing their expericnces, the officers
selected 1o be trained had a vision of what kind of farmers these pardcipatory processes
could produce.

From the assessment process conducted during 2004/2005, it was found thar all the technical
innovations had spread over all the districts of the Limpopo Province. For soil tertility
management, Kganyago ez 2/ (2005) showed that this innovation was implernented in 105
villages around the districts as follows: 24 in Capricorn, 74 in Yhembc, 2 in Mopani, 2 in
Sekhukhune and 3 in Bohlabela.

3.5 Lessons from the reflection on the experiences

‘The reflection on the process of soil fertility management by the research team resulced in
the identification of the success factors that werc of imporiance for the unfolding process

{Figure 7).

Subsequent reflection by the research team revealed that both the farmers and ofhicers
had gone through 2 process of joint learning during the development of the scil ferdiliy
management process. Table 8 documents changes that occurred among the farmers and
officers at differenc stages of the soil fertility management process.

A Extension N/ Fadlitation

approach for skills by extension
food security and research _
Reflection Laboratory
analysis of
and planning sails

N~/
~
Technology

Development

assessment improving soll fertility of tools far
and development management facilitation
W O factshest / y

tinkage with
the input
suppliers

Knowledge -
information
sharing _

AN / Technoiogy
development and
rying aut aptio

Figure 7. Strategy for soil fertility management in smallholder farming systems.
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Table 8. The learning of researchers and farmers in the different steps of the process.

SFM process step What charged and what was learned How the proces; manifasted It;elf
Researchers Farmers
SFM step O: Extenslon officers & scientist From participatory rural appraisal (PRA)  Mentoring and backstopplng on the
PEA Training workshops  Internalise some of the values workshops, faimers are awara of their PEA pravided by external corsultants
of Researchers & such as recognising farmers /local situation and identify thelr technlcal
Extension officers (E0)  knowledge, self-organisation, self-  problems
rellance
SFM step O: Wanted to help farmers butdid not  Farmers were desperate and nzeded new  Established research teams composed
Soll Prablem know how todo it types of fertlilsers of extension oficers and scientists to
identification support new needs
SFM step 0: After the PTD tralning, started to Plans were shared with the supervisors
Planning the research have a vision on how to start the of the officers so that they would give
process process af SFM in selecied villages logistical support
SFM step 1: Learned that farmers use local Farmers becams curlous to test thelr soils  Facilitation skills gained during the
Farme:s'perceptionson  language to describe scientific and volunteerad to pay for the costs PEA helped officers to communicate
soil fertility things, e.g. yellowing of feaves scientific Information to farmers
thraugh the use of tools
SFM Step 2t Realised that farmers unclerstand Farmers ware scared inltially of Farmers demand the results of soil
Planning soll sampling  how to take soll samples with a experimenting but bullt up canfidence analysls through feedback because
with farmers spade rather than with an auger as they practised they have paid for tha casts of analysis
SFM step 3: As researchers, we were happy that  Farmars were happy about the results, The extension officers who are involved
Discussing the resulti of  we manzged to develop toolsthat  The results correlate with experience are able to help other groups with
soil analysis represent scientific informationina  from farmers Interpretation of soil results
simpllfied way
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Table 8. Continued

SFM process step

What charged and what was learned

How the proces; manifested itself

Researchers Farmers
SFM step 4: We use to think that farmers didn't  Farmers are existed to get discounts Umbrella organisations have been
Linkages with service have moaey - because they were when buying nputs in bulks. In established to negotiate with input
providers not buying fertilisers (rrostiy the addltion, [npu's are dellvered at not supptliers for Inputs on behalf of the
communal farmers) costs to the villages farmers
SFM step 5: ‘Il can now understand the More farmers come to learn how to A core team of experimenters selected
Designing experiments  experimentation process much desigh experirnents but some are not by farmers to try several options
with farmers easier than | would have learned interested in being involved in trials which will be shared during the mid-
this at a university or college’ (An managed together with a research season evaluation
extension officer during monitoring  team
of farmers' experiments, January
2000}
SFM step 6. Learned that farmers see and Exposure to experimentation rnade other  The mid-season evaluation caused
Experimenting with rmeasure parameters beyond farmers initiate farmer-led trials more farmers from in this and othar
new pptions and the scops of our agreement villages to get interested as well as try
sharing with others {researchers & farmers) out options to solve thelr problems
SFM step 7: Learned how to develop an Farmers impressions ‘it was the first time  Farmers are ready to choose those who

Assessing different
options & planning
new ones

assessment tool that helps farmers  we {rled some of these technologies and

to assess thelr tested tezhnologies  most of them did very well in terms of
Increasing the yield, in most of the cases,
application of individual Inputs did not
give better ylelis as compared to when
the inputs were combined (farmers from
GaMogano, June 2002)

witl undergo tralning In soll fertility
management -- most of those: chosen
have participa:ed in the trials
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It is important to emphasise that the SFM process as a learning case was nor dealt with in
isolation, It was part of other innovation processes which were fostered within community
deveiopment. For this purpose, PEA is seen as a guiding process and as a mechanism to heip
rural communities take charge of their own development by organising themsclves, innovate
and manage their own dynamic change, and bargain/negotiate with service providers
(Hagmann ef al,, 1998: Ramaru ez al, 2000).

3.6 Condlusions

The soil fertility management process is now implemented in areas such as:

a. high schools, as part of the demonstrations to help students understand the theoretical
aspects of soil scicnce in their syllabus; and

b. otherdonor-funded programmes (MacDev, LADEP & Land Care) to help their project
beneficiaries to improve their soil fertility.

The facilitators who started with the process of soil fertiliry management are now facilitating
other innovation processes (e.g. livestock mobilisation). They are functioning as learners in
the new technical arcas and as mentors in soil fertility management for new trainees. More
farmers have been trained by the soil fertility management facilitators with the help of ather
farmer trainers. The farmer-trainers are serving as coaches and mentors of newly trained
farmers during the facilitation of soil fertility management in the communities.

Also relevant to other innovation processes (soil and water conservation, small-scale sced

production and livestock management) which were developed during the implementation

of the Participatory Extension Approach process, was the fact that the innovation process
unfolded as the result of continuous joint learning among the stakeholders involved. Success
factors for the implementation of these innovations within the framework of Participarory

Extcnsion Approach are described as follows:

o Facilitation skills are import to start a process of innovation in the community. Where
possible, these skills can be learned not only by the extension officers but also by the
scientist.

» Within the rescarch ream joint planning is encouraged in erder to enhance learning
from peers in the group. The importance of preparing and sometimes rchearsing each
step together within a team of facilitarors cannot be overemphasised.

+ A reflection meeting by che research teams after the village workshop is also important
so that those who acted as facilitators could improve on the weaknesses thar might have
been identified. Continuous sharing and giving feedback should be the group norm o
facilitate learning from each other and to cnhance conceptualisation of the lessons.

o Awareness creation at all levels of the innovation process is importane for farmers to be
able 10 take informed decisions on what to do next. This can best be done with tools
designed to simplify complicated scientific information.
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A case of exemplarion action research
Leni Beskema and Ben Valkenburg
4.1 Introduction

In this contribution we prescnt a research project on processes of transformation in
organisations for elderly care in the Netherlands. In the first section we present che central
issue of the project, a demand-driven approach to elderly care. Our firse rescarch activities
on this issue were based on more or less regular rescarch methods, However, it soon becare
clear that further research would require action rescarch. In the second section we summarise
the central arguments for this: how, when and why did our research become action research.
In the third section we present the method of exemplarian action research we used.

The relationship between researcher and co-researcher is essential in a project like chis one.
On a theoretical level the members of the rescarched party are seen as co-researchers. On
a more practical level the questions as to who can be regarded as co-researchers, whar role
they play in the research project and how they can fulfil this role, have to be answered time
and again, with different answers in different sinnarions.

In the remaining sections of this article we describe how we artempred to deal with these
topics in our everyday research activitics.

4.2 A demand-driven approach as empowerment of both clients and workers

In the Netherlands the welfare state has 2 long-standing, deeply rooted supply-driven
tradition. Policy makers {and professionals) define the problems, formulate the solutions
and shape the provisions. Often the basis for doing this is knowledge thar is seen as more or
less objective (compared with the knowledge of citizens) and general (compared with the
specific context of citizens). Only in the process of policy delivery does the individual client
enter the picture. In this stage of policy delivery, the role of individual clients is nevertheless
limired. They are supposed to co-operate in a process that is not primarily based on their
own definitions of problems, analyses and strategies, but on those formulated by the political
process at a central level. There is usually lirtle room to actively discuss these definitions,

analyscs and strategies.

¢ This cortributicn is based on an extended repore on the research project in the Journat of Action Research,
2007, Volume 5(2): 161-180.
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Whatapplies to the welfare state in general, also applies to cldery care. In this supply-driven
tradicion the power of institutions over the lives of clients offers the latter verylittle room for
manoeuvre. Rules are set for the timetable of the day and professionals arrange the treatment
of ‘their’ clients. First and foremost, a demand-driven approach is developed and discussed
as an alternative for this supply-driven approach.

A demand-driven approach can be viewed as a possible answer to the growing reflexivity
of individual and social life (Giddens, 1990, 1991; Beck and Beck-Gernsheim, 2002;
Valkenburg and Lind, 2002). What do we mean by reflexivity? In modemn sociery,
knowledge is permanendy uscd, discussed and developed in everyday practice; iz involves
a process in which the meaning of knowledge is continually changed within the context of
everyday interaction, in the murual exchanges berween people. If the contexts are different,
this reciprocal process.may also be different. This changing meaning of knowledge is an
important factor in processes of individualisation. At the same time it forms the outcome
of processes of individualisadon. Based on a permanent flow of new knowledge and in
different contexts, people develop their individual identity and actions. In leading their
everyday life they further develop their knowledge. In this reflexive process what is ‘true’
for their everyday life today, may become ‘untrue’ tomorrow. Individual identity; and the
everyday life people live, has become 2 reflexive project. In this discourse a demand-driven
approach primarily means that sacial policy, including elderly care, should link upwich and
do justice to the reflexive projects of individual peeple in a reciprocal way. Put differendly:
the provisions and care should make sense and be of use within the acrual interactions and
exchange processes people engage in their daily lives. The starting poinc for doing this is
where policy and the everyday life of individuals intersect, ie. in the dialogue berween the
professional that delivers policies and the individual citizen.

In the elderly care sector the urge to implement 2 demand-driven approach is felt o be very
high, not only because of the social rendencies mentioned above, bur also duc to changing
views about age and aging. In the West age isn’t seen as a source of richness and wisdom, but
rather as the rozd to decay and dependency (Niessen, 1995; Warners, 1998, among others),
In elderly care thisis one of themain pillars of the deficit model, in-which the dependency of
old people is stressed and sometimes even increased by the institution. Opposed to this are
views of aging in which individuals are primarily defined as actors that may have problems,
but who are, nevertheless, active and competent. The modern motto would scem vo be:
‘forever young. We now speak of the fourth and fifth phases of life. If we are to believe the
advertising campaigns of some insurance companies, then the fourth phase ~ becween 55
and 75-80 — would seem to be the best phase of all, and it is in the fifth phase that 'real
aging’ comes to the fore. From this perspective the central notions for elderly care are health,
independence and the ability to run one’s own life.

Since the cighties, demand-driven care has therefore become a major phenomenon in

policy in the health care sector in the Netherlands, However, this approach implies 2
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rransformation with far-reaching consequences. In the primary process - the everyday
interactions between professionals and clients- the professional has o link the complex
and differentiated situadon, reflexivity, needs and competences of the individual clienc’
on the one hand, and the differentiated forms and instruments of care on the other. In
a demand-driven approach the professional can only to a very limited degree base this
primary process on general ideas about clients or on more traditional forms of professional
Enowledge. This way of dealing wich dients is part of a supply-driven approach, in which
general ideas about clients are translated into uniform provisions that are then delivered
to individual clients. In a demand-driven approach, the professional has, time and again,
to investigate complexity and differentiation on the level of the individual client. This
is possible only if the professional is able to develop a dialogical relationship with the
client. Furthermore, a demand-driven approach in the primary process not only has to be
supported and facilitated by the sccondary process {management, policy development in
the organisation, the organisation of care}, but also has consequences for this secondary
process as such, A demand-driven approach requires a dialogical relationship between the
primary and secondary processes, and thus reciproeal forms of management. Therefore,
a demand-driven approach requires a long-term process of implementation, in order 10
empower dients, professionals and management to adapr ro new requirements.

In the second part of this article we déal with these consequences more extensively.
4.3 Preliminary research

As we said in the introduction, more or less regular research methods were used in our first
research activities into 2 demand-driven approach.

In 1998 we were asked by RAP-Rijnstreck” to conduct research into the consequences of
demand-driven care for the working conditions of workers and personne] management
(Human Resource Management) in the elderly care sector. Ar this stage the question wasa
descriptive one: what is happening and what are the different perspectives on the subject.
We carried out a telephone survey among management and workers’ representatives in fifty
homes for the elderly, Furthermore, we carried ont 2 number of casc studies, in which we
looked more closely at four organisations. The conclusions were that although demand-
driven care was prominent in visions and mission statcments of the organisations, it had
barely been implemented at all in the primary processes of the organisations. Workers had
not been trained to work in this way. As a consequence, a task-driven organisation of work
— based on the institutionally determined supply of scrvices - continued to be the dominant
principle when organising care. Human Resource Management was underdeveloped; only
25% of the organisations had some sort of HRM officer.

? RAP-Rijnstreck is an organisation thar focuses on labour market developments in the care secror and aims a
improving the link between demand and supply in chis labour market and strengrhening HRM in the sector.
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The results of the preliminary research and case smdiesled 1o a discussion on how 1o improve
the siruation. Qur argument was that demand-driven care should first and foremost be
implemented in the everyday practice of workers in the primary pracess. Therefore, we
made a plez for creating an articulated pladform around the primary process and giving
it a central position in the transformation process. Furthermore, our argument was that
demand-driven care presupposcs a demand-driven approach on the part of workers 100, Our
advice was to arrange for a field experiment, in which new job specifications for workers
could be formulated, and adequate competences and planning methods to facilitate the
implementation of demand-driven care could be developed.

The board of RAP Rijnstreek followed our advice and started looking for elderly care homes
that could be involved in this kind of experiment. This was not without problems. In order
to be involved in such an experiment, demand-driven care had to be put high on the agenda
of the organisation. Management had 1o commit itself 1o investing time and money in
experiments with a demand-driven elderly care, in 2 situacion where both were scarce. There
were not many managers who were willing ro do so.

We finally found an organisation. Recently three different homes for the elderly had merged
into one organisation. They were looking for ways to handle the different culmires of the
homes involved in the merger and saw the proposed experiment as a fruieful way 1o approach
this. In this stage of setting up an experiment, the relationships between researchers and
management began ro shift from a researcher—customer to a researcher—co-researcher
relationship.

At first management saw the researchers as experts who could tell them how best to handle
their situation. It gradually became clear that this was not adequate. This was partly the result
of our interventions as rescarchers, Setting up an experiment and research project requires
a dialogue about the assumptions they will be based on. In this dialogue we as researchers
clarified our own assumptions, tried to make it clear that we were not experts in the above
sense and proposed a different approach to the research project. To make this more than an
academic debate, the researchers’ argnments have to be linked with the everyday experiences
of, in this case, the managers concerned. In che dialogue and the first stages of the research
project this connection was established along rwo lines.

Firstly, it gradually became clear that the evalvation and transformarion of everyday practice
required a clear and shared vision of a demand-driven approach, Like many other managers,
our managers had had negative experiences with ‘visions’ They often look nice, but have no
effect ac all’ The discussions between researchers and management made it clear chat this is
not primarily caused by unwillingness on the part of workers vo conform 1o a new vision,
buc racher by the way these visions are formulated. They are often formulaced ar the level of
the general policies of the organisation and present general assumptions that everybody can
casily agree to. Once they are formulated, the ‘rest’ is seen as a marter of implementation.
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"This approach fails to do justice to che fact that workers too have visions, and that these
visions are at the basis of their cveryday working processes.

Once they started to Jook at their own organisation from this perspective and with the
support of aur rescarch activities, our managers realised that ‘under the surface’ of shared
assumptions, very different visions were practised. The conclusion was that the development
of a general and shared vision required that general assumptions be investigated in terms
of their practical implications in the specific context of the organisation(s) and vice versa.
Furthermore, researchers and co-researchers agreed thar the visions that are held on the
different levels of the organisation should be related to each other in a reciprocal way.

Sccondly, it became clear thar the possibilities for implementing a demand-driven approach
should also be developed in a reciprocal way. This process concerned niot only the workers
in their direct interaction with clients; it also called the routines of management itsclf into
question. It stressed the inadequacy of top-down management and of applying very strict
procedures and protocols on workers. Management was challenged to create conditions
for workers to take action on their own initiative and to take responsibility for uncerzain
situations. Moreover, it became necessary to stimulate workers to be more reflexive about
their own actions, their underlying morives and abour the (intended and nnintended)
consequences of what they do.

These changing demands on management had to be met in different situations. Management
in the three homes had, up until then, fanctioned quite differently, and varied from mainly
top-down management to participative management to hardly any management at all.
Consequently, routines in the homes and starting points for discussion on possible changes
differed widely.

In terms of content, the results of the experimental study were a serof integrated theoretical
concepts on the demand-driven organisation of clderly carc and more methodical instruments
on the implementadion of these concepts in different contexts. The vision on demand-driven
care was better clarified as well as its rélationship with the position of workers and with the
organisational scructure and culture. A dynamic planning cycle to help implement demand-
driven organisations in the care sector was one of the key outcomes of this research.

In terms of the research process, it gradually became evident that an approach in which
the rescarchers develop knowledge and give advice that can then be implemented, was
inadequare. The implementation of a demand-driven approach required an approach in
which the knowledge of the researchers and the researched party are combined in 2 reciprocal
way, and in which the implementation of change was used as a research inszrument. ‘This is
only possible if managers and workers (and clients - we will return to this in the second part
of the article) have a role 25 co-researchers, who investigate and discuss their own visions, the
ways they put them into practice, and the opportunities for change in this everyday practice.
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For the researchers this means that they are able o move frecly in the three homes and stare
up discussions with all those involved (operational management, workers and clients) on the
topicsunder study. They have the opportuniry to build a situation of trust with workers {and
clients), in which the latter are willing and able to talk openly about that everyday pracrice
and the visions, motives and ideas underlying it.

In discussions berween management and researchers on this and similar points, the reflexivity
of management increased and they grew in their role as co-researchers. For them this led
to the conclusion that they could handle the further implementation of 2 demand-driven
approach themselves, rogether with workers and clients. We as researchers had ro find
another setting for further research. Based on the results to date, this further research was
based, from the outser, on the methods of (exemplarian) action research.

4.4 Exemplarian action research: implementation of demand -driven care

The results of the preliminary research raised interest among managers in other homes for
the elderly in implementing demand-driven care in their own organisation. The researchers
were asked to co-operate in this implementation. In 2002 we started te focus on one of these
homes, which was part of 2 larger organisation spread over twelve locations. In due course
word spread and while writing this contribution we have extended our research to cover
four other locations belonging to the same erganisation.

From the start, the rescarch project was bascd on the principles of exemplarian action
rescarch (‘exemplarisch handelingsonderzock’), a version of action research that is very
much inspired by the works of Freire, Negt and Giddens (Coenen, 1989, 1998; Beukema,
1996, and others),

In exemplary action research we distinguish three stages: the thematic, the crystallisation
and the exemplary stages (Cocnen, 1996: 14/15; Figure ).

In the themaric stage the primary aim is to get to know the siruation under scudy. The main
source for this is the knowledge of the actars involved {interviews, discussion). Furthermore,
the rescarcher can use written marerial, observe the situation, atrend meetings, ctc. Asaresule
of this stage the researchers will not just describe the situation. They will also try to strucrure
it: what are the central issues, which problems should be solved, what apportunities are there
for action and which competences are available or can be developed. In other words: the
rescarcher’s aim is to scrucrure the reality under study into themes, not only by describing
this reality but also by analysing it in terms of opportunities for change.

The crystallisation stage consists of two parts. In the first part the researcher and co-

rescarchers discuss the accuracy and the adequacy of the analysis made in the themaric stage.
By discussing the importance and possibilitics of the various themes, they try to establish
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Figure 1. Research strategy. Formulating shared vision on demand-driven care and its
implementation process.

the most important theme, the exemplar. If rescarchers and all co-researchers involved
agree, the second part of this stage starts: the {co-)rescarchers draw up a plan 10 deal with
the exemplar through consuleation.

The exemplary stage begins when this plan has been sufficiently well developed for
implementation. In this stage the implementation process is at the same time a goal in
itselfand an instrument for fusther rescarch: what intended and unintended consequences
occur during the implementation of the plan, how do peaple react to these consequences
and what further strategies ¢an be developed vo enhance the process of change and reduce
obstacles wo this change,

“These three stages can be repeated several times. When conducting this kind of research in
the practical context of existing organisations, thesc stages are not always scparated as rigidly
as it appears on paper. Organisations consist of many actors that do not always follow the
same route at the same time. Morcover, unanticipated events may require a shift in stages.

4.5 Relationship between researchers and co-researchers

The team of researchers on this project consisted of a project leader and eight researchers
—different combinations at different focations. This team cooperated with co-researchers
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from different levels in the organisation. In every location the stages of exemplary action
rescarch were contextualised and within dhese stages groups of researchers and co-researchers
could be different. In some locations emphasis was put on cooperation with operational
management and client representatives, and in other locations workers also took on the role
of co-rescarchers. However, some main lines can be drawn.

In each of the five locations the inidal contact was with management. They were asked
to investigate the situation in their location and, based on thar, they were responsibic
for the implementation process as a whole, for the finance, and for the accounts to the
firm’s strategic management. Subsequently, 2 committee was set up at every location thar
was responsible for the research process and che steps that were taken. The researchers
stressed the importance of 2 broad representation in these groups {management, workers,
and clients). This was achieved in three locations, and in two locations the committee
consisted only of management representatives, Workers and clients were consulted on the
rescarch process separately by the researchers. In every location representatives of clients,
management and workers were interviewed to give input to the analyses as part of the firs,
thematic stage. They were co-researchers in the sense that chey were asked to investigate cheir
sttuation, actions, motives, visions and ideas about change in an open inrerview situation,
together with the researchers.

In each location workers (depending on the size of the location - all workers or those workers
who were considered capable of disseminating their insights among colleagues) were trained
to reflect on their own practice, on the way they attempted co deliver demand-driven care
and on the opportunities for improving it. This training was organised in several sessions
over a period of one year. In this way, the role of these workers as co-researchers was further
developed. They became part of the research activitics on a more permanent basis.

The researchers had multiple roles in the process. Apart form the traditional roles such as
interviewing and writing repor s, data gathering and analysis, they also performed the role of
discussant, trainer, coach and consultant. To raise the quality and validity of data, a central
focus in the actions of the researchers was the building np of crust with all the different co-
rescarchers. Furthermore, the participants involved do not automatically take their own
knowledge and actions as being valid and essential to the research and change process. They
do not spontaneously see themselves as ‘ca-researchers. The researchers have to convince
them ta beceme co-researchers, to trust their own knowledge as much as that of others, and
to dare to act, with all the intended and unintended consequences that it entails, and to make
errors while doing so (just as the rescarchers themselves do). Consequently, this implies thar
the rescarchers have to take on an open articude and dare to be vulnerable in the process and
explicidy reflect on their own actions as well as on those of the co-researchers.

In our research we had ro deal with workers, managers and clicnts in elderly care, with all the
power relations thar chis involves. In all the cases, management was and remained the first
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and most impormant contact. However, management also holds power and when relations

berween workers and management ate not too good, the relationship of the researchers with

the managers might have a negative influence on the relationship of the researchers with the

workers. As far as we could ascertain, this sitnation did not arise very often, although in chree

larger locations management functioned at quite a ‘distance” from the workers. We tried to

cope with these differences in power relations by explicating our assumptions at the start of
the research, but mainly by developing long-rerm relarionships of erust with different key
actors at different levels of the organisations under study. This somictimes meant the research

had o change focus w improve relationships between workers and management, because the

workersasked us to do so, as we setout in one of our examples below. In the sitnations where

relations weren't too good, ‘room to manocuvre, as we called it, is essential: management has

to give the researchers the space to disagree and have their own responsibility in the change

process, So trust between management and researchers is a precondition in this kind of
research in order to build up relationships of trust wich ocher members of the organisation.

In this sense the rescarchers alse have the respensibility of building such a reladonship of
wrust with operadonal management and warkers concerned.

This relationship of trust is itself in question because of the differences in power berween
the researchers and the workers involved, as Lennic ef 2/ (2003} have convincingly shown.
In our research, our aim was not for equality but for equivalence: both parties have their
own position in the process of action, learning and building knowledge and they value and
respect each otherin these positions. In the following sections we return to the relationship
between researchers and co-researchers in the different stages of the research project.

4.6 Formulating a shared vision

To be able to formulate 2 direcrion for change, a discussion abour the vision with strategic
and apetational management at location level is necessary. McNif, after Sowell, speaks of
the artractiveness of unconstrained vision, which sces beyond the stable state and imagines
ways in which it might be improved (McNiffand Whitehead, 2000: 11). In our opinion this
vision docsn’t imply a new ‘model’ or a desirable blueprint for the furure. A shared vision is
also needed ro shed new light on the existing situation; by defining new meanings, power
relations and values in a future-oriented, but nevertheless realistic way. In this sense it is a
condition for quality and validity.

In order to do this as explicidy as possible, the researchers have two issues to deal with.

First there is the issue of scientific knowledge. In our case we as researchers had previously
explicated our vision on demand-driven care in several publications. It takes time and
effort to make it clear that this explication is not a pre-set prescription for change, but a
guideline for discussion, It hias to be adequate, that is to say contextualised, acrualised and
made to fit the local situation. This requires reciprocal adequacy: the input of the everyday
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knowledge of the rescirch participants and their willingness o act as co-researchers. So
every presentacion of the research in the different locations was combined with discussion
and wraining sessions on the usefulness of such a project in the specific.context. Discussion
soon became very lively, especially in those cases where we were able to present areport on
demand-driven care in the location as a result of preliminary interviews. The role of the
researcher in these discussions was focuscd on asking questions to clarify certain points, on
structuring the different opinions that were pur forward in the discussion and on opening
up thoughts about opportunities for change. This way. the researchers try to break through
the dominant view on ‘expert-knowledge’ as general, value free and supérior knowledge
that can be implemented from the top down. Some managers are in a sense waiting for this
breakthrough and sympathise with the researchers’ approach. Others expect something
else;

‘Please tell us how we can handle this demand-driven care. What are best practices
clsewhere with your approach and can we get an instrument to implement this at
our location?’

I chey do not have this idea abaut sdientific knowledge, they often go to the other extreme
in which scientific knowledge is merely instrumental:

‘I want to take che fallowing steps and [ need you to fill in our training, We'll take
care of the rest,

These rwo reactions resemble the observation made by Fricke {in: Brydon-Miller ef 4l.,
2003: 19) who warns us to avoid difficulties when bridging the two worlds of theory
and praxis: the researcher will be reduced to either an academic or a consultant. These
routines of management, however, are quite understandable. In their expericnce academic
knowledge implies analyrical reports, full of ‘superior” knowledge that barely gives them a
clue abour how to handle the problems they are faced with in their daily practice, If the
researcher comes to support change, he comes as a consuitant. In this situation reciprocity
in the relationship berween researcher and co-researchers has to be developed, which takes
time and effort. It implies discussion about existing routines and investigation of their,
intended and vnintended, consequences for change. A precondition is that rescarcher and
co-researchers trust each other. This too is something that has to be developed over time and
it is not always successful. Some managers may prefer co-operation with other rescarchers
or the researcher may see insufficient points of departure for a reciprocal research project.
in this project this situation actually arose in one location: management and researcher
wete unable to find common ground for cooperation and the locadon did not participate
in the project.

Secondly, the discussion is an attempt to get an adequate view of the consequences of the
vision in the specific context. As we clarified before, making the shift to demand-driven
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care requires new actions of workers in the primary process and in the way this process is
managed and coached. But the artitudes, competences and actions of management and the
willingness to reflect on them with an open mind, are also ar stake {see also McNiff and
Whitehead, 2000; Argyris 1990, 1999).

“When we started this project I thought I knew whar it meant that L also needed 1o
change, Bur at that time I-didn’t realise how far-reaching the consequences would
be” {manager).

As a result of these discussions between management, rescarchers and in some locations
also workers and client representatives, the central questions for further research were
formulated:

e What arc the main principles of demand-driven care, both on the kevel of the primary
process, and of organising and managing the organisation?

o How do clients, workers and executive and strategic managers see the current situation
in the primary process? What are the strengths for transforming it into a demand-driven
approach and what problems have to be solved?

» How do clients, workers and (strategic and operational) managers sce the possibilities
to design demand-driven work and which problems have to be solved?

e What arc possible starting points for the transformation towards demand-driven care
and how can these starting points be transformed into activities?

» What starting points does a dernand-driven approach of clients and workers offer for
the set-up and planning of the organisarion?

» What lessons can the organisations learn from each other, and what lessons can be
Jearned for the organisation as 2 whole?

4.7 Looking for relevant themes {thematic stage)

‘The research goal of this stage is the inventory of themes that represent a shared undersranding
by rescarchers and co-researchers of the situation under study. It not only concerns a shared
problem definition, but also the normative context and the different perspectives in power
relations. The researchers get a first insight into dominant routines in the primary process
(interaction berween client and workers, and between workers themselves) and in the
secondary process {interaction between workers and operational and strategic management
and the organisation of work}. This insight is a necessary condition for any programme of
change. If this connection is missing, individual members and groups within the organisation
will not be able to be part of the implementation process, or may deliberately withdraw from
it. In both cases this may put an end to the process as a whole. To develop this insighe the
researcher must have room to manocuvre in order to build up trust with different kinds of
people who, from different perspectives, make up the organisation. The qualiry and validiry
of the rescarch process is therefore a precondition for organisational learning and adequacy
in implementing demand-driven care.
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This is not ahvays easy, especially when there is rension berween management and workers,
either individuals or groups. The researchers do nor yet know the underlying processes
and relationships within the organisation and therefore have to be careful when proposing
or undertaking actions. As you might imagine, in this stage the amimde of management
towards other members of the organisation and towards the researcher is very imporeant.

'This stage shares essential featores with ‘traditional’ qualitative research, where the main
focus is on understanding and adequarely analysing the sitnation. Qur research methods
include interviews, partcipatory observation and discussion. The interviews with clients,
workers and management were primarily used to acquire an initial view of the different
perspectives of the members of the organisation. The respondents were chosen carefully.
They have ro cover the different hierarchal levels and the different departments. They
also have o represent the different opinions and discourses within the location. In farger
locations we had to take a sample based on these criteria. In simaller ones we conducred
in-depth interviews with some workers, but had talks with all. In this stage participatory
observation is an important method of acquiring informarion about everyday interactions,
about the routines underlying these interactions and abour their intended and unintended
consequences, Discussion is used as a research method where researchers and co-researchers
can learn from cach others’ comperencies: co-researchers give their views on their everyday
practice, researchers present their views by explicating the different lines in the discussion
and theirlink with demand-driven care. Moreover, discussion also gave an insight into the
relationships berween different members of the organisation and into their shared vision on
the situation within the location. These discussions can be plenary between all members of
the organisaton. In this stage, though; it is better o form groups where people feel safe ro
speak freely. When, for instance, we had a kick-off conference with all the members of the
arganisation, we also created the opportunity to discuss things in small, self-selected groups.
The primary aim is to create a situation in which people are willing and able to speak freely,
and therefore realistically, about their actions, thoughts and ideas.

The resule of this stage is a written report, with a thematic presentation of the point of
departure for the further implementation of demand-driven care. Clients, workers and
management as co-researchers are asked whether or not the researchers’ interpretaton is
adequate and complete, in order to validate the research results and improve their quality.
This ‘check’ can be risky. Often the researcher is supposed to ‘know best”. Furthermore, many
people at this stage want to be polite so do not question the work of the rescarchers. All
this is understandable, so it is primarily the task of the researchers to create oppormnities
for discussion and criticism and for expressing doubts about their interpretation. This.can
be done in different ways, for instance by putting different views on the same problem on
the table, by asking further questions, and by creating an atmosphere of security and trust
for each individual.
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In one of thelocations, for example, we presented our findings on the reJevant themes within
the location. Everybody agreed. When we asked for the most important theme, almost
everyone came up with a different answer. Underlying processes within the organisation
turned ouc to be highly influental on the vision of demand-driven care and the related
themes, So, fack of trust on the one hand and almost no shared responsibility for a client’s
well being on the other, had to be tackled in the process of implementing demand-driven
care. The discussion about the initial research results explicitly brought these processes to
the table. A new round of discussion was organised, first in multidisciplinary groups, then
in mono-disciplinary groups, in order to obtain a firmer basis for the intended change.

4.8 Discussion on the themes and making a plan of action (crystallisation
stage)

Discussing the possibilities for change and prioritics sheds new light on practices, routines
and problem definitions, and in this way on barriers and possibilities for change, boch on
individual and organisational levels. In this stage individual coaching and group discussions
are important for increasing reflexivity on both levels in an atmosphere of trust, as an
important condition for implementing demand-driven care.

One of the important issues in this stage tumed out 1o be ‘professionalism’ Supply-driven care
corresponds with a rraditional view of professionals as experts. They know whar is best for
the client. Their interaction with the clienc is based primarily on chis professional knowledge.
In practice this implies that the professional also has the ‘power’ w impose his ideas on the
clicnt. Many professionals fear that demand-driven care will change this relationship into the
other extreme: the client tellsthe professional what to do. This would not only have an effect
on the status of professional knowledge, but also on the position of the professional in his
relationship with theclient, on the way power is handled and on the ‘professional attitude’
of keeping 2 distance from the subjective perspective of the client. It requires considerable
discussion o explain chat demand-driven care does not reduce professionalism as such, bue
places different demands on it. It requires a dialogue between client and professional, in
which asking adequatc questions, the input of the comperencies (and knowledge) of both
client and professional, and shared reflecion are all linked to support the development
of the client. The discussion on these key comperences to do this opens up possibilities
to formulate a new kind of professionalism, where relational and reflexive competences
are just as important as the professional knowledge about care. This discussion should be
on group level (general ideas, perspectives and organisational possibilities; the right-hand
side of Figure 1) and on an individual level (implications for individual professionals and
their coaching; the lefr-hand side of the figure). The combination of group discussion
and individual coaching is 2 very powerful one for increasing possibilities of change with
substantial support from all members of the organisation. It also contributes to the quality
and validity of results, in the sense that it permanently connects, or reconnects, general
discussions to the specific situation of the people concemned.
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Action plans are designed in different ways, depending mainly on the existing and desirable
culturc of the organisation. In most cases this was donc in working groups, consisting
of co-researchers suitable for the task at hand because of their role in the organisation.
Reformulating the primary process or designing new function profiles, for example, requires
the involvement of different people as management, care providers, Human Resource
Managers, etc. Designing new formars for dossiers requires groups of people who work with
these dossicrs, and preferably include the clients themselves, In this process, the answer to
the question about which members of the organisation are seen as co-researchers and what
their role should be, becomes specific and differentiated, depending on the issues at stake.
In other cases training is also incorporated in the process. Furthermore, forms of intervision
have been vsed, in which discussion about dernand-driven care goes hand in hand with
small changes and reflection on their effects. In these cases the researchers bring in their
general knowledge of demand-driven care and organisational change, and by relating this
to the cveryday practice of the co-researchers facilitate the leasning process. In this situation
the researchers are aboth wrainers and rescarchers, because these sessions provide a lot of
inccresting new data.

During some training sessions, for example, workers and operational management discussed
differentiation a lot. They wark with different clients for whom different questions should be
asked. Thisinteraction takes place in different situations: people’s apartments, 2n intramural
setting ot a closed seuing. The researcher attempted to structure all this information by
formulating different roles of professionals in different situations and brought ¢his back
in the training group. When asked whether chis was an adequate structuring of the former
discussions people were initially surprised that they had developed these ideas themselves.
Then a real discussion started on the adequacy of the work of the researcher. To conclude,
the researcher adjusted the findings and visualised chem, after which the new knowledge

could be disseminated among colleagues and management,

In the process of designingan action plan the researchers have 2 threefold task. They have ro
facilitate the design process (sce above). At the same time they have to analyse this process
in terms of the underlying developments in the organisation that need to be handled,
such as the theme of trust and responsibility as mentioned before. Here the process of
implementation explicitly requires a discussion with management and steering commitrce
as co-researchers. Thirdly, their outpur is substantial in terms of new products of demand-
driven care that have been developed during the research process. In our experience a
considerable amount of creativity emerges when co-researchers feel free o experiment
with 2 new way of working and we see it as a task of the researchers 1o systematise these
activities and formulate them in terms of products. Demand-driven care hete gives a specific
interpretation of entrepreneurship in the care sector, where products are developed by
workers and clients together. New methods of food distribution, training programmes for
voluntecrs, the setzing up of a bar-cum-theatre for residents and elderly people from the
ncighbourhood are just some examples of these innovations.
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During this stage the role of the rescarchers changes from the more wraditional role of dara
gathering and reporting towards a more active role as a facilitator of the research process
by werking with the co-researchers on plans for redefining the primary and secondary
processes of the organisarion. For instance, knowledge of intended and unintended
consequences of change gathered from training sessions is first taken to management level
by the researchers. Later on researchers and workers and management as co-researchers
need to renew communication lines within the organisation in erder to sirengthen the
possibilities of reciprocal communication within the organisation.

Most of the tdime the cryseallisation stage is not a linear process, It has to link up with, and
in this sense has to follow, the learning processes of the different actors involved. At the
same time, when individual actors withdraw from the collective process they can inhibit it,
depending on their position in the organisation.

In one case, management changed just after the chemaric stage had ended. This meant that
the research actvity slowed down somewhat because it had to be re-connected to the new
situation and the new managers involved. In another case, discussion about demand-driven
care was questioned by workers who were most interested in drawing atzention to the
top-down communication within their department. They first needed to establish trusc in
order to solve this problem, before discussing and changing their own professional atrirude.
A small thematic stage on the level of the department was needed in order to gain new
insight into the relationships in this deparoment and to stare discussion with workers and
management about solving the problems at hand.

4.9 Exemplary stage

The crystallisadon phase ends when an exemplar is formulated. An exemplar is defined
as the most important theme, according to rescarchers and co-researchers, that should be
tackled first and foremost. There are three criteria. It should be a central theme within the
organisation; to handle it is a condition for handling other themes. It should also be realistic,
in the sense that it must not only deal with problems, but also with strengths and realistic
aims in the given context. Last but nor least, it must be relevant for the learning process
of the organisation; what is learned in one situation must have exemplary value for others.

Processes of intervention and evaluation are central to this stage of action research. The
research goal is to implement the plan of action and the evaluation of action and learning
in order to secure the change process. Moreover, the aim is to enable the members of the
organisation to reflect on their own situation and the presumptions of their own individual
and collective actions. In other words, research in this stage is explicitly connected to the
learning organisation, where co-researchers arc able 1o see their activities and the things
they learn as a research process. This is also the stage where researchers prepare for their
withdrawal and teach the co-researchers to deal with their sitnation themselves as a
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continuous research process. Once again: guarding quality and validity is not only an
explicir task of the rescarchers but becomes more of a shared task.

The research methods again are participatory observation, intervision and discussion,
topped up with different evaluation methods such as a written evaluation by workers of
the courses they participated in or discussion abour a qualitative evaluation report within
the steering group.

As we write this contribution we are working on exemplars in two locations, In one of these
cases management has chosen to take the implementation into its own hands. We intend 10
perform the evaluation of the process after one year of experience.

'The first exemplar was the development and implementation of a new personal agenda for
clients to replace the old dossier that was kepr by professionals only. The new agenda was
the basis for discussion between the client and his or her informal care takers, if present,
and 2 team of two professionals, the personnel coach of the client and a care co-ordinator,
both chosen by the dlient. The second exemplar was a new system of leaming on the job.
This worked as a catalyst to increase both the learning capacities of individual workers in
the organisation and enhance cooperation between workers from different disciplines.
Accompanied by intensive coaching of middle management and individual workers this
exemplar functioned very well in getting demand-driven care started in the organisation.
Evaluation took place with middie management, who themselves operated as rescarchers
by preparing this evaluation in their own deparment.

4.10 The sum of the parts...

On the level of the firm as a whole, of which the different locations are a part, the research
has also had its effects. During the whale process close co-operation is established with a
staff member of the organisation, who actively takes part in the project and functions as a
first class co-researcher. This co-operation arates good conditions for investigating what is
general for the organisation, what is specific for the location, and how the two are related.
It also makes it possible to see which results from one context can be used in others. The
increasing knowledge of the rescarchers of the different products and processes within
the organisation, of the different perspectives of across involved and of the existing power
relations, contributes o the possibilities for generalisation,

4.11 Final remarks

Writing such a short reconstruction of a research project as extensive as this one has serious
limitations. Writing means serting out the processin a different sequence and purting things
in order thar at the time weren't as naturally sequential as it now seems. Ar times we did not
know how to continue and needed lengthy discussions to find 2 way to make a subsequent
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step with sufficient basis in the organisarion (in this we were not always successful ). However,
a lack of immediate success in itself also provides new knowledge about the processes under
study, although sometimes we wanted things to murn out differently. At times we faced
problems in human communication or in power relations that were difficule to overcome.
We were sometimes confronted with our own limitations: this kind of rescarch demands a
lot of the rescarcher in terms of knowledge, comperencees, time and commitment that we
couldn't always offer. With the reality under study we had to accommodate the research
with the harsh, political and social conditions in which work in this secror has to be done
and in which lives have zo be lived.
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5. Preparing scientists for society

A PhD training programme at Wageningen
University, the Netherlands

Conny Almekinders, Jet Proost and Jiirgen Hagmann
5.1 Scope

In the arca of agriculrural development, as in many other areas, there is considerable pressure
to combine good research with a direct impact in the ficld. This pressure has generated a call
for another type of research, with a different role for researchers (e.g. German and Stroud,
2007). To address farmers’ problems, and rural societal needs at large, researchers should
break away from the paradigm in which generation of knowledge is seen as an exclusive
activiry of scientists. This call is voiced particularly scrongly on the African continent where
the labels like Innovation System approaches (Sanginga e7 2/, 2008) and IAR4D (Integrated
Agricultural Research for Development) are areached to it (ICRA/Natura, 2003; Starks er
al., 2005). This research is an applied eype of research, asking for interdisciplinary approaches
to be integrated into frameworks for participatory leatning and action research. In this
article we refer to such research as ‘integrazed agriculrural research’ Academics that should
carry out this research are expected to be effective team players, able to handle complex
situations with the involvement of multiple-stakeholders {Chambers, 1997, Patel ez 4l.,
2001). While the call for this new type of scientist is fairly loud, less attention has been
paid to the competences that rescarchers should be equipped with (Levin and Martin,
2007) and how thesc competences can be devdoped (Patel ef al., 2001; Kibwika, 2006).
"This contribution describes the case of a PhD programme at Wageningen University, the
Netherlands, mostly with African students, aiming ro prepare PhD studencs for arolein the
new cype of agricultural research advocated. The purpose of the multi-year PAU programme
(Participatory Approaches in agricultural (technology) development and their Up-scaling)
is to investigate how participarory approaches work and how snccessful experiences can
be scaled up. In addition to training the PhD candidates in the conventional academic
compctences, the programme piloted competence development that emphasised human
interaction, communication and collaboration a5 part of the curriculum. This involved
a range of cross-cutting social skills, the related deeper understanding of human (and
one’s own) behaviour and values, and how these play a role in research work, in particular
interdisciplinary research {sec also Box 1 and 2),

The implementation of a seties of Learmning Workshops offered the opportunity to explore
the competences for integrated research and how they can be developed. The competences
involved far more than social skill training; it is also about mindscr and attitude, being
conscious of one’s personal learning process, built-in reflection in interaction with others,
providing and receiving feed back (see Box 1). The experiences in and after the Learning
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Box 1. Competences for integrated agricultural research {adapted from
Hagmann et al., 2003).

Compztences for insegraed agriculrural research can be considered the product of knowledge,
skills and arrirude. The skills involve interpersonal skills, academic skills and the skills to apply
those in combination in inrerdisciplinary and transdisciplinary contexss.
s  Relared to interpersonal interaction (in research):
— emotional intelligence” in personal development: self-awarcncess, emparhy, critical
self-reflection, social interaction;
= communicarion;
= conceprs of team dynamics (team functioning, ream building, feedback and learning
culrure);
~ facilitation concepes and pracrice:
~ negotiarion and conflict management (concepts and practice/skills).
¢ Related to the application of new concepts:
= processand systems thinking to understand change and how to make change within
the concext of participatory development;
= acton research: linking theory, pracrice and learning;
— inrerdisciplinariry and transdisciplinariry — in conceprual and team perspective;
— organisational development;
— management, planning and design, quality assurance.

Workshops emphasised the importance of inter- and transdisciplinary context in which
these interpersonal competencies have to be used. The idea of the ‘reflective researcher’ was
taken on board.

"The series of workshaps inwhich the authors were actively involved, also yiclded (unexpected)
experiences on how such competence development fits into and interacts with an academic
environment that holds varying views and expectations regarding PhD research and an
appropriate curriculum. This chapter reflects the learning case of the PAU programme
and is relevant for academics who are confronted with demands to tailor curricula for
the new type of professionals. It is nor only of specific relevance for PhD programimes of
Northern Universities who train scientists from developing countries, but can be applied in
the Northern academic research context as well. And the experiences can casily be expanded
to MSc programmes where, for instance, communiry service learning (see also Bringle and
Hatcher, 1995) becomes a valued part of the curriculum,
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Box 2, Learning Workshops.

The Firss Learning Warkshop Facilitating change in upscaling of participasory approaches’
(2002)

‘The PhD candidates from the 1° and 2°¢ cohore of the PAU programumie participated,
together with three other participants, also with scholarships from Rockefeller Foundation,
in the first off-campus workshop. Two trainers/facilitarors (3 aurhor) and the coordinaror
of the PhD programme {1¥ author} were responsible for the design and implementation, and
documenrarion. 'The Rockefeller Foundarion financed the workshap.

In the 9-day workshop a combinarion of merhods was used, addressing both the content of
the PhD rtesearch programme and competencies building needed for this eype of research.
‘Through various monitering committees the participants took ownership for the maining
pracess. The two trainers/facilitators implementing the workshop followed the priorides of
the PhD students in terms of skills they liked to be introduced to and practise, and topics
they wanted 1o further elaborate. They gave input by presenting concepts and theory. The
underlying idea was that research on participarory approaches in agricultural research and
development would require 2 range of skills and insighrs related to personal qualiries and
interactive communication: listening, building team relations, facilitation group discussions,
cuc, These are cross-marting social skills, refated to empathy, emodons, beliefs and elements of
personal characrer. To get insight into one’s own performance and skills different rele plays,
exercises and reflection sessions were used, followed by practising ways in which to improve
one’s own performance. These skill-based comperendies were woven through a programme
thar also addressed the research issues in the programme and the individuzl PhD projeces,
The trainers/facilitarors, being involved in several instirutional change processes in Aftica
themselves, could present many illustrative examples from their own work. This helped
participanes identify the relationship with their own research context.

All rechniques used in the workshop were combined in a ‘toolbox report’ and the entire
workshop process/design was documented in a report.
s Contenc of the PhD programme.
- SWOT analysis of the PhD programme.
- Envisaging the outcome of the programme and PhD research projects.
- Presentation of research cases: how to study change, how to use research informarion
for bringing abour change, acrion research.
» Competencics.
= Gerring to know yourself: reflection on vahies and beliefs.
- Team work: personalities and team roles, origins of tension, how to improve ream

work, provide feedback,
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- System Change, bringing about change in human systems and responses to change.
~  Analysis of personalities and styles.
o  Methods/tools used.
- Group work and plenary brainstorming and discussions.
- Role plays combined with theory: observing and interpreration, experiential
learning.
—  Facilivation: principles and practice (through group work and discussion).
— 'the arr of questioning: interview techniques.
- Visualisadon.

The following Leaming Workshops had similar ser ups, incorporating the lessons leamnt
from earlier workshops. They diffeted in length, compaosidon of fadilitation-training ream
and students participaring.

Second Learning Workshop in 2003 rargeted the 3% cohore of the PhD programme. It was a
5-day workshop. also ar a venne our in the Durch countryside. The same consultant-trainer
(3% aurhor) was invalved. This time, however, the design and implementation was a joint
effort with the programme coordinaror {1sc author) and four of the PhD students who
participated in the first Leaming Workshop, a year before, In this way they could pracrise
and further develop their competences. The participants were again foreign PhD sudencs
from Wageningen University, coming from one chair group; the 3™ cohort of the PAU PhD
programme was the core of this group.

Third Learning Warkshop in 2004 targeted the 4% cohorr of the PAU PhD programme. fr was
also a 5-day workshop, ar the same venue as the third. This time the rainer/facititazor (3%
author) teamed up to design and implement the programme with the programme coordinator
{1** author} and another facilitator/trainer {2 author) wha also worked as universicy staff
member. This workshop was anended by 2 combinarion of PhD students from various Phi)
programmes and chair groups, foreign and Ducch, In addition, ewo Dutch MSc students in
development studies participared.

5.2 The academic curriculum for agricultural development-oriented
research in Africa

Aficr the realisation that the Green Revolution of the '60-70s did not bring the expected
improvement in the livelthood of small-scale farmers in developing countries, parsicipatory
approaches became the advocated way of working in development-oriented agriculiral
research. The *participation’ paradigm called for researchers ro work directly with farmers
in farmers’ fields and deal with their problems. Farmers' collaboration in experiments
and their expertise about the local simation transformed the farmers from recipients of
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technologies into co-researchers. A large number of different forms of participatory rescarch
have since emerged, ¢.g. Participatory Extension Approach {PEA), Participatory Learning
and Action Research (PLAR), Farmer Field Schools {FFS), and Lacal Agricultural Research
Committees (LARCs). All these forms contain clements of action research; they combine
research, learning and action in different forms. Increasingly, with the move from farmer
participatory research into system innovation, other stakcholders such as service providers
and intermediarics became part of the research processes as well.

The participation of farmers and other stakeholders also brought alang the use of 2 broad
range of interactive techniques that are relatively new in the arena of agricultoral rescarch
{focus group discussions, rransect walks, participatory rural appraisals, ranking and rating
exercises, etc. (see Pretty et 2L, 1995)). The mode of working in participatory research has
become pre-dominantdy group-based. Knowing how to be a team-player, organisc workshops
and facilitating group-based discussions have become essential skills for development-
oricnted agricultural rescarchers in Africa.

Many feel that universities are currently not focusing sufficiently on the competences that
researchers need in order to play their new role in research (Patel ez, 2001; Kibwika, 2006).
Universities traditionally excel in research maining for scientific knowledge production - in
many instances within a paradigm that considers knowledge production an exclusive domain
of scientists (Gibbons ez 2/, 1994)}. In this paradigm, generating disciplinary knowledge
through data collection and analysis, reasoning and theorising are the core competences of
a scientist. In such a paradigm, there is no space in an academic curriculum for comperences
which relate to skills for human interaction. However, there are also many cxamples of groups
in universities which deliberately engage in interdisciplinary research, aiming to bridge the
gap between generating scientific knowledge and societal impact. Several PhD programmes
at Wageningen University seek the integration of narural and social sciences to address
complex problems. This type of research often implies that the scientist is ‘embedded’ in on-
going change projects and processes. Many researchers — like those participaringin the PAU
PhD programme described in this chaprer - , are thus participating in somc form of action
research, like open-ended collaborative experimentation with agricultural technologies (sce
for example Ramaru et al., Chapter 3), but also in processes particularly focusing on social
change (for example Mutimukuri, 2005). Thercfore it is very important to make students
understand the competences needed to implement snch research. The following sections
claborate on the experiences and learning from the PAU PhD programme, which provided
a protected space for developing an unconventional module in the academic curriculum.

5.3 Background of the PAU programme and the university context
In the year 2000, a Chair group in the Social Science department of Wageningen Universiry,

Technology and Agrarian Development {TAD) obtained financial support from the
Rockefeller Foundation for a special PED programme. Eventually this resulted in granes
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for 24 sandwich scholarships and special activities. TAD recruited for the programme over
a pertod of four years (2001-2004), four cohores of 6 PhD researchers each. The majority
of the recruited PhD candidates were researchers with a natural science background from
international and national agriculrural research institutions and universities in East and
Southern Africa (see Table 1}. Most of the arganisations involved receive(d) support from
the Rockefeller Foundation, among others, for participatory technology development with

Table 1. Back ground of PhD candidates of cohort 1, 2, 3 and 4 of the PAY programme
{compiled by I. Ruisch).

Institutional affiliation

Cahort 1

« Lecturer, Dept Extension, Makerere University, Kampala, Uganda

+ Researcher, Network for Rurat Development Studies (NGO), Mexdco

+ Lecturer, Dept Extension, Makerere University, Kampala, Uganda

- Senior researcher, Kenya Agr.Research Institute, Nairobi, Kenya

+ Researcher Muttiple Cropping Centre Chiang Mai Univ, Thalland

» Researcher, CIFOR, Harare Zimbabwe

Cohart 2

« lecturer, Dept. Animat Sciences, Makelle University, Mekelle, Ethiopia

+ Researcher, CIMMYT/Bunda College of Agriculture, Ulongwe, Malawi

- Lecturer, Dept Extension, Makerere University, Kampala, Uganda

- Lecturer, Limpopo Dept. of Agriculture, Limpopo, SA

- Researcher, African Highland Initiative, Kampaia, Uganda

- Researcher, KARL Embu, Kenya

Cohort 3

+ Researcher NARQ, Kampala, Uganda

» Researcher, Kenya Forestry Research, Nairabi, Kenya

» Researcher, TSBF-OAT, NairobiKenya

« 5taff member, Coast Development Authority, Mombassa, Kenya

« Research Fellow, Institute for Development Studies of Nairobi, Kenya

» Researcher, National Institute for Soils and Fertilisers, Hanoi, Vietnam
ohort 4

« Researcher, Industrial Ecology Institute (NGO}, Mairobi, Kenya

« Researcher, WARDA, Cotonou, Benin

« Lecturer, Co-operatieve College, Moshi, Tanzania

« Researcher, KARI, Nairobi, Kenya

= Researcher, Limpopa, Dept. of Agriculture, Limpapo, SA

» Researcher, Honeybee Netwark/National innovation Foundation, india
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and for small-scale farmers in the region. The linkage with these research institurions would
allow the programme, through PhD trainingand research, to conmribute dircecily to capacity
development in the home organisations of the PhD researchers and the rural communities

they were working with.

Previous academic training Year of birth
MSc Ag. Extension and Education, Makerere University, Uganda 1968
MSc Agronomy, Colegion Postgraduados, Montecillo, Mexico 1972
M5c Ag. Extension and Education, Makerere Dniversity, Uganda 1973
MSc Agronomy, Texas University, USA ] 1957
M5c Agriculture, Chian May University, Thailand 1970
MSc Agricultural Knowledge Systems, Wageningen University 1975
MS5¢ Animal Sciences, Wageningen University 1971
M3c Agroforestry, Bunda Callege, Malawi 1965
M5c Agricultural Extension and Education, Makerere University 1965
MS¢c Home Econormics, Univerity of Christian Higher Education, Potchefstroom 1972
MSc Arts in Anthropology, University of Nairobi, Kenya 1966
MSc Agricultural Economics, University of Nairobi, Kenya 1963
MSc¢ Development Studies, University of East Anglia, UK 1970
MSc Environmental Forestry, University of Wales, UK 1968
MSc Anthropology, University of Nairobi 1973
M5¢ Agricultural Knowledge Systems, Wageningen University 1960
MPhil. Ervironmental Studies, Moi University, Kenya 19656
MSe Agriculture, Hanoi Agricuttural University, Vietnam 1974
MSc Arts, University of Amsterdam ' 1971
M5e Crop Science, University of Benin 1960
M5c Arts — Wormen and Development, Institute of Social Studies, The Hague 1958
M5Sc Arts — Urban and Regional Planning, University of Nairobi 1965
MSc Soff Science, Unlversity of Reading, UK 1962
MSc Plant Pathology, Ravishankar University, Raipur, India 1963
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The research theme and PhD candidates

‘The thematic scope of the PhD programme was ‘Participatory Approaches in agricultural
(technology) development and their Up-scaling’ (PAU). Since the Rockefeller Foundation
had been supporting many projects and institutions in the development and application
of participatory approaches in agricultural rechnology development, they were interested
in understanding which participatory approaches worked best and how they could most
effectively be scaled-up, to reach more farmers in a shorter period of time with the benefits
of agricultural research. The research in the PhD programme would be instrumental in
giving answers to those questions, Most recruited researchers had some years of professional
experience in projects that applied participatory approaches. TAD staff felt that these PhD
researchers would bring in the real experiences from the on-the-ground participatory work
and the agronomic background of many of the PhD candidates could be an asset in the
studying of this theme. The theme of study fitred very well in the core inrerest of the TAD
chair group which finds itself at the intersection of science and technology studies and
development,

The tailor-made curricufum

The recruired PhD candidates were provided with 2 sandwich scholarship which consisted
of a 10-month preparation programme in Wageningen University and anothet 10-month
period to finalise the writing of the chesis. The field research was to be carried out in their
home country during the 2-year in-between period (Box 3).

‘The 10-monch preparation programme at Wageningen University was intended to suppors
the PhD candidate in the development of a full research proposal and serengthen the weaker
competences of the candidates. Normally, PhD candidates pick and choose from existing
international MSc programmes, special PhD courses, seminars and workshops that are
offered during the period a PhD student happens to be in the University. Having cohorts
of 6 PhD students with a similar time schedule offered TAD opportunities to ‘tailor’ a PhID
programme through the organisation of special workshops and courses.

'The idea of organising a special workshop to address the competence development for
participatory research, stemmed from the perception of the PhD candidates and programmc
coordinator (first author of this chapter) that che training programme should make PhD
students more effective professionals, competent to carry out a better job in the field. For
them doinga better job meant ‘working (i.e. ‘participating’) more effectively with farmers’
Participatory research with farmers was for most of them parr of their job at home and
presumably their PhD research would involve similar work. Thus, as PhD rescarchers they
would not only study participatory approaches as a subject, but many of them would also be
part of it as member of a project of research team, Since they knew Wageningen University
as onc of the mast respected universities in the world, they expecied this to be the place
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Box 3. Saucture and characteristics of the PAU Phd programme (2001-2008),

Smrtofthe  19Leamning 2 Leaming I+ Leamning First PhO
programme Warkshop (ML} Warkshop (ML) Workshop iNL} graduation
Cohortt and 2 Cohortd and others  [Cohort 4 and athers

Malinds, Kenya Jinja, tganda
2 In-Country Workshops
Coherts 1, 2, 3 (and 4, in Joja)

The programme recruited 4 cohores of 6PhDD candidates cach who started in February
2002 (cohort 1}, September 2002 {cohort 2}, September 2003 {cohort 3) and Seprember
2004 {cohorr 4). Each cohort followed a 4 year plan: 10-month training period in WU,
followed by app. 2 years of ficld research and a finat period of PhD wridngin WUR. Three
Learning Workshops were organised in Netherdands, and 2 In-country workshops te support
the PhDers in their competence development and progress research work. The first PhD
candidate graduared in November 2006.

where they could gert the best training in doing parcipatory research. Within the regolar
PhD training programme of the University there was no module or provision that seemed to
meet this expectation, and therefore the obvious option was to organise such training within
the context of the PAU programme. The Rockefeller Foundation provided an exrra grant
for this purpose with which the programme coordinator (17 author) contracted a trainer/
facilitator (34 author) to design and implement an action learning module. This resalted
in the first Learning Workshop, in the fall of 2002, when the 12 PhD students from both
the first and second cohart were both present in the Netherlands. Later more workshops
followed, in which the 2™ author became involved as a trainer/facilitator.

5.4 The Learning Workshops and their context
The First Learning Workshop
"The motco of the first Learning Workshop was fo know yourself as 2 basis for understanding

pthers. During the 9-day workshop the PhD students reflected on the aims of the PhD
rescarch and their participation in the PAU programme, and to what extent their research

Research in action 23




Conny Almekinders, Jet Proost and Jiirgen Hagmann

would or could conmmibute to sodetal change. They were encouraged to reflecr on the
importance of human behaviour in team work, institutional change, collaborating with
communities, at the same me understanding their own behaviour in these siruations
through exercises, group work, and plenary discussions. A central element was the question
as to what participation and change means in reality and in research. Participants were
stimulated to challenge their perceptions and reakities, and their behavioural patterns around
participation and change. Throughout the programme methods and technigues were used
that provided participants with opportunities to practice skills and understand underlying
coneepts that are specifically associated with effective team work, collaboration with farmers
and personal reflection and feedback (See also Bex 3). An ourpur of the workshop was a
group vision of what the PhD programme should entail. They saw how a research process
can be appreciated as a learning process,

This Learning Workshop was highly appreciated by the PhD students and the programme
coordinator (1% author), as was clear from the discussions and evalvwation. Examples and role
plays were taken from situations participants were familiar with, which increased the impact of
the sessions. Participants felt they had been filled-in on issues and meanings of “participation’
and their research; an how to do things differently. They had also been pracising doing things
differendy, for example, giving each other feed back and facilitating group sessions. The
workshop experience motvated them even more 1o ensure chat colleagues and farmers back
home would directly benefit from their PhD project. The exchange of personal experiences,
vahues and beliefs had felt like a “warm bath’ after having been in the university for some
months, in which lectures and reading had been their central activiry, Sitting for long hours
in their student room or office, away from their family, during a Dutch winter had not been
encouraging either. When the PhDD students rerarned afrer che workshop to daily life in the
university to resuine the regular course work, they were even more critical about the need w0
read up on the big social science theories. These texts were difficulr to read for them, using
vocabulary and frames of thinking wich which they were not familiar. Their main interest
was in scudying human behavionr and the implications of change.

The differences with their own academic culture became apparent as well. Where in most
African universitics professors hold the truth and power over decisions regarding the PhD
work, in the Dutch university system PhD students were considered scholars and were
challenged in discussions with staff. Instead of fecling challenged however, they felc at times
intimidated or not taken setionsly in their new learning. In addition, finding their way in
the administrative and educational system — which may have been more straightforward
for Dutch students - was challenging as well. For cxample, not only did they have to
define and write their PhD research proposal, they were also expected to find themselves a
supervisor whom they considered most appropriate. At the time, this added to the siruggle
of understanding social sciences. In retrospect we can say these struggles have helped PhD
students to realise that it was not their own weakness, but apparendy part of the difficulty
of understanding the system and becomingan interdisciplinary type of scientist.
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An important factor was that other staff members had Lirtle information on the content
of the Learning Workshop and the expectations of the PhDD scudents. Some staff members
emphasised that PhD training means to prepare PhD candidates in the first place on "how
to research participatory approaches, the purpose of the PAU programme. The recruired
PhD students obviously needed to strengthen their competences to carry out good scientific
rescarch; they therefore needed a lot of scientific reading, training of their skills in theorising,
reasoning, conceptualisation and synthesis. Everyonc-agreed thar although the PhD
candidates were becominginterdisciplinary hybrids rather than genuine social scientists, they
were after all doinga PhD. And, this implied that they would evenmally have to successfully
defend a PhID thesis, which is essenally proof of academic rescarch competences, Some TAD
staff considered that the focus on competence training as in our first Learning Workshop
came at the expense of time spent on literature study and proposal writing. The content was
seen as relevant, but something that should stay outside the academic curriculum and be
picked up elsewhere in life or from other training institutions. In addition, there was doubt
about the effectiveness of such training for doing better PhiD research: there was {still} no
evidence to prove for it. The views of the staff regarding roles of scientists and development-
practitioners were not formulared explicitly, but students and the programme coordinator
overheard and interpreted loosely made comments over lunch or other informal events.
For instance, the professor jokingly used the term “bean-bag-theowers’ when he referred to
the professionals working in the development scene.® From the students’ perspective, this
showed the profcssor’s aversion to this world of professionals of which they felt part. Several
PhD students, for their part, felt that quite a number of academics did not know ‘the reality
on the ground' and provokingly used the term ‘ivory-tower-dwellers’ to label university staff.
Comments and incidents confirmed the lingering impressions of students and programime
coordinator and blocked them from freely discussing their views and ambitions.

Conversations berween the PhDD students and the programme coordinator showed a growing
uneasiness with the situation from the point of view of the PhD students and the programme
coordinator. The question "but who will milk the cow?’ became metaphorical for their
cancern about the uscfulness of so much theoretical reading for solving the problems of
the African farmer. How could reading the work of Durkheim and other sodial scientsts
change the functioning of their institutions, help them in their ambition to participare
better with farmers and have impact on fariners’ livelihood in their home country? And
what wonld happen if they wanted ‘to do action research’ — which was so much advocated
in circles they were part of back home; what were the consequences if they did not design
and frame their research the way the professor wanted? These perceptions and frustrations
persisted when the PhD students started their held research in their home countries. Ina
meeting with the programme coordinator and representatives of the Rockefeller Foundation
in Uganda; June 2003, the PhD researchers vented their concerns abour the alienating

§Based on the professors’ notion; those professionals often held workshops in which participants frequendly
throw around a bean-bag — asa way of energizing and breaking the monotony of 2 mecting,
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theorerical orientation of the programme. The question as to whether the programme could
“blossom’ and achieve its objectives in the current academic environment became 2 point of
discussion. The representatives from the Rockefeller Foundation felt that the PhD students
had a valid argument. Their involvement in the agricultural research and development scene
in Africa showed them the need for 2 new type of professional. The programme coordinator
{ 1™ author) advocated that this new type of professional would not be able to purposefully
engage in the action if they could not at the same time be critical analytical researchers, able
to interpret the situations they found themselvesin. To this end, theoretical understandings
of the issues at stake are a necessary component of research training,

The third and fourth cohorts and their Learning Workshops

While the PhD studenis of the 1st and 2™ cohorr were doing field research in their home
country, the newly recruited PhD candidates of the 3rd and 4 cohort started their
PhD rraining in Wageningen in September 2003 and September 2004, respectively. The
curriculum of both cohorts was similar to that of the first two, except for the fact thar these
larter cohorts were not present at the same time in Wageningen (Bex 3). The PhD students
also took courses from the regular PhD and MSc programmes, read up on leerature, worked
and interacted on the development of their research proposals. For cach of the two cohorts
the programme coordinator (1 author) organised learning workshops similar to the one
described above (Learning Warkshops 2 and 3, respectively, see Box 1 and 2}, now also
inviting PhD} and MSc students from other programmes with an interest 1o develop their
competences for integrated agricultural research. The two Learning Workshops for the 34
and the 4% cohort were considerably shorter than the first one (41/2 and 5 days respectively)
because oflimited financial resources and supervisors of the participating students considered
that 9 days was taking too much time from the students’ programmes.

Because the 3* and 4% cohort of PhD candidates went through a training programme
comparable to the first two cohorts, experiences with the Learning Workshops and reactions
of the environment were more or less similar. The most salient observarion was the absence
of signs of tension in the relationship between PhD candidates and staff. The PhD students
from the 3 and 4% cohort seemed more appreciative about the studying of social science
theories and the application of them in their rescarch proposal than the students from the
first two cohorts. In addition, the TAD staff seemed move open to the experienceés of PhD
students, including their experiences in the Learning Workshops. There was a more relaxed
situation with more interaction between PhD students and staff members. The input of staff
members in responsc to queries and draft rescarch proposals were important stimulations.

Comparing experiences between cohorts
How could the absence of conflicting expecradons be explained? Had the experiences

with the first two cohorts helped to improve the training period of these two subsequent

96 Research in action



5. Preparing scientists for society

cohorts? The situarion of the last two cohorts of PhD studenrs differed from those of the

first two on several points:

s First of all, the recruited students from the 3 and 4% cohort had a somewhat differenc
background. Whereas several of the PhD candidares from the 1% and 2™ cohort were
involved in ambitious institutional-change projects, in which the process consulrang (37
author ) was involved as well, the PhD candidares of the 3 and 4% cohort included
several persons with training in social sciences (see Table 1}. This may have cushioned
the shock in the cohort of being exposed ro social sciences literature and theoretical
reflection.

« Programme coordinator and professor were better prepared for the expectations of
the next PhD candidates: the curriculum with proposal development, reading and
course work was better structured, and theory was presented to the PhD smdents in
a morc comprehensive way. Attention was given to bridging the usefulness of having
a theoretical framework for data collection and interpretation and the nature of their
PhD rescarch work.,

» The coordinator took time to talk with the students abouc the purpose of a PhD, Dutch
academic culture, and university organisation to avoid misunderstandings and falsc
expecrations with ralks ahout Dutch academic culrure. She explained to the students thar
other staff members of the group were incerested in the research plans of PhD candidates,
but that staff could not always help with their proposal presentations because of their
high workload.

e The programme coordinator made efforts 1o explain to PhD students and universicy staff
her view on the relevance of the Learning Workshops for PhD research. She pointed out
that in the modules a broad range of learning activities was offered, to accommodate
different leamning styles and mulriple intelligences. Students explored their own styles
and reflected on their own behaviour. At the same time students trained their skills of
observation and interpretation of body language, group dynamics, etc, She made it clear
to staff members thac in the workshops students would also practise interviewing skills
by means of a range of assignments. Particular concepts described in behavioural models
werc illustrated by experiencing reactions and emotions in the role plays and through
assignments. It was also emphasised that action research can take the form of ‘embedded
research’ and is not necessarily ‘activist rescarch’.

¢ 'Thewwo following Leaming Workshops were shorter and included students from other
programmes. This reduced the cohort feeling, i.c. the ‘bonding” effect within the group,
but at the same time reduced a potential fecling of frustration and alienation from the
university environment.

* A plan was made for the workshop participants to share their experiences with the
professor (3% cohort) and a wider circle of university staff (4% cohort, see Box 4). The
appreciation of the PhD researchers for what they had cxperienced in the workshop
and the importance it had for them as peoplc and as researchers was undeniable and
hard ro ignore.
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Follow-up workshops

A follow-up workshop was organised in June 2004 in a hotel in Malindi, Kenya for the

Box 4. Bringing the learning to a wider academic audicace: Gallery Walk.

"The programme coordinator was concerned zbour defiane comments from university
colleagues reluceanc to accept the Learning Workshop as an essential parr of the PhD
curricalum. Toward the end of the 2°¢ Leamning Workshop, the 1% and 3™ auzhors in their
roles as programme coordinator and trainer discussed with the participants how they could
improve the understanding among universicy staff aboue the Learning Workshop. The
participants decided to organise a meeting with the professor, to brief him and share their
views on the importance of this warkshop for their PhD process,

In the 3¢ Learning Workshop the pasticipants themselves came up with the idea of informing
athers. They wanted ro make the university see the importance of 3 comperence training of
the kind they were experiencing, For this purpose, the mainers organised what they called
‘Gallery Walk’ towards the end of the workshop, All posters and other visualised products
from the workshop were plastered on the wall, following the sequence of the programme they
had gone through. By revisiting posters and visuals parricipants got a good overview of the
entire workshop programme. This deepened their understanding of the interconnection and
meaning of the course elemenrs. Retumning from the venue of the Leaming Workshop, the
PhD students organised a similar Gallery Walk in the University, They invited supervisors and
ather imporrant people chey wanted ro inform about the competence training, The students
guided the audience through the poster serics, indicating how the various products had come
about, how they related to each other and what the imporrance was for them, The posters
included the ones in which they had documented their own evaluarion of the workshop (see
below}. Each Leaming Workshop was evaluaved by the participants. Below are some of the
participants’ comments on the third Learning Workshop.

PN wmy evisos the ittsporeatsce and voke of it a wodklion: 1
woeldsap.. - . : )

¢ Thar it made me realise the importance of chinking/looking ar research froman
impact-otiented approach. And dhat I learned whar is needed (skills) to conducr
such research

» Twonldlike to do a PhD that has/brings life {making a difference ro the system
1 am coming from)
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» This workshop changed somethiing in me and made me more oriented cowards
ficld research

s Ask if she/he is able to pur her/his head our of his/her bady (heart and

imagination)

1 will chink in another definition of 2n holistic approach

Development of my competence

Integration of one’s personal & professional goals in a PhD

Beerer 1o develop both sides of the brains than developing only ane side

The outcome of research could make a difference ta society, wha think and solve

problems in their awn way

Thar the most important thing ro consider during the PhD work ishow it impacts

{anchor)

Relating personal development & impact

Persona] development + relevance of research

A different view on reaching impact

The warkshop was important and that many people afier cheir PhDs do not make

it in life because chey lack che skifls I leamc.

A new petspective on system theory

»  ['want to include all the human messy part in my thesis

" A = 8 - » 4 8 & @

Photos: {left) participants filling in evaluation posters; {right) PhD students present their
workshop experiences in the form of a Gallery Walk to interested University staff.

PhD candidares in the first three cohorts and a number of supervisots. They came together
to exchange experiences and discuss progress in the fieldwork. The mode of working in
this follow-up workshop was similar to earlier workshops: the same mmainer/facilitator (3¢
author) helped ro design the workshop programme in such a way that the participants
taok active part and practised some of the skills introduced in the Learning Workshops,
This follow-up workshop was also the first occasion for PhD students of the 3% cohort to
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meet with PhD students of the first two cohorts. The start of the workshop tomed out to
be alandmark in the programme. There was tension among PhD students of the 1% and 2"
cohort. Some of them felt the same frustrations from the Wageningen period coming back.
They were not confident about the appredation and respect from the supervisors. The lack
of trust was felt more strongly now because they had cheic firse field daca. Could chey frecly
discuss their findings and ideas? Stories about professors stealing their students’ findings
were commimon in theis universities. The 3™ cohort scemed unhindered by such feelings: they
had no field data to protect and also had no reason to distrusc incentions of supervisors. The
facilitator decided to throw it onto the table. A serious discussion flared up, which led the
professor, sitting in front of the group ta publicly announce that whatever the orentation
of the thesis was, he would only judge it on its ‘academic defensibility’ Even if there was an
approach or ropic he could not be sympathetic with, he would lead the PhD candidate to
promotion. This public statement re-assured the students and removed the tension thar a
couple of chem struggled with. Since then, differences of opinion have remained, but have
now become a ropic of fruitful academic discussion, not hindering the finalisation of PhDD
theses in the programme.

In January 2005, 2 second follow-up workshop was organised in Jinja, Uganda. In this
workshop all four cohorts participated and a set-up similar to char in Malindi was used.
For PhD researchers it was an imporzant event to reflect on the progress of their rescarch,
identifying challenges and exploring difficulties in consultation with colleagues and friends.
"The fact thar parricipants were at different phases in their PhD research and their challenges
varied accordingly resuled in valuable exchanges of expericnces among the PhD students.

Last phase of the PhD research

After their fieldwork PhD researchers returned to Wageningen University for the final
writingup of the thesis. PhD students recurned to Wageningen University at different vimes,
depending on the cohorr and the individual progress of the thesis work. Consequently,
the composition of the group of PhD students present in Wageningen varied as well: PhD
students from the first cohort were now sharing offices at the university with those of
2nd 31d 55 d even 4%, ete, In this last phase of the PhD, students struggled to sort their
information, interpret findings and wrire chesis chapters. Taking a cridical stance on the
situation in which they had been working and collecting data was a challenge. Also, to
develop a way of writing in which empitical data arc the foundation for any conclusion
appeared to be rather difficult for some of the students who had become very skilled in
progress report writing for donors. For the integradon of theory and empirical data, and
devceloping conclusions, they now relicd on conventional academic skills. Appreciation for
more theoretically-oricnted discussion and literature grew - this was the only way they could
‘make sense out of their findings. Although we expected peer learning after che sequence of
workshops to continue, interaction among PhD students diminished: they did not want o
waste time on discussing each others’ findings, or going out cogether, or on other activities
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which distracted them from their own individual piece of work. They concentrazed only
on finishing within time.

5.5 Reflection on the experiences

Looking back and analysing our cxpericnces, we can say that we have learned from the
competence development inidative in‘'owo ways: how to develop a curriculum thar addresses
competences for integrated research and how piloting something new interacts with the

institutional academic environment.
Learning from the learning

At the level of skills training, offered in the workshop, it was obvious from the evaluations
of the workshop participants thar there is 2 demand for such learning’ (sec Box 1 and 2).
'The Learning Workshops served the participants in differenc ways. For the majority of
the participants the workshops were eyc-opences which they considered important for
their research and personal life. The eye-opencrs related to the entire range of tapics in the
workshop programmes: communication-and behavioural models, one’s own serengths and
weaknesses in inreraction with athers, ways to continue developing one's skills, reflections
on onc’s own research and theoretical concepts like process and systems approach, learning,
action research.

In addition, several PhD graduates referred in their final bricfings after graduation, to the
workshops as the most relevant activity in their PhD training. At least three PhD graduates
applied elements from the workshops in their research with farmers. Several others have
mentioned that what they learned about themselves and about human behaviour in general
has helped them in their personal as well as in their professional life. In addition, several PhD
studenes have adapted their research or even completely changed the research topic because
of the learning and inspiration they got from the workshops, Maost of the PhD research in the
programme is interdisciplinacy and quite a number of scudenes deal with action research or
research that cricically reflects on the projects and institutions of which they themselves are
part. Two PhD studies specifically inclnde the study of interpersonal and commaunicarion
skills development for rescarch and extension. Several graduares are now regulacly invited
as professionals in the organisation and facilitations of workshops.

1he experiences with the Learning Workshops do not yet tell us enough about the most
effective way to develop the skills we are watking about. A four- to five-day Learning
Workshop is 2 good start for developing the competences involved, bur more time and
effort is needed. Such aworkshop can only help to open Pandora's box: show the participancs
what kind of skills arc involved, the concepts behind them and how they can possibly
improve their competence in the various areas. A workshop can be helpful in reflecting on

the candidare’s ambitions in terms of the impact (s)he strives for with the PhD research and
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explore the opportunitics to accommodate these ambitions in serting up the research work.
'The consequences of chaices in terms of competences.chat are needed to successfully carry
out the research can be discussed. The longer, 9-day version of thie Learning Workshop could
offer more time to practisc the skills, deepen insight and further develop the comperences
the PhD students were interested in. In the 4-5 day version, there was only a brief time to
practisc and indicate how one could further develop the competences.

The development of interactive skills was confined to special workshops, separated from
the course work in which the more conventional academic skills were central. This has not
been helpful in showing the complementaritics of the various types of skills and relaced
conceprual views involved. Because of the separarion, and the focus on what they needed in
field research, the interpersonal skill element dropped out of sight later when analysis and
writing requited the PhD rescarcher to work in a highly individualistic mode. Finding an
effective way of integrating interacrive capabilities development into the more conventional
academic skill training could also help in an understanding of parricular social theories
and the uscfulness for PhDD rescarch work. Experiential learning in role plays based on the
students’ cases proved uscful in this sensc. Also the drawing of parallels between whart took
place in the Learning Workshops, at the level of the PhID programme in the university, in
their own research institution and at community level provided useful eatry points for
showing the usefulness of social theory in formulating rescarch questions and rescarch
process design, planning of field work and interpreting situations.

Learning from the institutional environment

The expericnees also showed us some of the pitfalls of pilot projects and change within
instirutions. In our case, the project created a protected space for trying out new things: the
project was brought in with external funding and could therefore operate fairly independenly.
‘The TAD group discussed and planned the orientation of the programme, but the meanings
of the ‘tailor-made’ element in the programme and differences in underlyingvisions and goals
did not surface until the activities were implemented. As a result, the Leaming Workshops
were crucial for everybody to understand that concepts such as tailor-made cusricula and
integrated or impact-otiented rescarch can be taken in different ways. The emerging different
views created tensions which in turn led to another dilemma, On the one hand the project
coordinator and PhD students needed a protecred space to freely experiment with new
competence development, unhindered by criticism. On the other hand, there was a need
to share ideas and experiences with the wider ecnvironment. The high workload among staff
members was, however, a factor which did not favour the exchange of ideas: busy daily
programmes lckt little space for focusing attention on innovative things.

Another point of consideration is the importance of the background and expectations of the

PhD candidares. In the PAU programme all PhD candidates were from developing countries,

most of them from Africa, with training in crop or soil management, plant production

102 Research in action




5. Preparing scientists for saciety

and development of rural communiries. They were used 1o hierarchical erganisational
cultures and academic cultures that tend to be very static. In addition, many of them had a
background in natural sciences and were used to secing social sciences seriously criticised
in their environment for their supposed lack of relevance and impact. While not suggesting
thar only and all African umiversities are hierarchical and follow the convenrional scientific’
paradigm, this background was not helpful to the PhD students for interpreting and
positioning themselves in the environment of Wageningen University.

Apart from the differences in expectarions of the parties involved, the reluctance to change
has probably played a role. The university, perhaps even more than other types of insticutions,
is rigid in the face of change: withour evidence of usefulness it tends to be difficult 1o
convince scientists of the nced for aew approaches (sce for instance Bawden, 1995). When
pilot projects are implemented for the purpose of providing experiences, and testing new
concepts in the curriculum, it is desirable to involve people in leadership positions, in order
1o champion the ideas and experiences, create space and ownership for continuation or
wider application. This insight — the need to involve crucial institutional players - has been
particularly useful in shaping the strategic planning and initiative so thar it incorporates
the kind of competence development for IAR4D type of researchers in the curriculum of
Makerere University, Uganda (Kibwika, 2006, Hagmann et al., 2007).

Ir is worth noting that another four-day Learning Workshop was implemented in 2007
with a group of PhD candidates of predominantly Asian origin with financial support from
Wageningen University. The programme was adapted, on the basis of earlier experiences,
to connect more closely with the PhD research and the type of interactions thar the PhD
candidares expect to deal with, A new Leaming Workshop is planned for the 2608/2009
season, again with financial support from Wageningen Graduate School,

Conclusions

When we started our with the objective to fill 2 gap in the PhD programme and address
the more interpersonal competence development for a integrative researchers’ profile, we
placed a great deal of emphasis on relational competences, visions and values, on ‘knowing
what' (the concepts and cheories) in combination with *knowing how’ (the practising of
interaction and reflection). Thesc are without doubr the essential ingredients of a reflexive
researcher. However, as we gained experience, not only with the Learing Workshops, but
also with the competences of the PhD students in doing their actual research work, including
the writing-up phasc, it became clear that these interpersonal competences are very much
inzertwined with the academic comperences.

‘The ability to relate and communicate is crucial in the application of specific research tools
like interviewing, faclitation of group discussions, etc. But there is more. To be able 1o
analyse, conceprualise, and discuss content matter these competences are most relevant in
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the formulation of (interdisciplinary) research questions, planning of a research process
with others, and communicate findings to other audiences. The new type of professional
mentioned at the start of chis chapter needs to have the ability to handle different cypes
of knowledge, framewarks of thinking and patterns of interaction. {S)he is capable of
sclecting the appropriate research methodologies related to purpasc of study and context.
“This ability asks even more from a researcher when dealing with other scientific disciplines
and with other (non-scientific) audiences. The reflexive researcher integratesit all: personal
social skills, disciplinary knowledge and skills, and the translation and application of these
in the interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary rescarch ficld. The leamning case described
in this chapter serves as an interesting example of the way in which these different
competences come together. The development and implementadion of the pilot project,
but also the interpresation of the unfolding process in the university environment asks for
a combination of soft and hard academic skills also on our part, coordinator and wainers/
facilitators: personal characters and relational skills, knowledge about rescarch methods
and methodological stances in research, all in practice and in theory, were relevant in an
integrated way.

Not all questions raised in refation to the development of the competences that researchers
need to operate in interdisciplinary situations can be fully answered. We leamn as we go, and
integrate our learning in the concept of the Learning Workshops for PhD students. More
PhD projects have to be completcd firse, before we can track the usefulness of the concept.
Furthermore, the way the various competences can be integrated and trained is a challenge
which we need to address more specifically. For example, addressing personal relational skills
in isolation seems a suboptimal option. The relationships a researcher has to deal with go
beyond daily-life interactions. It involves relationships with local and university supervisors,
colleagues in interdisciplinary rescarch teams, stakeholders in projects or communities, It
also involves communication about disciplinary knowledge and theories, construction of
shared meanings of problems and solutions with colleague-scientists as well as non-scientists.
For that reason, the interpersonal skills shonid be closely intertwined with the scientific
paradigms and knowledge frameworks used by different actors. Considering the need for
integration has implications on the way training is organised. For example, in relation to the
question about whether participants should preferably be from similar colliding disciplinary
fields, i.e. working in the same research arenas, or not. While we see the disadvantage of
having confined these skill elements to workshops, we do not want to advocate that all PhD
rescarchers should embark on the same type of research, In relation, not all students will
fecl the same need to develop their expertise in group dynamics, process management, cte.
To introduce specific competences in a Learning Workshop mode is therefore a pragmaric
option for the moment. Interesicd students can sign up and workshops can be tailored 10
the specific research domains and background of the students in order ro achieve maximum
impact. In any casc, we consider that a university thar takes interdisciplinary and research-
for-impact on board as important concepts in its research programme should have provisions
in its curticulum for those who want to engage in such research.
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5.6 Note from the authors

The PhD programme was an open-ended initiative and not set up as an action research
project. When the programme started, it did not have the objective to change the PhD
curriculum or the way to goabout things. Neither did it have the prior intention to turn the
PhD) students inte reflexive researchers. The experimental character of the programme, as it
unfolded, did however invite reflection. We have not wanted to prove anything but wanted
to make sense out of what we experienced and draw useful lessons. The programme had 2
‘participatory’ character in the sense that PhD candidates had an imporrant say about their
own learning and the programme activities and odentation. Their comments and reflections
on the cxperiences have been caprured by the programme coordinator through individual
interviews or as they cmerged in discussions and workshop sessions. At the moment of
submitring chis cext all PhD students and staff members have been invited to read the draft
text of this contribution. Based on their reactions text has been added or altered on some
points. We hope this provisional final version will generate even more learning from the
process we have experienced together.
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6. Taking a stance

The action researcher as an independent actor
Rudi Roose and Maria de Bie
6.1 Introduction

The ambition of action research is ofcen the ambition of emancipatory research, that is the
research should contribute towards changing the situation under investigation, and this
change should involvean improvement. It is often claimed that emanciparory research should
be viewed as democratic research: it docs not involve the implementation of changes desired
by the rescarcher in social reality, bur it involves a societal change induced by a democratic
research process in which not only the researcher but also policymakers and clients take an
active part. The present article analyses the scope and the concrete implementation of the
‘emandipatory’ action research we conducred. We put ‘emancipatory’ between quotation
marks since the term can have several meanings, as we will see below. The first section gives
a brief description of the action research we conducted. Next, we will review the features we
believe to be essential to emancipatory actien research: the focus on the growing problem
content of the situation, and the starting point of a subject-subject rclationship berween
rescarchers and other actors participaring in the rescarch. We will discuss these features
basing ourselves on the findings of the action research we conducred. This analysis will
show thar emancipatory research is subject to several preconditions, which are hard ro
achicve in the practice of action research, however, One of the conclusions is thar it is the
action researcher’s task to help to maretialise these conditions. This presupposes a modest
artitude linked to a strong involvement with the problem situation that is the subject of
the rescarch.

6.2 The action research ‘Youth Care Waasland"

From April 2001 to the end of June 2003, we conducted the action research “Youth Care
Waasland' The research was induced by the wishes of several youth care organisations in
the Flemish region called Waasland. They asked us to support the reorganisation of youth
care which was promised by the government at the time. This reorganisation aimed at a
betrer mutual organisational rapport berween youth care orggnisations in order ro achieve
a user-led youth care organised at the intersectoral level; the overall aim was to make youth
care more accessible,

The research involved 35 youth care organisations. The actors from the region concerned
expressly expected the reform of youth care to benefit the children and the parents in the
region. At the same time, they expected a bottom-up approach which took account of the
existing cooperative culture in the region and which firted in with concrete practce. The
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desire to gear the research to practice and ro the demands and objectives of the parties
involved necessitated a participative approach to the research. In consultation with the
acrors, namely represcneatives of youth care services in the region, it was decided ro launch
an action research. This choice satishied the demand for support for the envisaged process of
change and contexrualised knowledge { Tromp, 2004). The starting poin is that knowledge
cannot be acquired unless you try to change something: if you want 1o know how things
really are, just try to change them (Lewin, in Schruijer, 2005). Only by initiating a process of
change can we discover any resistances, identitics, possibilitics and impossibilities (Schruijer,
2005).

6.3 Action research: the growing problem content .

Noftke argues that the history of action research is characterised by the tension between
‘democracy and social engincering, which continues to be worked out in changing
configuradons in che practice of action research’ (Noftke, in Altrichter and Gstettner,
1997: 61). In the social-engineering approach, the social position of the research is not
fundamentally questioned, in contrast to emancipatory rescarch. Qur research was conceived
as emancipatary research. A possible criticism of this description of our research, and of
action vescarch presented as emancipatory in gencral, is that action rescarch emphasises the
interpretation of the current sitwation instead of actually seeking to change this situation
{(Romme, 2004). Romme argues that action rescarch aimed at emancipation rcquires more
design research, which tmay contribute ta the achievement of emancipatory objectives.
Ihis proposition implies a conception of action research as a process of innovation aimed
at a specific Bildungsideal (Masschelein, 1991), namely that of a state of emancipation to
be reached. We think it thus again becomes a type of social engineering, involving the
implementation by the researcher of a democratic model, not a change that is jointly
achieved and supported through a democratic rescarch process. A democracic rescarch
process by definition implies an open research process to which various actors, and not just
the rescarcher, make their own contribution.

Our action research started from an approach to emancipation in line with the pedagogical
thinking of Paolo Freire. Freire was a major source of inspiration 1o us, since he emphasised
cooperation rather than the expectation that people shawld emancipace themselves through
this cooperation { Van Hove, 1999). ‘Paulo Freire's central message is that one can know only
to the cxtent thatone ‘problematises” the natural, cultural and historical reality inwhich s/he
isimmersed. Problematising is the antithesis of the technocrats' ‘problem-solving’ stance. In
the larter approach, an expert takes some distance from reality, analyses it into component
parts, devises means for resolving difficulties in the most efficient way, and then dictates a
strategy or policy’ (in Freire, 2005: ix). The intended change in our action research therefore
involved a growing understanding of the sicuation (Bouverne-De Bie, 1988). This meant that
theadequacy of the starting points of the reorganisation, and not just the organisation of youth
carcin itself, became central 1o the research. In a prior consultation with the representarives

108 Research in action




6. Taking a stance

of the youth care organisations, the starting point of the action research was defined. The
starting point was that a reorganisation of youth care does not by definition generate an
added value for the children and the parents. Cooperation between care organisations may
also result in clienss receiving less adequate support options, For instance, when network
devclopment lcads to a one-sided reinforcement of the position of social workers, it can have
the effect that the views of those requesting help are ignored. The initial research question
was "how can youth care be reorganised so that this reorganisation also offers an added value
to the clients?’ ‘Added valuc’ was understood to mean youth care that meets the criteria
of availability, accessibility, affordability, usefulness and comprehensibilivy. dvailability
refers to the existence of a supply and to the fact that social services can be called upon for
matters that do not rclate directly to the assessed problem. Aecessibility refers ro the (lack
of ) thresholds when care is necded, for instance an inadequate knowledge of the supply.
Affordability refers to financial and other costs that the client may encounter, for instance
giving up one’s privacy or negative social and psychological consequences of an intervention.
Usefulness refers 1o the extent to which the client experiences the care as supportive: is the
help attuned to the demand, the skills and the language of the clients? Comprebensibility
refers to the extent to which clicnts are aware of the reasons for the intervention and the
way in which the problem should be approached (Roose and De Bie, 2003).

These criteria were considered essential to viewing youth care as a type of service provision
which realises potential conditions in view of developing 2 decent existence. The objective of
a decent existence is enshrined in the International Convention on the Righrs of the Child,
which was the frame of reference used by both youth care and the research.

6.4 The subject-subject relationship in action research

Action research is conducted in cooperation with the parties involved. The literature
describes this relationship as a subject-subject relationship. This subject-subject relationship
beeween the researchers and the researched subjects requires that special atrention should
be paid to the cooperation agreements. The proposition that action research involves a
subject-subject relationship berween the rescarchers and the researched subjects fails to
answer the question as to who these researched subjects are and what kind of subjects they
are cxpected to be. Traditionally, rescarch distinguishes between four parties (Wadsworth,
1998): (1) the researcher; (2} the researched subjects; (3) those who should benefit from
the research, the ‘critical reference group’ —in our case the children and their parents; and
(4) others who stand to benefit from the research, for instance policymakers.

The organisations participating in the action research did not wish to reorganise youth care
without consulting the clients, and from the outset of the research they raised the question
as to how children and parents could be actively involved in the reorganisation of youth
care. This active participation of children and parents in youth care and its development is
deemed important: client participation is believed to have an empowering effect, to improve

Research in action 109



Rudi Roose and Maria de Bie

the balance of power between social workers and dlients, and ro increase the freedom of
children and parents. ‘Freedom’ in this context refers to the freedom to make dedisions, to
take one’s own life into one’s hands (Holland and Scourfield, 2004). However, the emphasis
onthe active participation of children and parents may also have adverse effects (Hayward ef
al., 2004), since the participatory discourse {the objectives and values) and the participatory
techniques (the way in which participation is materialised) evoke a highly normative subject
image of an autonomous and competent individual (Masschelcin and Quaghebeur, 2005).
If clients fail to participate, this is construed not so much as their right ro offer resistance in
the power relationship with their youth carers — the power to disbelieve (Anderson, in Pease,
2002) — but as pare of their problem: non-active clients are seen as problem clients. The
issue of client participation should cherefore be approached cautiously, given the possibly
counterproductive effects of a participatory approach and the risk of instrumentalising
children and parents when they arcinvolved from within the youth carers’ frame of reference
{Beresford, 2000). Thar is why it was decided, in consultation between the researchers
and the youth care services, to set up our action research from a different perspective. We
viewed participation as a starfing point of care: a participatory care policy is a policy in
which children and parents are acknowledged and recognised. This implies thar care, in all
its aspects, should be developed from the perspective of the children and the parents. The
guestion is how this perspective is to be ineroduced. This appeared to be much more complex
than it would seem at first sight (cf. infra).

When participation is zaken as the starting point, the focus of the research shifts from the
actions of the children and the parents vo the actions of the youth carers. This implies that
the object of the action research is the care policy and thar the subject-subject relationship
berween researchers and researched subjects should be a subject-subject relationship berween
the rescarchers and the youth carers involved.

The subject-subject relationship (or the striving for such a relationship) was given
organisational shape in a steering group consisting of the researchers and staff members
of the participating youth care organisations. This steering group was considered the main
lever for achieving a process of change at the paolicy level. At the same time, an executive
committee and a partnership were set up. The executive committee consisted of a researcher
and several other members of the steering group, whilst the parmership involved all the
organisations that participated or were interested, as well as their staff and the subsidising
authoritics. During the first meeting of the steering group, a project leader was appointed
for whom a fulltime funcrion could be created, thanks to the financial support of the local
authorities. The project leader was one of the initiators, a director of a special youth care
service who had many years' expericnce and was highly regarded in the region.

Methodologically speaking, the rescarch was conceived as a movement towards the

problem ficld, in which we increased the level of concreteness of the youth care discussion
by examining concrete practice (Roose and De Bie, 2003). The first phase involved the
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screening of what the services within the region expecred of the results of the reorganisation
and a survey of these expectations in terms of what they could mean o the clients. In a first
stage, the client perspective was introduced indirectly via a revicw of the literature, On the
basis of this screening, several actions points were formulated and the findings were broughe
together in a number of thematic working groups, for instance on how to deal with client
information, on participatory care, and on the transparency of the offer to the clients. [n a
sccond stage, the work of these thematic working groups was deepened by means of concrete
case reviews: initially the discussion of past cases, but subsequently of current cases as well,
including the direct input (through interviews) of the clients’ perspective.

6.5 Findings from the action research
From the reorganisation of care to the study of care practices

During the action research we quickly found thae it was not easy to introduce the client’s
perspective. The initial question started from the reorganisation of care and entailed a rather
abstract discussion. In order to obrain a view of the clients’ perspective, it was necessary to
investigate concrete care practice, And this implied a movement towards the problem field
(cf. supea). This was done on the basis of the interim rescarch results.

As suggested above, the methodological concept involved an increasingly concrete
movement from the research towards the problem field. This concretisation made the
client increasingly ‘visible” in the rescarch. In the first stage of the action research, this was
done indirectly, as described above, by drafting and discussing 2 review of the literature on
clients’ perspective on care. In a later stage, this was done directly by interviewing cliencs
and discussing concrete cases. In each of thesc stages, the same questions were addressed.
However, this concrerisation implied that the questions had to be discussed in a decreasingly
abstract way and were to be linked more and more o concrete care practice.

In ather words, the researcher also eephrased the original research question (the
reorganisation of care) into a reflection on and an investigation of the carers’ own practice
from the client’s point of view. In the stecring group meetings, the reflection on the carer’s
own care practice was always related to the reorganisation, and notably to the starting point
that a reorganisation should generate an added value for the dlient. This rephrasing met with
resistance from the organisations concerned: for instance, the request for supplying cases
yielded a very poor response. During the discussion of this response, the actors involved
claimed that they had no scope for answering our question. Our questions referred to the
possibility and the willingness to assume 2 vulnerable position and to fundamentally question
one’s own starting points and discuss them with other organisations. They said there was no
scope for this, since it would cause roo much uncertainty or resistance. Carc appears to be
characterised by a canception of expertisc which emphasiscs the capaciry to resolve and
control problems which is incompatible with a vulnerable position.
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In the light of these findings, it was decided, jointy with the organisarions involved, ro cancel
the action research in its current form, given the limited scope for change thar appearcd
10 exist. Finally, a colloquium was organised where the resules of the action research were
presented to the public and where a nnmber of topics that had been covered by the rescarch
were further elaborated in workshops.

From research as helpful to action and as a means for action, to action as a means
forresearch

How should we evalvate our action research? One conld argue that it has failed, since it
has not produced the desired salution to the actors’ problem, namely a reorganisation of
youth care. However, from 2 research point of view, the rescarch produced highly interesting
resules. The resistance to the propesed changes gave us — as indeed Lewin suggests - an
insight into why change is so difficult to accept. It provided a better understanding of the
idea of experise as helpful to youth care, which focuses on a knowing and predictable
care. Carers are deemed ro be experts at solving the problems they are confronted with,
The emphasis is on controlling problems rather than understanding them. This is at odds
with the perspective of the clients, who seek flexibility and easy accessibility. I is also ar
odds with the finding that a lot of problems cannot be controlled by youth care, since their
cause, for instance poverty, is often beyond the reach of youth care. Taking account of the
perspective of children and parents consistently would thercfore make it possible to break
through the status quo, with carers assuming a more modest attitude and questioning their
own actions and ideas. Carers suggested that this was too hard to achicve in the present
social and yourh carc context.

Throughaut the rescarch, parallels appeared berween the relationships berween rescarchers
and carers and carers and clients. The researcher should display the same modesty vis-a-
vis ‘co-researchers’ as the cater vis-3-vis the client. Researchers should also mitigate their
emancipatory or liberating pretensions (Healy, 2001). However, this modesty should not
cause a Jack of commitment or a form of creaming, in which only research that is expected
10 be successfel is engaged in.

A question that could be raised is whether the conditions for launching our action rescarch
werc present. Indeed, we were facing a highly complex research situation with regard to
both the research questions and che scope of the research field. Zeelen (in Boog, 2002)
for example points to the need for an interests analysis prior 1o involving the rescarched
subjects in a research process, his conclusion being that it is sometimes betzer not 1o launch
aresearch project atall. However, we believe that these interests can only be expressed in the
course of the research, since otherwise we would have to specify beforchand that the rescarch
is to induce concrete change.
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This refationship berween research and action is an inferchange in which different aspects
can be distinguished (Bouverne-De Bic and Verhellen, 1995): (a) The research is a means for
action, since it questions existing approaches vis-i-vis a given problem. This is in line with
the formative function of the research, In our action research this was, for example, achieved
by organising training moments which offered an occasion for reflecting on the thresholds
impeding qualicy actions; {b) The research is belpfil to the action, since it supplies cognitive
data thar may support the action. This is the counselling function of the research. In our
action research, we could refer 1o the literature review on Clients on Formal Care (Roosc,
2001); (c) The action is a mseans for research. The steps taken in the action research gave us a
better understanding of the problem of youth care. Emancipatory action research requires
these three clements to be balanced, and this balance in its turn requires the researcher zo
be able to adopt an independent attitude.

The different expectations and positions of researchers and practitioners

It goes without saying thar the researcher is largely dependent on the cooperation with the
other actors in the research, since action research involves a subject-subject relationship,
This is not a one-to-ane relationship between one researcher and one researched subject,
but a relationship berween several rescarchers and several rescarched subjects. Our action
research made a distinction berween all these subjects: (1) two university researchers; {2)
the organisations concerned — staff members and the frantline workers; and (3} the project
leader.

In ouraction research, the researched subjects were called co-researchers (Lammerts, 1998).
This implies a different setup than the rradivional research approach, in which the researcher
says something abeut practice. Action rescarch consequently views the researched subject
not only as a major actor in knowledge production, but also as an actor in the reflection
about this knowledge. Tt is research with and not just about practice. At the same time, we
should remember that the researcher and the co-researchers take different positions in
practice and in knowledge production, for instance in reporting, where it is the researcher
who drafts the reports.

In action research, the position of the rescarchers and co-researchers can be situated on
the axis between the insider and oursider position (Van der Kamp, 1996). Van der Kamp
defines the researcher as an ‘engaged and competent oursider’ (Van det Kamp, 1996: 122).
On the one hand, this cntsider role can be problematical and cause resistance, for instance
if the proposed changes are not supported by the co-researchers. On the other hand, an
insider position can lead 10 ‘a canonisation of the research subject’ (i6id.: 124), causing any
objectivity or ¢ritical distance to disappear.

A possible solution to this insider/outsider tension could be to split the rescarch task
through 2 double act relationship (Titchen and Binnie, 1993), in which the roles can be
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distribured if there are several researchers: one researcher could be empharically presentin
the fiedd (insider), whilst the other researcher could take 2 more distant, coordinating role
(outsider) {cf. Aertsen and Decracmer, 1993).

Instead of 2 double act relationship, our action rescarch retied on a triple act relazionship, in
which the researchers and the project leader took different positions. The project leader’s
task was to monitor the formal aspeces of the project (contacts with the actors, organisation
of day-to-day business, finances, contact point for the steering group, etc.), and to carry out
research tasks {conducting screenings, setting up trainings, etc.). His main rask consisted in
effecting change from within and creating and monitoring a basis for the research. Action
rescarch not only involves a dialogue: in practice, it is often a multilogue that takes place
(Molders, 2001). Boog (2002) argues that action research is a living social network. The
project leader’s role is to explore this network and the communication Hows about the
research, and to respond appropriately. The importance of the project leader’s position
became even clearer when another project leader replaced him. The new project leader
worked halftime instead of fulltime and held a different, less authoritative position in the

region.

The project leader was positioned in between an insider and an outsider position. The
organisations concerned probably viewed him as an insider mainly, while the researchers
sometimes also placed him in the outsider position.

Both researchers took different positions. The first researcher worked on the tension of an
insider/oursider position. He performed various tasks as a conmnitted outsider, based on
the components referred to above, notably a counsclling function, a raining function and
a research function. Apart from this outsider function, the rescarcher was closely involved
with the concrete practice of the project and he approached the insider position closely. The
fact thar he had been active in youth care himsclf for many years 2nd knew several of the
actors from his own professional pracrice, gencrated a tension — which was also caused by
the close contact with the practitioners — to become involved in the day-to-day concerns
of practice and the need ro address these concerns.

'This tension was countered by the fact that the second researcher, who was the supervisor of
the research, took an outsider position as chairman of the steering group. She remained ac
a greater distance from concrete practice and thus succeeded in monitoring the line of the
research by positioning herself as an outsider. The decision to entrust the chairmanship to
a researcher was motivated by the need to monitor the frame of reference of the research
and by the assumption that this requites some distance. The demand of the researchers tobe
given the chairmanship of the steering group was felt by the practitioners asa relinquishment
of the project. The researchersindicated that it was essential to dehine the different positions
clearly and that the chairmanship of the steering group — an imporrant research ool -
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should go to the researchers. Ar thar moment, the dificulty of achieving a subject-subject

relationship became evident.

The positions taken by the different actors in the research are related vo the tension between
involvement and distance: apart from involvement, there should also be a certain distance vis-
A-vis the problems presented by practitioners (Elias, 1982), Elias argucs that the development
of social-scientific knowledge is characterised by a lack of distance and a too profound
emotional involvement in the problems. This excessively profound involvement makes
it impossible to step back from the problem, viewing the problem in a broader context
and seeking sustainable instead of instant solutions. This lack of distance thus produces
unsarisfactory answers to the problems raised, and this in its turn reinforces the emotionality
vis-a-vis the problem and thus the pressure to control the problem. Although action research
emphasiscs the recognition of and attachment o involvement, it also deems distance 1o
be important, since this makes it possible to ask more adequate questions rather than give
answers immediately.

The idea of engaging in a subject-subject relationship may be wishful thinking (Coenen,

2001). This is related amongst other things to the possibly different expectations with

regard to the rescarch. As said, action research has 2 dual aém: raising the competences of
practitioners and theory building (Boog er 42, 1996). It is obvious that it will be mostly the

practitioners who will pursue che first aim, whilst the rescarcher’s interest will focus mainly

on the second aim. Whilst practiionérs will want to resolve the problem, researchers will

essentially seck a better understanding of the problem. These two approaches need not be

at odds with cach other, but they can generate tension, because the rescarch runs counter to

the ‘illusion of taking action’ (Senge, in Mensink, 2005: 30): secking to solvc any problem

you are confronted with directly instead of making an in-depth problem analysis first by

constantly referring to the starting points underlying the problem situation. This becomes

even more prominent when we take Lewin's proposition referred to above seriously — 7
you want to know bow things really are, just try to change them — this approach views action

research as a type of double-loop learning (Argytis, 1996}, in which the basic assumptions

of youth care are questioned time and again, in conrrast to single-loop learning, in which

the problems are tackled without questioning the basic premises.”

The rescarcher views the practitioner as a subject who is to be taken seriously and who is
an expert in his domain; however, this also implies the expecration that the practitioner as
a subject will think along and reflect on his own practice. This is not evident: practitioners
are caught in a certain discourse on what an expert is or should be {Margolin, 1997), and
the cxpectation which is inherent to the setup of the action rescarch, namely that carers arc
reflective practitioners, is not self-evident. The action research suggests thar che approach

qArgyris and Schén alse distinguish denteron learning, in which organisations themselves learn how to conrrol
their learning processes, in other words, kearning to learn (Mensink, 2005).
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to carers as reflective practitioners involves a learning process to which action research ean
make a contribution. At the same time, the research shows that this contribution cannor be
presupposcd but has to take shape during the research itself.

6.6 The context of the research

The context in which the research relationship is established has major consequences for the
relationship between the researcher and the researched subjece, as well as for the possible
positions they can take. Importantly, our action rescarch was no contract research: it was
conducted ar the request of the practitioners but was not funded by them: it was funded by
the University. In this way, an independent position vis-a-vis the practitioners could be taken
and the research objectives could be steered by the researchers. The instrumentalisation of
the actors in action research is often caused by the fact that the research is part of a specific
policy mission which fays down the objectives to be achicved beforehand (Keune, 1998).
In this case, the rescarchers make use of the practitoners. Conversely, tescarchers can also
be asked by practitioners a solve problems arising in practice!®, in which case they can also
be used by practitioners.

Our action research was the result of a request by practitioners which the researchers could
fulfl in the framework of a PhD project. This gave practitioners the prospect of being able
to tackle the reorganisation of youth care in a more carcfully thonghe-out way. According
to the rescarchers, the request by practitioners offered an opportunicy to gain access to the
field of practice. Other elements can also play a role, often implicity (Zeclen, 1994): for
instance, for the region it was important that it could profile itself as a region which rackled
the reform process scientifically.

The formal structuring of the dialoguce berween the researchers and the researched subjects
was kept to a minimum. The organisations involved had commissioned the research, and
since the research took place in the framework of 2 PhD project, the researchers’ wages were
paid by the University; the rescarch costs borne by the region remained limited to the costs
for transportation and photocopies. Asa result, both the rescarchers and the researched
subjects were given the scope to address findamental questions: the scope for conducting a
fundamental dialoguc widened, and the researchers and researched subjects had the option
to step out of the research at any time if a common ground for further collaboration was
no longer present,

1% For instance, practitioners can request an evaluation rescarch of their own operarion which is conducted in the
framework of an apolication for subsidies. The scope for assessing practice cridically chus hecomes very small.

116 Research in action



6. Taking a stance

6.7 Conclusion

Emancipatory action research displays high ambitions in the literature, Boog for instance
says with regard to the emancipatory objectives of action rescarch: ‘Action research is
designed to improve the researched subjects’ capacities to solve problems, develop skills
{including profcssional skills), increase their changes of self-determination, and 1o have
more influence on the functoning and decision-making processes of organisations and
institutions from the context in which they act’ (Boog, 2003: 426). Reason (2001) argucs
that action research has a dual objective: to acquire knowledge and actions which can be
applicd directly by the actors involved, and to enable the actors to gain a bereer insight into
the marter and to empower them; to vse their own knowledge to initiate a learning process
towards becoming a ‘reflective practitioner’.

The concepr of empowerment starts from an assumption of power as samething which is
distributed unequally and which should be distributed more equitably (Dahlberg and Moss,
2005). Reason and Bradbury for instance argue that the pedagogy of the oppressed (Freirc)
should be matched by a pediagogy of the privileged: ‘inquiry processes which engage those in
positions of power and those who are simply members of privileged groups - based on gender,
class, profession, or nation. We need to learn more about how to exercise power and position
legitimarely in the service of participative relationships, to find ways in which politicians,
professionals, managers can exercise pawer in transforming ways, power with others rather
than power over others’ (Reason and Bradbury, 2001: 10 referring to Torbert). Hence, a
dichotomy is stated between the powerful and the powerless. This dichotomy might ignore
the fact that, as our research shows, carers might also be powerless to a certain exten,

This conceprion of power invalves other dichotomies besides the distinction between power/
powerlessness and privileged/poor: carer/client, technical knowledge/experience-based
knowledge, bur also research/researched subject (Healy, 2000). These dichotomizs might
lead to the assumption thar care can empower the client and that research can empower the
carcr. The emancipatory ambitions should be tuned down, since power is not a commodity
thar can simply be transported from the researcher to the rescarched subject, or from the
carer to the client. More likely, the carer, the client and the rescarcher arc all caughe in 2
complex network of power relations (Foucaulr, 1988) in which they have to move and inwhich

every movement generates new power relations.

Rather than being a large-scale empowering project. action research is nothing more than
a type of minor politics (Dahlberg and Moss, 2005) in which reality as we experience it is
questioned and the roles we play are reviewed critically. The researcher’s ambitions should
therefore be approached with due modesty. Not becausc any resistance is 1o be overcome, for
instance to the image of the researcher as an expers who presents the solution. but because
of the slow dynamic of the (re}production of social reality’ (Coenen, 1987: 165): social
changes are slow to take effect.

Research in action 177



Rudi Raose and Maria de Bie

The idea of emancipatory research stresses the dialogue between researchers and researched
subjects. This dialogical model is opposed to a normative approach to emancipation, in which
the objective of emancipation is defined beforehand as a resnlt to be achieved (Leonard,
quoted in Pease, 2002). The dialogical and normative approaches are not always easy to
distinguish in practice. There is a field of tension in which action research can position itsclfin
varying ways during the research (Keune, 1998). A lot of action research for instance makes
use of the cheory building abous the learzing organisation (Asgyris, 1996), in which the focus
is on effective action. The pragmatic approach uses this theory building self-referentially:
thereare no extemnal standard and frames of reference for effectiveness ( Veendrick and Zeelen,
1997; Mensink, 2003), ot else these frames of reference are imposed from the top down. This
implies an instrumental relationship between the researchers and the researched subjects:
although they do enter into a dialogical relationship, they pursuc external objectives. The
dialoguc in action research thus becomes a kind of window dressing in which participatory
techniques are applied asa strategy for achieving one’s own objectives {Van Diesen, 1998),
cither by the researcher or by the researched subjects. The emancipatory power of action
research should therefore be looked at from different angles, as should the idea that it is
abvious that the relationship berween researcher and research subject is a subject-subject
reladionship or thar the researched subjects are really co-rescarchers. We believe thar such

an instrumental relationship runs countér to our approach to emancipatory rescarch.

The experiences described above show thar it is important to reflect on one’s position
as a rescarcher and to realise that emancipatory research requires 2 modest attitude, buz
also a stubborn artitude which does not yield to the daily dlusions, but in which existing
tension relationships — berween emancipatory and pragmatic research, between the insider
and cutsider positions — are kept open. This can cause resistance and may even mean the
end of the research. Paradoxically, ending the research can be viewed as an element of its
participarory and open narare: the actors involved are entitled to offer resistance and they
should not necessarily follow the proposals and the problem analysis presented by the
researchers. It is the responsibilicy of the researchers to keep the dialogue open, and it is the
responsibility of youth carers to decide what they will do with the research results.
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7. Searching for dialogue with the Zapatistas

Dilemmas of collaborative research in the
ethnography of conflict

Gemma van dev Flaar
7.1 Introduction

Over the past decade a number of fascinating proposals have been developed o make
anthropology mote responsible and responsive to the populations studied. This has
happened under labels such as ‘collaborative’ or ‘activist’ anthropology (Hale, 2001), ‘militant
anthrepology’ (Scheper-Hughes, 1995) or the ‘anchropology of witnessing” (Stephen, 2002:
31). These views take a step back from the image of the anchropologist as the ‘neutral
observer’ whose main task it is to document social processes, to posit the anthropologist
instead as a person who commits him or hersclf to disadvantaged groups, to respond o
suffering and to denounce injustice and abuse.

In this chapter I engage with these proposals and che promises, challenges and potential
problems they entail in the practice of field research. In particular, [ explore the consequences,
both positive and possibly problemaric, of such an approach in contexts of social and
political conflict. I do this not from a safe abstract vantage point but by directly questioning
my own practice, and especially the way I set up and conducted my field research into
conflict and municipal government in Chiapas (Southern Mexico). My research was nac
designed as ‘action research’ or activist anthropology’ bur as the project developed I became
increasingly interested in the activist and collaborative approaches in anthropology. The
alternative anthropologies discussed have not been a distant scholarly debate 1o me, but on
the contrary, during my work | interacted with many anthropologists who embraced activist
and collaborative methodologies.

On the basis of the “activist’ and ‘collaborative’ propositions, I started to look critically at
my own research practice, particularly the way in which 1 approached the main conflicring
parties in the local setting of my fieldwork. My interest in collaborative approaches 1o
anthropology is related, on the one hand, ro the difficulties 1 encountered in doing ficldwork
and the continuous doubts as to whether I had made the right choices in connecting with
local groups. On the other hand, it is mortivated by my conviction that in many ways,
collaborative rescarch is the anthropology of the future. It addresses 2 number of key issues
in contemporary «thnography, including (1) the need to be accountable to the subjects
studied not just as a moral imperative but in order to be able to gain access to the rescarch
population in the first place; (2) the need to reflect on broader agendas of change with
which the research will, intentionally or unintentionally, interact; and (3) the need to reflect
on the moral and ethical responsibilities of anthropologists. At the same time, I have some
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doubts about some aspects of collaborative approaches, especially in the conrext of political
conflict. These relate to problems of representation and interlocution, of the legitimisation
of specific actors and discourses and not others, and of the primary accountabilicy of the
rescarcher to one particular collective actor.

‘The main aim of this contribution is to share ideas and doubts. This text does not advocare
any approach in particular or explain how to ‘do’ collaborative work. Rather, it is meant as
an input to help the reader decide what kind of ethnographer he or she wants ro be, whether
a collaborative approach would be feasible and productive for the kind of questions he or
she plans to address and the context in which this will be done, and to sensitise himor herwo
some of the issues that might be encountered along the chosen path. The acconnt presented
here thus hopes to stimulate reflection on how 1o give shape to ethnographic research.
It is inspired by the reflexive nature of much current anthropology (whether explicitly
collaborative or not) that includes the experiences and concerns of the researcher in the
ethnographic narrative. 1 think such reflexive narrarives arc important ways of exploring the
often confusing and multi-layered social processes which anthropologists try to understand
and unavoidably become part of and therefore have added value for the analysis.

In che remainder of this chapter I first discuss some of the main claims and proposals of
collaborarive anthropology. I then introduce my own research in Chiapas. Next, I reflect
upon a numbser of specific issues on which collaborative anthropology has something ro say:
negotiating access to the field, dealing with multiple pecspectives, and the commitment of
the researcher. In the conclusion, [ make an effort to sum up some of the questions to be
answered in research design.

7.2 Activist and collaborative anthropologies'’

Collaborative, activist or other politically committed anthropologics do not form a
homogeneous or ‘finalised’ school of thinking,2 It is work-in-progress which engenders a
rich and ofien passionate debace. Different emphases may be encountered amongst authors.!3
Lynn Stephen and Nancy Scheper-Hughes, for example, stress the moral responsibiliry of
the anchropologist not to remain indifferent to human suffering but to denounce and react.
Charles Hale (2001) and the programme in activist anthropology at the Universicy of Texas
at Austin emphasise the commitment to progressive social and political transformation

H s section drews on a bricfumpublished paper which { winte in 2005 (Van der Haar, 2005c¢).

12 There is also no suggescdon that these ideas are entircly new, Activist and collaboradve anchropalogy build
on earlier ideas but elaborate on them and have given them a renewed significance in relarion to the present
conditions.

131 make no claims to an exhaustive discussion. My starting pointin this discussion hasbeea theideas FCharles
Hale and the activist anthropology pramored in Austin; other authors consulted are Swephen, Simonelli and
Earle, and Scheper-Hughes. Many others could be added, especially as more 2nd more PhDs are now being
complered based on these ideas.
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and the collaboration thronghour the research process with social acrors. The ‘Concept
Statement’ on ‘activist anthropology’ as formulated in Austin (to my knowledge the
academic institution most explicitly proactive on these questions, as regards the study of
Latin. America}, cleatly connects these transformative and collaborative elements: ‘Activist
research begins with an alignment with an oppressed, disenfranichised, or marginalised
collective subject, whose members are engaged in struggle for relicf from oppression, for
right and betterment’ This collective subject is to be involved in all steps of the research
process, from the conceprion of the rescarch questions and design, the data gathering, the
analysis and the disserination of results (Hale, 2001; Austin statement, 2003).

In activist proposals of anthropology, political responsibility and engagement are not seen as
a ‘corrupting’ factor that would compromise the quality of the research, buton the contrary
are given key importance in the research process. The political preferences and motivations
of the researcher and the political simatedness of the researcher in the field are subjected to
critical reflection. Charles Hale states in this regard that activist research involves ‘making
our politics explicic and up-front, teflecting honestly and systematically on how they have
shaped our understanding of the problem ar hand' (2001: 14),

‘We may understand activist research asan artempt o find satisfactory answers tothe challenges
and contradictions of the ficldwork experience. In their fieldwork, anthropologists are and
have been directly confronted with poverty and suffering, with human righes abuses and
violence, and have fele obliged to ask themsclves whar as human beings and as anthropologisis
they were doing about this. 14 Furthermore, anthropologists have increasingly been criticised
for their lack of responsiveness and responsibility toward the communities rescarched and
the failure to feed back cheir findings to their research subjects.!® It has to be recognised
that any anthropologist needs to gain a certain degree of acceptance and support from local
actors, without which he would not be able to be present in their midst, to survive physically
or to establish any form of meaningful interacrion. To gain such legitimacy, the researcher
needs to appeal to issues of interest to the local community and is likely o have to adapt
his research to some degree to local demands and ideas. Thus, whether they wanted or not,
anthropologists have long had to accept that local populations condition their work 1o a
cercain extent. The srength of collaborarive anthropology is that it not only makes chis
aspect visible but theorises it and places it at the heart of the rescarch endeavour. A particular
strength that 1 sce in activist and collaborative anthropology is that there is serious debate
abowmt the analytical consequences of this research practice,

Rather than wreating the influence of the needs and demands of research subjects as an
unavoidable distortion or a necessary price to pay for cthnography that nceds to be kepr

14 Hence, commitment and responsibility are not seen asjust the private responsibility of the anthropologisz 2s
a person, bur lead o a rethinking of the anchropological endeavour as such.
13 Sce, for example, the work of Kay Warren, also discussed in Stephen (2002).
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out of the analysis for fear of being considered lacking in academic rigour, collaborative
anthrapology instead claims that the involvement of local actors should be maximised
to produce not only more socially relevant but also better, more adequate knowledge.
Advocates of collaborative approaches expect the active dialoguc with a collective subject to
transform the research process, to make research more relevant to real-life problems and to
produce a richer analysis. In their view, analysis is enhanced by the fact that as the research
subjects have a grearer stake in the production of knowledge, they will tend to be more
commicted to the rescarch process. The samé is true of the researcher who will be more aware
of the possible consequences of his or her work. Purthermore, in collaborative work the need
will arise to address differences and possible contradictions in the viewpoints between the
collectivity and che researcher. It is precisely this exercisc of engaging in a dialogue on these
differences that brings the understanding of the social processes studicd a step further (Hale,
2001; Earle and Simonelli, 2005). To my mind, the ways in which the so-called rescarch
subjects are engaged in a dialogue over the meaning and set up of the rescarch is one of
the key issucs for contemporary anthropolegy. We need to come up with convincing and
constructive answers to the question, posed by the populations we study, ‘why shonld this
interest us?’ and recognise thar, though this is by no means a simple exercise, the rescarch
has a lot to gain from it.

Authors like Nancy Scheper-Hughes place somewhat less emphasis on the collaborarive
aspect as such and relate militancy more 1o the needs to be addressed (e.g. stopping human
rights abuses) or the values to be defended (e.g. human dignity}. This lacter position could,
in theory, allow for ways of working that do not involve an alignment of the researcher
with a specific and more or less formally organised collective subject. In practice, however,
much of the research inspired by the activist or politically committed approach that I have
encountered in Chiapas, seems to take the form of a collaborarion with a specific social actor.
I sce this collaborative aspect as one of the central challenges to ethnography today and it
will be this issue that T will discuss in relation to my own experiences.

7.3 Studying political conflict in Chiapas

Between 2003 and 2006 1 developed a post-doctoral research project that looked inro what
I considered to be one of the key dimensions of the ongoing conflict in Chiapas, Mexico:
the rivalry and coexistence between state governance and Zapatista autonomous structures
at the local level {Box 1). The Zapatista autonomous structures of governance had been
consolidated as a challenge to the Mexican state, when formal recognition of indigenous
rights at the national level was unsuccessful. These structures consists of autonomous
municipalities (munjcipios antsnomos) and as of August 2003, the so-called Juntas de Buen
Gobierno (JBG), Councils of Good Governance, bodies coordinating the autonomous
municipalities. These administrative and political structures shape the everyday life of
Zapatista dvilians, affecting their access to nagural resources, their livelihood options, the
way they relate 1o the military command structure of the EZLN, and the way they relate to
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Box 1. The Zapatista uprising

On the moming of January 1% 1994, the Mexicans woke up 10 a new reality. During the
night, armed and masked rebels from the Zaparista Army of National Liberation (EZLN)
had occupied a number of important towns in the southemn province of Chiapas and dedared
war on the Mexican govenment. The (badly armed) army of indigenous peasants and their
charismaric leader Subcomandanre Marcos immediarely made headlines around the world,
forcing the Mexican government into a ceasefire. Peace talks stalled, giving way 1o a low-
intensity conflict that is ongoing to this day.

other social actors locally and globally. Elsewhere I have provided a morc detailed account

of the ways in which these structures emerged and were consolidated and legitimised and

1 will not repeat this here (van der Haar, 2004, 2005a). A few things are important to bear

in mind though for the present discussion:

o The Zapatista structures operate in parallel to the state system and challenge the stare in
its kegitimacy and actual capacity to administer resources and people.

e The autonomous municipalities and other Zapatista structures are not formally
recognised by the Mexican state and operate at the margins of the law. They are framed
by the Zapatiseas in terms of ‘resistance’

« ‘The two kinds of structures overlap spatially and socially as groups of the {rural)
population within and across communitics align with cither ‘the government’ or the
EZLN. This gives rise in practice to a certain competition for exercising control over
people and resources.

e ‘There are no regions in Chiapas where the Zapauistas are hegemonic; they operare in
contexts where a variery of rival political projects are present,

In my research I was interested in exploring local-level contestations of the state and changing
notions and practices of governance, which I considered one of the most fascinating
aspects of the Chiapas conflict. [ was interested in contestation and change not only at the
discursive level, but also at the level of practice, an issue which had been explored far less
(Box 2). My field rescarch zoomed in on the question as to how the two competing claims
to povernance of the municipal government and the Zapatiseas interacted (cthe kinds of
accommodations, negotiations and conflicts that were involved), what this meant for the
way the Chiapas conflict unfolded in daily life, and the ways in which, in this context,
local forms of governance were being reworked with reference to debates on indigenous
rights, polirical participation and democracy. The project involved an eight-month period
of fieldwork in the region of Altamirano, at the fringes of the Lacandén Rainforest. This
was traditionally 2 marginalised region with a weak municipal government and also one of
the main centres of gravitation of Zaparismo. Scveral autonomous municipalities existed,
(partially) overlapping with the official municipal territory as well as a regional centre (seat
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Box 2, Compeding claims to governance in practice

Picture two primary schools in one village of 500 inhabirants, one showing the slogans of
the goverument, the other presenting che colowrful graffiti of the Zapadistas. This is one of
the most visible aspects of the rivalry berween "the government’ and the EZLN in the rural
villages of Eastern Chiapas. In the first, teachets paid by the state reach che standard Mexican
curriculm; in the second voluntary ‘educarors’ offer an alrernative, revohutionary curriculum
supported by narional and international NG Os. The scgregation continuesafter schoot hours,
when young people of the village play basketball on cither one or the other of the baskerball
fields near the schools. A more invisible rivalry relates to dispure serdement and bocal jusrice.
Where the Zapatists resolve their ‘problems’ at the level of the auronomous municipality or
the Junta de Buen Gobierno, the non-Zapatistas turn o the judicial authorides in Altamirano.
When a dispute involves members of both partics, negotiations follow beeween both sees of
anthorities.

of the Junta de Buen Gobierno, also called Caracof) situated at only nine kilometres of the
central town of Altamirano. Though Zapatista strength had greatly declined since its heyday
in 1996/1997, it was still considerable ar the time of field work. My main methodology
was a combinarion of formal and informal interviews and participant observation and,
especially, the following of specific ‘critical events’ oceurring at the intersection of Zapatista
and municipal governance, I expected o encounter such events which would allow me to
analyse *how authority is claimed, endorsed or contested, what instirutional arrangements
and normative frameworks are drawn upon in this process, how they are brought to bear
upon one another and what the consequences of their interaction are” (Nuijren ez 2/, 2004:
108).

Regarding how to go abour miy research and try to involve local actors, T had two, somewhar
contradictory, ideas. On the one hand, I wanted to gain a closer involvement with Zapadsta
authorities at the level of the JBG in order to explore more closely how the widely known
(and very appealing) Zaparista proposals on governance were given shape in practice and
what their analyses and experiences were with regard to the uncasy coexistence with the
official municipal government. On the other hand, however, I was also keen to study the
situation of contested governance from the perspective of muldple aceors, not only Zaparista
authorities, but also official municipal authorities, people adhering to either ‘the government’
or ‘the Zapatistas or seeking neutrality. In this way [ hoped to understand, from different
angles, the dynamics of the conflict and the practices of governance at the intersection of
the competing sphertes. I was not entircly clear, from the outser, about which of these cnury
poinis to the field situation was my priority. However, I knew I was not prepared to accept
working with the Zapatistas entirely on their terms and reeded to keep doors open to other
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acrors. Thus, my starting position was different from whar collaborative anthrapology
advocates, where the alignment with one particular actor is taken as the basis.

My idea to try and analyse the dynamics of competing claims to governance from the
perspectives of a variety of actors sprang from my concern with the apparent lack of such
studics in recent scholarship on Chiapas. Despite the overwhelming scholarly atwention to
the Zapatistas and the Chiapas conflict, relatively few studies contextualised Zapatismo in
relarion 1o local histories and the interaction with other political acrors. Neither an exclusive
focus on the Zapatista ideology and strategy, nor the focus on other political actors while
discrediting or discarding Zapatismo as irrelevant, seemed to me to afford the much needed
insight into the ways in which the conflict was unfolding at specific sites, how the Zapatista
project was being created and contested at different levels, and how it shaped the options,
interactions and imaginations of both adherents and opponents. 1 identified with Xéchid
Leyvd's plea to acknowledge local complexities and extend ‘the analysis to the practices,
discourses, and idcologies of all those involved' (Leyva, 2003: 182), given that in the case
of Chiapas too often ‘the Zapatistas' are juxtaposed with an undifferentiated ‘rest’ (cf. Van
der Haar, 2005b). I did not, I should add, assume thar the Zapatista structures were under
assault from a more powerful local government. Rather, it was an open question to me,
which I wanted to explore during che research, in what ways the municipal government
dealt with the Zapatista presence, whether and how they placed pressures on them or wied
to undermine them. Similasly, I was incerested in the ways the Zapatistas might be exerting
pressure on the municipal government. My assumption was that the workings of power
needed exploration rather than viewing the Zapatistas as the g priori more vulnerable parry.
During che fieldwork and since then [ have been wondering whedher my decision to study
multiple perspectives rather than identifying with one of the actors in the conflice {the
Zaparistas) was a wise one. It certainly was not an casy option and produced contnuous
doubts and feelings of anxiety. 1 was often unsure as to whether my moving berween different
social and political actors — as 1 ended up doing- was not seen as a ‘transgression’ that would
jeopardise my presence in the region (fortunately, this did not happen). Furthermore, as
E will discuss in more detail below, my approach implicd that the more intimate arenas of
power on either side remained closed to me.

I did not have a very clear strategy s to how to approach the actors with whom I would
need to negotiate formal permission for my rescarch, the Zapatista regional avthorides of
the funta de Buen Gobierno and the municipality of Altamirano. [ hoped I would be able
to establish a morc or less formal connection with the Zapatisea authorities given thac T had
good connections with the leaders of one of the autonomous municipalities on the basis of
previous rescarch work, but I did not know how much leverage they had ac higher levels of
the Zapatista hierarchy. Also, [ was not at ali sure how they would react to my idea of also
interviewing people at the Aleamirano town hall (presidencia). Similarly, I was not surc how
the municipal government would react to my intention to talk to them anid to the Zaparistas.
Next to formal interviews with anthorities on both sides, 1 relied on finding enough room
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for informal conversations with people of different political affiliations affected by the
competing claims to governance.

In the light of the propasals for collaborative anthropology discussed above, my approach
may sound very najve and improvised, but it was the way Thad been doing my earlier research
as well. T had not considered it very problematic unsil then since I had evenmally always
found enough opportuniry o access the actors that I considered important. I was building,
as before, on the contacts I had from the time I was a volunteer with one of the teams of
the San Cristébal Diocese and that | had maintained and deepened during later stays {also
dedicated to research). [ had grown into a habit of organising things alongside my research
that would {I hoped) be of benefit ro the local community, but my research itself remained
mostly motivated by academic interests. Unlike many other researchers in Chiapas, who out
of conviction or necessity work by aligning themselves in more or less permanent ways with
peasant organisations of NGOs, I had been reluctant w develop such dies and negoriated
my access dircctly at the community level. 6 1 was well aware, however, that my previous tics
to the Diocese continued to play a role in the way I was being viewed.!”

7.4 Searching for dialogue

Who knows what they were thinking, the Zapatista representatives that received me at the
regional administrative centre, the Caracol of Morelia, where I had come to present my
rescarch proposal to the Junta de Buen Gobierno (Box 3).18 The treatment was polite and
even kind. They apologised for having kept me waiting. I had nor minded the waiting. k
had given me the chance to see something of the dynamics of the Caracol and ro greet some
people I happened to know who were working there. It was a quier day without much activity
and I had plenty of time to think back to a previous visit to this place, a year or so earlier,
when befriended Zapatistas had taken me along to a party there. I was impressed by the new
buildings that had been constructed. When they were ready ro receive me 1 thanked my
interlocutors for the opportunicy to present my research. After going over che formaliries,
such as taking down the data from my passport, they let me explain my intentions and asked
me questions for clarification. They listened bur they did not react o questions from my

Y[ did havc an affiliation, though, as a visicing rescarcher 1o an academic institution, the CIESAS Sureste in
San Cristébal de las Casas, which I myself considered very imporant bur which did not, at the time, have any
grear significance beyond academic cireles.

171 was well aware since sy time wich the Diocese that ‘access” to the community needed ta be granved through
formal permission of the communal authorities and char without such permission physical presence in 2
community was nor possible. Hence. in order to be able ro alk ra peaple in their home communiries and share
in their acrivities, it was necessary ro negodate access. Thisis a condition confrontng rescarchers and ocher cypes
of external actors alf over indigenous Chiapas that has shaped the ways in which anthropologists have organized
their research. {See also the inoducdon o Van der Haar, 2001.)

'€ Ta be precise, I was atrended by two sets of representatives, firstly the Vigilance commizzee in chaege of
receiving the visicors and secondly by the JBG propes.
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Box 3. Junta de Buea Gobierno

‘The installation of the Juntas de Buen Gobierno, in Anguse 2003, bronghr a number of
changes in the civil governance strucrore of the Zaparistas. One of the main objectives was to
reorganise and regulate the interface with civil society. Uncoordinated support had produced
ineqaality and friciion. Furthermore, the JBG were entrusted with the coordinarion and
vigilance of the auronomous municipalities. They were to prevent abuses of aurhority and
mke sure the prindples of good governance were respected. Their fancrions also inchided
mediating in conflicts between amonomons munieipaliries {also Van der Haar, 2004).

side. My attempts to engage them in a discussion were unsuccessful. When I asked, after my
introduction, and insecure as to what they made of it: “What do you think? Do you think
this could be an interesting issuc?, some people scemed inclined to react bur then held back.
I then realised that I was not supposed to ask any questions and that we wete not going to
have a conversation. I had hoped for an opporruniry to exchange ideas about the Zapatista
challenge to the stare and why I thought this merited research, but T realised this was not
going to happen, at least not in that setting, I had also made a point of my disposition to
take up any other issue that was more in line with their interests, offering my services so to
speak, but this also elicited no reaction. The whole meeting produced a strange sensation in
me. Most of the members of the JBG were very much like the people from the villages with
whom I was accustomed to relating yet the dynamics of the interaction were so different
from what I was used to.!?

I'was kindly given a date ar which 1 could come back to inquire about the decision conceming
my request. My proposal wonld have to be judged by the general assembly, I was told, buc
they would first have to decide whether to propose it at all. When I visited the Caracol again
on thedate Thad been given, I learnt that somehow my request had not been followed up, but
there was a record of my previous visit and I received an apology. T had a second interview,
to be notified a few weeks later that they could not give me permission for the research
because it was ‘not in the people’s interest’ I could haedly blame them and understood very
well thar they had other worries than my research. I said goodbye expressing my hope that
in the future we might be able to exchange ideas.

"The ‘no’ ar the level of the Junta de Buen Gobiemo came as no surprise. I had first explored
the possibilities for rescarch and the options for propesing my project, with the people
I knew at one of the antonomous municipalities. They had made it clear to me that any

research would have o be approved first by the JBG, aven if 1 were to limit it 1o the level

19The JBG was madc up of represenmatives of the coundils ac the level of the autonomous municipalitics who
integrare the JBG in nuens, on the basis of a complex rorarian system.
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of this onc particular auronomous municipality.? I was aware that, ar the time of my
fieldwork, the Zapatista organisacion had just entered a process of what we mighe call
rationalisation and a degree of centralisaton. Autonomous municipalitics were embedded
more clearly than before in a hierarchical structure (linking them to the central command
of the EZLN), and the responsibilities and competencics of the auronomous municipalities
became more strictly circumscribed. A number of issues previously addressed at the level
of these municipalities, or by individual communitics, were now made the concern of the
Juntas de Buen Gobierno, the regional centres coordinating the municipalitics. With these
changes, in practice the JBG started to act as a gatckecper not only for NG Os or solidarity
groups interested in supporting the Zapatista bases but also for researchers. Previously
also, research projects (including those of students) needed to be negotiated and gaining
permission could be complicated, bur under the new conditions the room for manoeuvre at
the local level was much reduced {at least, this was the situation at the tme of fieldwork: it
may have relaxed since). Upon my arrival in Altamirano, I 'had heard numerous examples of
people (NGO workers and rescarchers) whosc proposals for projects or rescarch had either
been rejected or not considered at all. I chus knew that the chances of success, at least in the
rmeframe 1 had, were reduced.

My interlocutors in the astonomous municipality explained to me that a policy concerning
research projects was in the making in the JBG. in response to the many requests of students
and researchers they were receiving. They also told me that there was a lot of hesitation about
research projects, because, as they told me ‘the people have starzed to analyse: the student
gets the thesis but what do we ger?” And, asking me why research abour the Zaparisras
would acrually be necessary, they suggested ‘Do not the communicades [the official Zaparista
communiqués] explain it all?’ In continuation, they also expressed some doubis about
rescarch because it can lead to ‘criticisms’ of the movement.

In this inital conversation, at the level of the autonomous municipality, I did not present
very definite ideas for research and instead tried ro explore whether there were interests
they had that could match my own. I felt that the research question [ had started out wich
was broad enough to accommodate anything related to Zapatista autonomy that they felt
they wanted to address. But I found that the people I was talking to had alot of needs and
interests relared to their situation as Zaparistas (some of which they shared with me) but few
of thesc were ‘research questions’ or casily translatable into them, I realised once again how
difficult it can be to cranslate academic proposals into words that make sense at the level of
the people living the reality you want to study. I tried, of course, [ talked zbour the fact thar
so lirele is known abour the degree to which the state authoriries respect the autonomous
structutes and that many people worry whether this situation of ‘two governments’ (dos

20 They in facradvised me against focussing on one autonomaons municipality in pardcular because this was not
“well accepred’ since it was, at the time, the JBG thar was supposed to allocate any type of project ro one of the
differenc auronomaus municipalicies.
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gobiernas) did not involve many conflicts. I was happy to find, ar least, thar the idea of ‘dos
gobiernos’resonated well with the way they themselves conceptualised the situation and they
were forthcoming with examples of conflict but also coordination berween the Zapatista
structures and the ‘offical’ municipality of Altamirano. This is also an example of the rather
informal and implicit ways in which I sought to validatc the notions I was working with
and refine my analysis.

In hindsighr, I realise that I was focused on isstres for research whereas their concerns were
more in the nature of how to improve something or overcome an obstacle, for example, how
to make headway with education for adults {1 offered my services). I can see how a mere
change-oriented, collaborative approach would have meant engaging with the process of
constructing antonomy in which my interfocutors, Zapatista municipal authorities, were
involved, and with their scirches and strugples. Any research question that would also be
meaningful to them, would have to develop from there. Rescarch would then be connected
to cfforts ro improve something and its relevance would be clear. However, the searting
point would then be to support an ongoing process rather than research per se, which is
precisely what action-type research is advocating, of course, but which had not been my
starting point.

Researching the Zapatistas is not impossible. I have meta few people, anthropelogists and
others doing their PhDs, who were ablc to do research with the approval of the Zaparista
authorities and in good collaboration with them, Without cxception, these were people
who had a track record of work in support of the Zapatistas through an NGO or solidarity
group. This suggests thar a collaborative research project needs to be embedded in and
follow from earlicr engagements that give the researcher legitimacy, rostworthiness and
insight. This earlier engagement is unlikely to be centred on research primarily, but racher
on supporting the projects the organisation is trying to realise. Though I also had an carlier
engagement in the region and had constructed a certain legitimacy, T had not built up
credentials as a Zapatista activist and this proved crucial when dealing at the level of the
JBG. My experiences also indicate, 1 think, that the extent o which research becomes
collaborative depends in part on the researcher {personality, antecedents, time pressurcs,
etc), but also on the particular dynamics of the organisation one intends to work with at
the time one intends to do the rescarch. I can imagine that the type of dis-encounter I had
is as much part of the efforts of giving shape to a collaborative anthropology as are the rich
encaounters that make it so valuable.

Anticipating the official Zapacista ‘no’ and feeling a considerable time pressure to make some
progress on my research, T had started roapproach the municipal government of Altamirano.
Here access was much easicr, though also here some of the most crucial people were hard ro
access. But [ was given access ro documenss and got the opportuniry 10 conduct interviews,
Though I had been open with the Zapatistas about my intentions to also know the views of
the ‘official municipaliry, as they call i, | suspected this move probably did litele to improve
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my chances of getting permission from the Zapatistas. The Zapatista ‘no’ was a complicazing
facror in the research. It meant that I could not have aceess 1o the people or participate in
discussions at this crucial level in the Zapatista governance structure. Nor could I formulare
ajoint project with one of the autonomous municipalities as I would have wanted. I could
only informally communicate with Zapatista civilians about their experiences with the
situation of ‘two governments’ (and [ did this a lot). Therefore, I need to be very cantious
when writing about the Zapatista perspective because much of it was told to me "off the
record’ Finally, the situation made it harder to access the deeper layers of understanding
amongst Zapatistas.

7.5 Privileged perspectives

One of the guestions about the activist and collzborative proposals that | am finding hard 1o
resolve is: Docs one, when doing anthropology the collsborative way, become oo bound by
the perspective of the organisation one is aligned with? And: how much of a problem is thar?
Studying “from’ or ‘with’ an organisation need not mean, or should not mean, a-crivically
adopting their perspective of realicy. Charles Hale underlines that collaborative research
docs not mean that one is required to ‘neglect alternative or contrasting perspectives’ nor
does it “prevent stepping back to take in the big picrure’ (2001: 14). In practice, however, it
seems to me rather inevitablc thar the researcher getws so absorbed in the outlook on things
of the people he or she is surrounded by that it is increasingly difficult to think ourside of
this frame {unless perhaps a strong divergence arises, which in turn might result in ending
the collaboration). These are the people the researcher feels loyal to, that legitimate his or
her presence in the field, and ic is their perspective the rescarcher increasingly empathises
with as the research develops. The problem is not so much, in my view, that the researcher
comes to adopt much of the valuc judgments of the organisation, but rather thar it will
lead him or her to dismiss other perspectives as cither wrong or irrelevant. Ulimatcly, my
congern is with rescarchers no longer being able to quesdon dominant narratives abourt
the organisation and its political rivals, to the expense of both dissident visions within the
organisation and competing narratives about social change outside of the organisation. By
opting to study multiple perspectives, this is what I iried to avoid.

‘There may be practical obstacles 1o accessing the other perspectives thar one needs to gec a
sense of the bigger picture and that might help one to recognise some of the biases in the
perspective of the organisation. Especially in a context of conflict, the opportunities to hold
discussions with social actors from outside the organisation one has aligned with may be
rather limited, precisely because of strong us/them constructions and cnemy images turning
any involvement or interest in ‘the other’ into a transgression and a security risk. In some
ways I saw these dynamics of limiting the perspective reflected in Chiapas. Most of the other
anthropologists I met were very sensitiveand conscientious people whose work T very much
admire. Yet, I noticed thar those of chem who were most embedded with ‘the Zapatistas'
had a tendency to limit their interaction with jocal non-Zapatistas. This was partly because
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these were ousside their field of vision, thongh what also scemed to have played a role was
care not 1o put at stake the confidence they enjoyed with the Zapatistas by transgressing
local dividing lines. Similary, I noted in some a tendency to chink about ‘non-Zapatistas'
in rather black-and-white terms, without much interest int the, often very nuanced, critical
analysis other social actors in Chiapas made of the Zapatistas.

Advocates of the collaborative approach are right to counter similar concerns about
privileging the perspective of the organisation by arguing there is never one unquestioned
and unquestionable organisational discourse, but that instcad organisations harbour many
different viewpoints. They are equally right 1o peint our that many organisations are very
capable of self-criticism. The advantage of the collaborative way would be precisely thar the
researcher can explore these different viewpoints and enter inro these rich internal debates
in ways that an ‘outsider’ never could. In the same vein, the researcher would be involved in
the ways in which encounters or confrontations with other social actors, including political
rivals, take place and share in the analysis that the actors he or she is involved with make
of these, I can certainly imagine that this provides a richness to the analysis that would be
difficult to reach in any other way than through a collaborative approach. Activise scholars
arguc that contradictions between the researcher and the collective subject they work with
inevitably arise during the research process (some of them specific of activist research,
others more general to the discipline). These contradictions can teach one a lot about the
very processes that on is trying to understand (Hale 2001: 15). Confrontations gencrate
new questions and perspectives and it is this which gives activist anthropology its analyrical
richness. I find this a convincing argument. However, I can also imagine that whether this
richness is produced depends a lot on the organisational culture, the capacity for cricical
self-reflecton, the extent to which dissident voices are seen as constructive, and on the
leeway that the researcher is given to think and move beyond the established frameworks.
As I suggested, in conditions of conflict, when the stakes are high and there is considerable
polarisation, there may be less room for crossing the political boundaries and for sclf-
criticism and plurality. This is of course a question that needs to be explored and on which
I hope future collaborative endeavours will reflect.

AsI mentioned, in my own rescarch I made 2 more or less conscious choice to try and explore
multiple perspecdves on the situation of competing claims to governance. From what I know
now about collaborative anthropology I am not sure that I would make the same choice,
but [ am alse not completely sure that I would not. I cermainly recognise the merits of the
collaburative approach. | experienced that my contact with the different actors — and hence,
on certain issues, my analysis- was more superficial than it might have been had [ managed
to comne to a collaborative set-up. I expecr that a collaborative approach would have given
my interactions with people the stronger sense af urgency that comes with havinga shared
goal, Nonetheless, ¥ had many valuable conversarions in which people shared insights and
concerns with me, giving me a good insight inro how the competing claims o governance
werte cxperienced and analysed at the grassroats, by Zapatistas as well as others. Whart I
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missed most, however, was the access to the most crucial arenas and the more powerful
people on both sides. Only indirecty, by piccing together many partal accounts, could 1
construct a picture of how the relationship between autonomous and municipal strucrures
was negotiated at the higher levels of authority. I became quite convinced that accessing
the more intimate spaces of power can only be done by a more ‘embedded’ approach along
the lines of collaborative research. In the sct-up I had developed, ¥ remained too much of 2
free-Aoaring individual to gain legitimacy at the level I would (also) have wanted.

Notwithstanding all this, [ still think the cfforts to capture multiple perspectives was valuable
and that our scholarly understanding of Chiapas wonld benefit from more of such efforrs.
Many people I spoke with, both Zapatistas and non-Zapatistas, showed 2 very nuanced
understanding of the complex dynamics of the conflict, more nuanced in fact than many
scholarly analyses. Movingberween different accorsand different spaces was very enlightening
in terms of finding out about the nature of the conflict in the region of Altamirano. First of
all, the effort of moving berween these spaces taught me a lot about where the dividing lines
arc between Zapatistas and others, how conflictive the situation was and where tensions
occurred, but also where the dividing lines disappear and the relations become de-politicised.
An interesting discovery was that much of what I feared could be seen as “uransgression,
crossing symbolic dividing lines, was in fact much more ‘normal’ behaviour than T could
have guessed. Furthermore, I learnt about the injustices some people felr théy suffered at
the hands of the Zapatistas, but also about the ways in which they identified with some of
their proposals: their emphasis on human dignity and on the accountabilicy of leaders, for
example. I leamnt a lot about the different positions, experiences and projects previously
hidden under the broad label of ‘non-Zapatistas’. Similarly, I got a quite differendiated idea
of the ways in which Zaparistas experienced the current situarion and how they thought
about tesistance and the future of the movement.

'The question is, of course, whether I would not have been able to gain these insights equally or
better through a more collaborative set-up. I am not sure. 1 do think however we need roreflect
more explicitly on the consequences of the collaborative way of working for understanding
diversity and conzestarion within and between collective subjects. I continue to belicve that in
the study of conflict it is crucial to acknowledge the existence of multiple, possibly divergent
perspectives, not 2 priori discrediting any of these, and being atentive to the dynamics by
which some narratives become dominant and others are silenced. [ also believe it is crucial
to suspend judgment about who is the more powerful or exploitative party and who are the
victims to allow for more complex, harder o decipher workings of power.

7.6 Questions of commitment
In my undesstanding, collaborative and activist anthropology have the rescarcher’s

commitment to change as a starting point. From that follows the commirment to particular
collective subjects working towards such change, Collaborative and activist approaches
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thus require the researcher ro be clear about wbas and who he or she is working for. When
T developed my proposal and the research on competing claims ro governance in Chiapas,
1 did not deal with that question as much as I should have. Thinkingback, I was motivated
in the first place by a fascination for what was geing on in Chiapas and what the Zapatistas
were trying to achicve. I saw in the Zapatistas a movement that claimed to re-invent politics
from below and to offer an alternative for the state in terms of services and security. [ was
{and am) intrigued and inspired by this endeavour. At this level, my commitment was with
showing the capacity of indigenous people to innovate governance from below, to creare
securiry and progress, hoping in this way to increase the legitimacy of their challenges to
the state and their proposals for reform.

Digging deeper, my motivation was to try and understand better what Zapatismo meant in
the everyday lives of both the Zaparistas and those who are their neighbours. I was moved
by a concemm for the datly hardships and conwadictions dhat civilian Zapatistas suffer. I had
seen that the Zaparista movemnent was only partially able to fulfil the needs of its population
in terms of education, justice, development and security. The strategy of resistance was costly
for people in many ways and demanded time, commitment, and resources and I found
myself wondering what this hardship was good for. I had problems with what I saw as the
strong (perhaps increasingly so) eentrally dirceted nature of the Zapatista movement. In
contradiction to the strong egalitarian and participatory discourse, there were indications
that the parameters of Zapatista internal sociat organisation and external contacts weresctin
a top-down manner. Also, an increasingly exclusive, dominant narrative about the uprising
was being produced ruling out the diversity of voices that had existed in the beginning. I
did not want to be complicit in legitimating chis dominance with my work, My concern
was with the Zapatistas at the base, who bear the cost of resistance, and my question was
whether they were inding enough room within the movement to negotiate upwards, to have
their coneerns influence the course of the movement, to organise things differently and o
construct alternative meanings of Zapatismo. My commitment, ultimately, was with the
Zapatista bases and their neighbours, and the hardships of marginality, political exclusion
and conflict, and with uncovering their narrarives. If [ hoped to support 2 process of change
with my research, it was relared to giving legiimacy to the esperiences and narratives of
these people at the basis, to creating recognition for Zapartismo as a multivocal project that
is constructed at muldple levels and, altimaccly, to creating more room for negotiation
from below.

Finally, my commitment was also with overcoming dichotomous images of a Chiapas
divided into Zapatistas and non-Zapariseas. I believed it was impormant to recognisc the
multiple interactions and inter-permeability between different groups in local sodiety. Many
erstwhile Zapatistas had left the movement but scill felt connected to it. Though the EZLN
had made efforts to clear up the grey areas between being yes or ne a Zaparista, local people
constructed different, more fluid, layers of loyalty. Furchermore, the situation of competing
claims to governance was affecting not only the Zapadstas bur also their neighbours. 1
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believed it was important to understand how different groups were affected and how they
moved in that landscape of rivalry.

To serve chese purposes, I considered it crucial first and foremost to conduct a conscientious
and perceptive ethnography. Or, as Nancy Scheper-Hughes put it: “Sccing, listening,
touching, recording can be, if done with care and sensitivity, acts of solidarity. Above all,
they arc the work of recognition. Not to look, not ta touch, notto record can be the hostile
act, an act of indifference and of turning away’ (1995: 418). However, this commionent with
minority voices, with the groups that arc silenced or marginalised in the political rivalries
of Chiapas and the effort to make their experiences more visible, in some sense lead me
away from the collaborative approach. This commitment was not easy to ‘match’ with one
particular collective subject. In hindsigh, it is perhaps not surprising that 1 did nor manage
to convince the Zapatista authorities of the use of my rescarch, because I was not fully
identifyingwith what I saw as the dominant Zapatista project. The question is really whether,
or under what conditions, a collaborative sct-up can give shape to a commirment with
minority voices and understand the internal power dynamic. Such an enzerprise mighe easily
lead one to ‘undermine’ the image thar the organisation, in this case the EZLN, is trying to
construct of itself.?? In a period when 2 movement is coping with a number of difficulties,
this can be very threatening. I am inclined to believe that collaborative research can only
really work in those situations where there is openness and willingness to acknowledge
the dissident voices within 2 movement or collective and to critically examine the internal
workings of power (of course, T cannor be sure such a willingness was indeed absent in the
case of the Zapatistas becanse we never even got close to exploring that question).

Howcver, to be fair to the collaborative proposal, I must also admirt thac the concerns
I formulated were 7y concemns. The concerns with the costs of resistance and with the
Jack of room for bottom-up construction of Zapatismo were based on observations and
conversations I had with numerous individuals, in and around the movemenc. But I never
really engaged with the question 10 what extent these were also the central concerns of the
civilian Zapatistas I was so worried about. Was the construction of a centralised Zapadsmo
seeking to discipline its bases, as I saw it, really a priority problem that they felt needed to be
solved? They were critical about these issues in some regards, and they showed anxiety about
the high costs the movement implicd for them, but I never discussed explicitly with them
whether in their cyes this wasan urgent need that should be addressed. Possibly, the internal
tensions and the deprivations that were the consequence of the policy of resistance were felt
to be of less importance than the survival of the movemenr as such. Perhaps, their foremost
concern was also the need 1o overcome the practical obstacles to keep the autonomous
structures going. L also concedc in favour of the collaborative approaches that, had Thad the
opportuniry, I would have learned a fot from researching from within, at different levels of
the Zapatista movement, how the construction of the agenda rook place, whart the points

2t See Hilhorst (2003), especially the epilogue, for an experience in which this proved impassible.
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of divergence were and how these were negotiated, whar actors and what narmatives were
being sidelined and why, and who cxperienced chis as a problem.

Recognising the value of collaborative and activist approaches, I do however make a plea
for also developing ways of responsive and responsible anthropology that are not stricdly
tied 1o a collective subject. In addition to the reasons oudined above, my concern is that
a collaborative approach might turn out to be exclusionary because of the requirements it
places on the nature of potential collective subjects 1o act as the researcher’s counterpart.
These approaches seem to need or presuppose collectivities that are relatively identifiable
and structured. Constructing co-ownership of the research process is much more feasible,
and perhaps hardly imaginable without, a collectivity that has an identifiable and accessible
structure of representation, decision-making and membership. Without thar, what would
dialogue, participation, and accountability look like in practice? One of the consequences
of this could bie that the more visible collectivitics, those that are well-arganised and present
a well-articulated discourse that we as researchers can relate to, are privileged over those
sectors of socicty that are less articulate and less visible, both the marginal actors within these
organisations and the less-articulate actors outside of them. I see this happening to some
degree in Chiapas where the Zapatistas have attracted most research attention, followed by
other progressive groups that defend similar values of human dignity and that are equally
embedded in global solidarity networks. Of course, these organisations merit this attention.
The aggregared effect, however, is thar some voices in society, of the less organised poor,
or of those that stand for other less appealing’ political options, fail ro become visible in
the scholarly debare. These are perhaps voices that have not found an attractive language of
human digniry, and that we do not recognise as embodying a possible alternarive of social
change. This may imply that we do not pur our images of who is right and who is wrong,
of who are the oppressors and who the victims, to the test and do not really engage with
the fractured reality of conflict and exclusion. Overlooking the less attractive voices and
more elusive subjects may also mean that some of the most dire buman suffering remains
invisible to us,

7.7 Conclusions

In this text I have confronted the proposals of activist and collaborative anthropology
with my own research practice and have reflected on the promises and challenges of these
approaches. Revisiting my own research through ‘collaborative’ eyes was both instructive
and, ar moments, painful as I realised the ways in which I had evaded some of the crucial
guestions about commitment and the relevance of my work. The exercise convinced me of
the importance of collaborative work yet also helped me to identify more clearly the points
on which I remain hesitant about it. The added value of collaborative work is evident,
especially when the conditions allow for an open and constructive murual engagement.
However, these conditions are not always present. The researcher might not have the right
skills, preparation or enough time and fexibility to seriously engage in the demanding
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and unpredicrable dynamics of collaberative work. The organisation may not be, ar that
moment of its development or because of the context, willing or able to deal wich critical
debate, In practice, collaborative research in its fullest sense, might only be possible in a
limited number of situations. As one of my colleagues put it, having done his PhDD research
in collaboration with peace building NGOs, one cannot be sure about the degree to which
the collaborative intentions that exist at the beginning, come to fruition during the rescarch
journey (Van Lecuwen, 2008). To be sure, an experience in collaborative anthropology
should not only be considered successful when the collaboration is accomplished in 2ll ics
facers. Not only the encountrers, but also the dis-encounters during the research journey, or
even the abandonment of the joint rescarch, can be very instructive.

My main hesitations with collaborative work are two-fold. First, I am concerned whether
collaborative research is a good way to explore power dynamics within and between
(rival) social or political movements and whether it might not, unwillingly, conrribute ro
legitimising dominant discourses within organisations and thus contribute to exclusion and
internal disciplining. Second, T am concerned with the question as to whether collaborative
research, with its focus on collective subjects, does not blind us to the unarticulared, the
politically incorrect or the hardly recognisable actors. These problems are related especialty
to the association of the rescarcher with a particular collectivity which is at the heart of
the collaborative proposal. I would like to make a case for a diversity of ways in which
to give shape to a responsible and responsive rescarch practice, beyond such an exclusive
association.” Diversity in the research questions that we pose, diversiry in the ways in
which we define our commitments, and diversity in the ways in which we engage with
social acrors in conducting research scem to me healthy and necessary in the development
of anthropology as well as development studies. This diversity in approaches is important
particularly when studying conflict. In situarions of conflict, the association with one or
another collective actor positions the researcher variously in the conflict dynamics with
consequences for the kind of analysis that he ar she makes. Studies where the commitment
and collaborarion with a certain group or organisation is a starting point and studies aiming
to understand multiple voices and their interaction, both have important stories to rell
about the conflict experience and process, and both should have 2 place in the anthropology
of conflict. By raising chese issues here, [ am net suggesting chat collaborative scholars are
unaware or insensitve to them. Indeed, I am very much looking forward to new studies
being published by collaborative and activist scholass which will no doubt address these

concerns and many others,
This text was also written with the intention of helping the readers of this volume ro design
their own research. I end therefore by summing up some of the lessons I draw from my

Chiapas experience. In my view it is very important for any anthropologist (or any academic
for that matter) to engage with the questions raised by collaborative and activist approaches,

22 See also Laura Nader in her reaction o the Scheper-Hughes 1995 arricle.
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regarding: What moves you? What do you hope to contribure? Where do you see your
responsibility? Who or whar de yon think you should be responsive to? The next question
is then what options you have to shape thisand in what kind of relationship with whackind
of social actor, When deciding whether to embark on a collaborative set-up, the researcher
should not only consider what suits her personality, background, motivation and financial
and time constraints, but also the research serting and the nature of the organisation she
would like to work with. Are there previous contacts with organisations that the rescarcher
can build on? An important lesson from Chiapas is that a certain solidarity with what the
organisation stands for and previous engagement involving other than only research acrivities,
might be an important pre-condition to developing collaborative research. Even then, an
assessment needs to be made as to whether there is a murual interest in collaboration and
whether enough murtual trust can be constructed to deal with sensitive issues and possible
divergences. This takes time, skill and fexibility. The rescarcher therefore needsro ask himself
whether he is prepared and able to enter ingo such an open-ended process over which he has
only partial controL Lastburt not least, it is important that the institution within which the
researcher works (the university ar research instirute) is supportive of collaborative work
and willing to accommodate changes along the way and possible delays.
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8. Deploying critical capacity

The case of sociology, experts and laypersons in the
controversy over GM maize in Mexico

Gerard Ferschoor
8.1 Introduction

I spent my childhood, adolescence and early adult life in Mexico. There, from the position
of an upper middie-class white male, 1 often wondered about the ways of life of many of
the people I came across on a daily basis (as an anccdote: Larissa Lomnitz’s (1977) excellent
Networks and Marginality — a book on poverty in Mexico City referred to a shum just
down the road from where 1 lived). Injustice and poverty certainly left its imprint, and in
retrospect it was no surprise that I chose o study {and later work in) rural development
sociology. Although the choice to have done so may have come from the heart, ritionally
I guess the choice was made by the conviction that it was the thing to do to make the
world a berter place. Ar the time at least I saw devclopment sociology as providing the
adequate tools for the job to understand the underlying causes of injustice. As an extra,
I bencefired greatly from rhe opporrunity to partake in Norman Long's (chen professor at
Rural Development Sociology) painstaking effort to bring flesh-and-blood acrors back
on che agenda of development research and practice (a difficult encerprise at a time when
‘macre’ approaches had the time of their life}. However, it soon dawned on me thar — despite
the excellent studies on development interventions carried out at the time, see for cxample
Longand van der Plocg (1989} — the focus lay on the interpretation of processes of change.
In other words, social actors did participate in Wageningen's actor-oricnted approach’, but
only insofar as they could choose to learn the results of the studies or ignore them.?? But
social acrors could ccrminly not add to the studies, dispute them, and even less contribute
to their construction.

So it became evident o me that the role of Iaypersons in sociology was a subsidiary one.
Whether it was about natural resource management, state or market intervention, or the
impact of capital and technology on rural dwellers (the usual objects of development
sociology). the ‘actors themselves’ remained silent. Searching for the ‘decper causes’ of this
state of affairs brought me not invo contact with action research (a pariah in social sciences
at the time} burwith writings on the history, philosophy and sociology of science (e.g. Kuhn,
1970; Serres, 1997; Latour, 1987). At that time, there was one quote {in a book on the
consiruction of science) which, in retrospect, set in motien a whole range of things: ‘facts
are like cows: look at them long enough in the eye, and they run away! (Knorr-Cetina, 1981:

23 Most ofien not cven this choice was available since the studies in which they fearured were only rarcly

published in the language they spoke.
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3). From this guote it was only a relatively shost step to the recognition thar the exclusion
of laypersons from science was more of a political machination than an inflexible ‘fact of
narure. Academic requirements, teaching commitments and — perhaps most importantly — a
lack of debate on the issue discouraged me from enquiring into the matter. Yet the work [
was reading (mostly social studies of science stuff) helped me identify one of the themes
where the issue of drizen participation was writ large: the interface berween science and
soeiety, And so jt was that by 2002, in preparation for a sabbarical leave, I chose to delve
deeper into issnes ro do with biopower and, more particularly, GMOs (genetically modified
organisms). This was 2 field where passions ran high and where sdience did not, or could nor
anymore provide all the answers. More interestingly, whenever scientists offered their poines
of view on issucs relared to GMOs (either in favour or against) these views were immediately
contested — often by scientists from ‘the other camp), but more usually by laypersons or by
scientists-turned-activists,

Just such a controversy wasunfolding in Mexico ar the time. The discovery by Greenpeace, in
March 1999, that genetically modified, unprocessed (and hence cultivable) maize seed was
entering Mexico en masse attracted the attention of many but, as usual, was ignored in the
best depoliticising tradition of the Zedillo Administration. The simarion however imposed
itself on the national agenda at the end of 2001 after two Berkeley-based researchers ignited
ascientific scandal®® of unprecedented magnitude by confirming suggestions that transgenic
DNA had contaminated local maize varieties in remote regions of Puebla and Qaxaca (Quist
and Chapela, 2001). The discovery and subsequent, ‘scientific’®® confirmation of generic
contamination was first raken np by a refatively small number of NGOs, concerned scientists
and spedialised joumnals, but from there it slowly moved into the mass media. Soon thereafter
farmer unions, indigenous communities and a wide range of NGOs prozested against
genetically engincered maize, which itself became a high-profile topic within broader social
movemens such as ef campo no aguanta mds® as well as movements specifically created for
the purpose of strengthening local maize (e.g, en defensa del matz™ or the Foro Campesing
por las Semillas y la Vida®®), And so it is thar, by the end of 2002, a controversy had been

M The aricle by Quist and Chapela (2001) was firse crititized by a Berkeley group of scientists opposing the
findings. The main accusation was thar Chapela — who backed the anti-GM campaign in Mixice — was a clear
cxpencne of an activist-carned-scéntist who had found whac he desperaccly waneed ca find. In an unprecedenced
move Nature - after listening 1o the argements of this prowp — reeracied the ardelc. Whar followed was a heared
exchange aver conflice of interest and scientific discaurse as che group critical of Quist and Chapelat study was
found to have had their research funded by biotech gianes such as Mansanto. Sce Scare (2003} for an accaunt
af this controversy, and of the breakdown of sciendfic discoursc following chis cpisode.

21 deliberarely put brackets here hecause the extent wo which scientific proof is reafly a proof (i.c. wherher the
methadology followed was ‘good” or flawed'} is itself a maceer of hat debare.

%6 *The countryside can endure no more™. See Bartra {2004} and the volume edized by Schwentesius ezf {2003)
for an in-depth analysis of this movement.

27 "Iy defense of maize™

B Peasant forum for seed and life”
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bomn. From the perspective of my personal background the controversy was a god-send, and
so I chose to spend my sabbatical in Mexico, doing fieldwork on the topic right where the
disputes were being deployed.

In Mexico I was hosted by a renowned agricultural research institute just outside Mexico
City. I had chosen this institute because I expected it to be in the midst of the controversy. To
my dismay this was not at all the case. Other than a relatively safe analysis from the sidelines,
virtually no scientist from this institution intervened (cicher positively or negatively) in the
controversy on GM maize.?? After this initial disappointment I looked further into the
Mexican scientific landscape for traces of scientific involvement. It did exist, but only on
the natural sciences’ side of the campuses {and they invariably backed genetic modificarion
anyway). On the social science side, however, the artirude was always more or less one of
denunciation in the manner of what Paul Ricoeur calls the *hermencutics of suspicion’
These studies lacked the opinions of those flesh-and-bloed actors (and their spokespersons)
directly affected by genetic modification of maize. The justification for this stance can best
be described by the idea that those involved in the controversy were too busy ro see what the
issue was really all abour and so it was the social scientists’ task to uncover the ‘mruth” After
all, these social scientists had been trained to be reflexive and identify the forces (“capitalism),
‘empire), ‘felds of power’ and so on) ordinary citizens could nort see by themselves. A bit
bored by these scif-complacent stories I then set out to meet the ‘actors themselves’ who,
I was warned, were ‘deluded’. Contacting activists, going to meetings, interviewing key
propenents (and opponents), participating at sit-ins 1 soon became 2 familiar face in the
world of (anti)GM maize. Against all the advice, I aimed ro do things differently: to learn
from the actors in the controversy how I should talk about them, instead of telling them
how they should think about themselves.

Upon my return to the Netherlands I put the material to rest for a while: a sabbarical isa
nice thing to have, but ‘normal work’ had accumulated during my absence in the field so
could not publish anything on the subject until nearly two years latet. In the meantime, this
idea of how to ratk abour those actors (whom I learned had the same critical capacity and
reflexivity as any social scientist) nagged ar my brains. A further delving into the literature
took me to (modern-day) pragmatism, especially the work of Boltanski and Thévenot
(1991) and their idea that ordinary citizens are in absoluzely no need of a sociological or
otherwise explanation of what they are doing, or why 3" It then dawned on me that — just
like the actors whom I sympathised with, and learned from — I in fact was playing the same
game: deploying arguments (maybe through other means, but nevertheless) through re-
presentation, that is, by presenting things in a new light. My stories were thus ‘one among

23T be fair 1 must add that the siration has changed sinee, Today 2 number of scientists fram this instioucion
{most of them from the nawural sciences) arc acrively parricipating in the controversy - often by providing
evidence against the negative extemnalitics entailed in GM maize.

* Fora fuller explanation of their position see the nexr secxion of this Chaprer.
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many’. They were nothing more, but also nothing less, than the stories or re-presentations
of those involved in the controversy on GM maize. Armed with this insight I then decided
to take a ‘risk’ and say something new (and not just 2 re-hash of what everybody already
knows) about the controversy and, more especially, about the risk that acrivists’ acguments
against GM maize might in the end not be taken on board because of their propensiry to
be assimilated by those proposing GM maize.

“The resule is the story that follows, which is built up in seven sections. I first introduce the
concept of ‘regimes of justification’ used by actors engaged in moral and political struggle.
A sccond scction displays the way in which arguments related to market and industrial

efficiencies are stracegically built and dirculated by proponents of genetically engineered
maize. This is followed by a paragraph on the broad coalition of farmer organisations,

indigenous groups and NG Os opposing GM maize, who cvaluace and justify theiractions by

deploying arguments related to equality, solidarity, culture, tradition, and the environment.

In a fourth section I claborate on the commonalities berween the contenders — that is, the
reliance on eertaingy concerning the relationship between meansand ends —and argue tha,

as long as the anti-GM movement sticks to well-established, received frames of justificarion
their struggle runs the risk of being futle. This part is followed by a focus on some of
the uncertaintics inherent in crucial economic and ccological processes pointed out by
opponents to GM maize. Finally, and by way of conclusion, I indicate some of the broader
effects this circularion of uncertainties may have in terms of effectively re-poliricising the
controversy about the protocol to follow conceming the place of GM maize in Mexico.

8.2 Disentangling the controversy: ‘regimes of justification’ and the
commen good

We live in 2 complex world. A world full of controversics. Controversics which seem o0
proliferate by the day, and affect us all. Many actors become — wittingly or unwittingly
- entangled in thesc controversics. Importandy, traditional notdons of the way in which
controversies should be handled tell us that there is a specific category of actors (experts)
who, because they are more knowledgeable, will ind rational solutions. This traditional view
also tells us that there are other actors (taypersons) who express their concern in any given
controversy, but who nevertheless are thonght 1o be less knowledgeable and hence in nced
of education by the experts. Finally, and as far as the sole of sociologists is concerned, the
traditional view tells us that it is their task ro provide a neutral or objective commentary on
their controversy of choice, and to do so in terms of an analytical meralanguage.

I have a problem with this rendering, Commonsensical and perhaps cherished notons arc
beginning to show cracks. This is evident in many of today’s controversies concerning, for
example, nuclear power, climate change, avian fln, and 50 on. In these conroversies, the
issues involved vastly overflow the knowledge of the experts who are supposed to contain
these controversics, A hole in the ozone layer, for example, is not only a phenomenon that
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can be addressed by a meteorologist, but rather an event thar simultaneously concerns
chemists, politicians, oncologists, economists, lawyers, or people like yon and me, Clearly,
controversics of this type very much annoy the experts: they have been trained o ‘purge’
the phenomena of their choice from all possible “impurities” (. Douglas, 1966) so as to
make them amenable for study and, possibly, solution. Framing the controversies in ways
that conform to their specialisms: that has been the task of the experts (and, it would be
fair to say, a task in which they have succeeded very wellf).

Many of today’s controversies however resist framing or reduction in the traditional way.
As the example of the hole in the ozone layer suggests, conventional ways of framing issues
are now showing overflowings - economists call them “externalities’ — that are difhicult to
contain. Crucially, these new cantroversies are witnessing the emergence of a contestation of
expert knowledge by laypersons. I suggest that this is so because these modern controversies
touch on fundamental issues related to morality and edhics. As Latour (1999: 243} argues,
‘i there is one thing that does z0f require an expert and cannot be taken o2 of the hands
of [the lay people], it is deciding what is right and wrong, what is good and bad’ This is
exactly what laypersons are claiming in many of the controversies that Callon and Rip
(1986) have coined ‘hybrid forums’ This concepr is used to characterise highly confused
situations (e.g. mad cow disease, the hole in the ozone layer, and so on) in which ‘facts and
values have become entangled ro such an extent that it is no longer possible to distinguish
berween two successive stages: first, che production and dissemination of information and
knowledge, and sccond, the decision-making process itself” {Callon, 1998: 260). In these
forums both experts and non-experts actively participate in artempts at interpretation and
evaluation, without however being able to reach closure. Experrs, for instance, when faced
with the proliferation of overflowings generally try their best to contain the arguments of
laypersons. They thereby cling to former framings, or even try to suengthen and reinforce
them. Laypersons, on the contrary, fathom the possibility of other framings {thereby ofen
mobilising non-moral and non-ethical arguments such as sciencific evidence that may
jeopatdise what the experes are saying?).

What role could the social sciences assume in this period of overflowings, unsecded
controversics, hybrid forums? Should one be content with providing a ‘neutral’ commentary
from ‘above’ or from ‘outside’ these forums? Or do we have to take a stand? Iris my conviction
that we have to do the latter, quite simply because we are all in the same boat. ‘Thereareno
longer any external ‘observers’ large-scale phenomena such as BSE, SARS, 7BST, HIV-AIDS,
GMOs. We are all participants in the same hybrid forams shared by experts and laypersons,
and hence we too should have our say. So the predicament is this: cither we sociologists are
in the camp of the eliminationists and reductionists who try to puzge Modernity from its
impurities, or we join forces with all those who are trying to conceive of new protocols wo
address controversies in all their complexicy. Itis my conviction that it is more productive to
do the latter. This poses a problem though, because sociology was not designed for this task.
At lcast since Durkheim, sociology has been tainted by the incredible pretension of wanting
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Justifications based on the market {market worth’)

Justifications in this domain are almost exclusively made by defenders of GM maize, and
refer to a market or commercial logic. From this point of vicw, imporzant persons are buyers
scarce goods. Within this frame of justification, the main qualities of these persons include
their being “opporrunistic in spotting and seizing the opporrunities of the marker, to be
unhampered by any personal link and to be emotionally under control. They connect
with one another through compertitive relations’ (Boltanski and Thévenor, 1999: 372).
In contrast, within this regime of justification the state of unworthiness ‘is one in which
persons fail, stagnate, and lose out, and in which goods are rejected instead of desired’
(Boltanski and Thévenor, 2005: 197). Relevant picces of evidence submitted support of
market justifications only ‘qualify’ as long as they can be treated as exchangeable goods or
services. In the casc of maize production, the worth of the crop is evaluated only in terms
of price and open market competition. Market arguments for the liberalisation of maize
trade might include, for example, claims that the free trade of the crop will boost revenue
for NAFTA as a whole, or that it is the cheapest method of providing the product for
which there is ample demand. In the case of GM maize, trade in the crop was conceived
and defended by NAFTA as an integral part of the agreement intended to foster the free
circulation’ of goods — which is the main point of reference in the construction of the North
American marker,

The thetoric used in this form of justificarion is clearly based on the universal applicability of
the laws of neoliberal economics. A good example of this is provided by Major Geodman7
during his contribution to the above-mentioncd international forum on gene fow:

“The key question that needs to be faced for Mexico and, by analogy, for other countries
that are the centre of origin for the worlds’ crop species is whether Mexican farmers
and Mexican citizens will be allowed the rhoice to profit from newer technologies

and methods’ (italics mine).

Choice in the exchange of objects with a clear market value is of fundamental importance
within market justifications. Devices that are not directly related to a commercial logic are
seen to be illegitimare — unless of course they are put in place ro help support commeditisation
processes. A casc in point are State or international regulatory frameworks that have turned
all manner of genes into desirable, saleable, marketable things throngh intellectual property
rights (IPRs), most notably though the intervention of the U.S. government and the WTO.

¥ Crop Scicnce Department (North Carolina Staze Universicy) and also parriciparing a the forum.
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Giving a full account of the issues involved is outside the scope of this paper,® bu it is
clear that the commoditisation of the ‘vast interior commons’ {Scott, 1998} did boost
the cxpansion of the life sciences (e.g. genomics, bioinformatics, and protcomics} and
provided an incentive for industry to expand. To sumumarise: within 2 marker regime of
justification, confidence hinges on the taurological and neo-liberal premise that optimal
welfare must, by definition, result frem market exchange — in this case, of biorechnology
and its food products — eventually managed appropriately under the auspices of the WTO
and implemented by the nation state.”

8.4 Denouncing GM maize: or how opponents justify their arguments

Alternatives to industrial and market justifications abound. In fact, arguments denouncing
the rationalities have always circulated in Mexican society. In the recent past however these
arguments have not been very strong. The reason for this is that they have been effectively
repressed by undemaocratic decision-making, Contrary ta Canada and che US, in Mcxico
no important civil society groups were consulted about the terms in which NAFTA - and
hence GM maize imports - should be implemented. Effective lobbying was curtailed by
Salinas’ autocratic Administration (1988-1994), and it is easy to understand why those
who were not consulted were the first to experience the negative externalities of a neoliberal
NAFTA run wild. From oz of this misfortune, however, came a number of *hurt’ groups. It
ook these groups a long time to eventually identify, confirm and characterise the negarive
consequences of free trade, but it can now be safely stated rthar they have constructed their
identity vis-3-vis market coordination through NAFTA, and are now arriculating their own
demands and requitements in a variety of ways. These groups are increasingly refusing to
buy into ‘expert advice’ or adhere te comemercial justifications and instead fight for their
right to cxercise their 'voice’ {(Hirschmann, 1970} — that is, they are now retuming to the
public dispute, cxpressing themsclves eloquently and arguing, suggesting, criticising and
participating in a world prematurcly robbed from them,

Justifications based on civic equality and solidarity (‘civic worth’}

Onc important type of variable that was excluded from NAFTA deliberations was food
sovereignty. As we have scen above, market considerations emphasised food security and
stressed market competition. In so doingconsiderations based on solidarivy were auspiciously

32 Far example, since the Bayh- Doyle Act of 1980, pacentsin the US were broadened o include living organisms
suchas plantsand anirsals and dheir canstituens pares such as sceds, proteins and, imporcandy. genes and specific
DMNA sequences. In the 19905, and under grear pressure from the life-science induscry and US government
encouragement, the WTO initiated the Trade-Relared Intellectual Property Agreement { TRIPs) - an avenue
for introducing 1S patent lzw on a global scale.

39 See MeAfer (2003) for addirional justificacions ofien aired by spokespersons from Stace and line ministries.
See Fitting {2006) far an exhaustive averview {and denunciation) of neo-liberal, market-based arguments thac
sapport genedc modificasion of maize.
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assumed to beirrelevant or of liztle concem. Yer these considerations, even though regarded as
marginal by national or international political decision-makers, are crucial from the perspective
of those whose livelihoods depend on notions of solidarity. Itis no serprisc, then, that many
of the concems aired against NAFTA and its neoliberal development proposal centre around
issucs of equal access to markers, callective welfare, or the protection of civil rights that were
(and arc) rapidly being dismantled. A parallel concern links the idea of solidariry to notions
of equality. This is the case in situations where food sovereignty is coupled co farmers’ right
of access to land — an important issue in Mexico becausc of the existing, generalised concern
that neoliberalism is betraying the achievements of hard-fought land reform that cost many
lives. Various forms of these ‘civil' jusufications are found in relation to maize production,
and equality or solidarity is often the guiding logic behind them.

For example, attempts have been made by various Farmers’ unions, producers’ associations
and indigenous groups to connect their struggle against what they sce an ‘unfair’ situation
with similar disputes elsewhere — such as the MST# in Brazil, Via Campesina, or the
wider concerns of the anti-globalisation movement led by internarionat high-profile figures
including José Bové and Naomi Klein. These connections were especially visible before
and during the (otherwisc failed) Cancin round of the WTO in Seprember 2003. What
we see in these initiatives is an artempt by these groups to frame their cause in a language
of “solidarity between struggles’ This is often done during meetings where spokespersons
provide testimonies of comparable experiences. This language of solidarity and equality
is also evident in local, regional or even national or international-level demonstrations
organised against the inequalities and injustices originating in free crade. The high leve] of
participation in these demonstrations {especially in intemational ones such as the alternative
Global Summir in Porto Alegre) is used as proof thar their (local) argumentsare jusrified and
supported by eitizens on a global scale. In the case of GM maize, farmers’ and indigenous
groups are eager to prove that “public opinion’ is in their favour. They do so by circulating
petitions among lists of groups; these petitions propose food policies that do not depend on
‘imperialist’ pressurcs, and that are cleverly ardiculated with arguments against GM maize.
rotions of unfair market otganisation and compertition. The composition of these lists is
as diverse as possible and the lists are often explicitly presented as silent witnesses of public
support to a civic cause.

On other fronts too the importance of collective welfare is apparent. Onc recurrent issue,
for example, is that of biopiracy.*! Thus one may witness many occasions in which the
appropriation of indigenous knowledge and genetic macerial by biotech firms is denounced.
These developments run into direct collision with indigenous notions of intellecrual propercy

0 Movernents Sim Terva, literally the ‘movement of the Jandless”

41‘Bioprospecring’ {4 more cuphermistic rerm for the same mechanism) in the south of Mexico hasindeed raised
questions of legal and legitimare forms of access. See Brand and Gérg (2003) for an overview and interpretation
of sume of these projeces.
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rights, and lead to resentment and conflicis with indigenous communities who claim their
rights against those of private plant breeders or corporations, Closely related to this is the
issue of facmers’ rights with respect to their maize varicties. 32 Here, the discontent of local
communities {and of their spokespersons) focuses on the injustice done by legislation that
is scen o be closely attached to particular (business) interests, and thus not favourable for
public collectivitics. In the words of Aldo Gonzilez, spokesperson of UNOSJO:

“We have come to where we are thanks to the frec production, reproduction and
democratic access to the use of seeds; today this right is being crushed and threatened
by the genetic manipulation carried out by transnational companies in their labs' (La
Jornada, October 27, 2004).

On the question of farmers” rights, public rescarch institutes are also criticised - as when Par
Mooney (director of ETC) accused CIMMYT's*3 scientists of forgetting that their goal was
to help farmers, and of instead making their research subscrvient to transnational biotech
companies {La Jornada, October 25, 2004).%

dustifications based on tradition and locality (domestic wortfr)

Another important category of arguments concerns justifications in which craditions,
locality and local ries to a specific place are highly valued. In evaluations of this type trust,
personal relations, community, and proximity arc all considercd central building blocks of
the common good. Arguments related to these topics are often found in the call by farmers
and indigenous movements to protect national, regional or local culrure and patrimony.
Both food sovercignty and maize are instrumental vo this,

2°The FAO (1996) defined farmers’ rights as “righss arising from the past, presen, and future conaribusions of
farmers in canserving, impraving, and making availzble plant generic resources, parriculasly chose in the cenrers
of arigin/diversity”. Unforminarely, these righrs are not protected under TRIPs or UPOV models {see Wiber,
2006 for wider implications) — nor under Mexican Law,

93 The Mexico-based Cenrro Internacional de Mejoramiento del Maiz y el Trigs is one of the 17 instirutes
affiliated under the umbrellz of the CGIAR (Consulrative Group of Internacional Agricultural Research), leis
home ro the world’s [argest matze geomplasm collection and delegared by the FAQ to conserve this partimony
of humankind,

# CIMMYT syscemarically collects new maize varietics cvolving under ficld condisions, and che possibiliry
that generically conmaminaeed seed from farmers’ fiddds enters the collecrion is seen as a real threar. So when
CIMMYT adopted a “wait and see” position after the discovery of genetic pollation of maize Tandraces in
Oazxaca and Puebla, the instirution was openly ‘artacked’ by those concerned with agro-ceological diversity and
the danger associzred wich uncontrotled gene Bow. Offate, chisinitiai “waicand se¢™ posicion has been changed
in favour of one in which CIMMY T publidy supports (and carries our) research on geneticengineering of maize
and wheat, Thislarter move is congracent with recent shifts in internadional instimdons {from FAQ to CGTAR)
to camplement privaze seetor research in genetic modification, and has further fuelled accusations thac these
public secror institutes are not serving the general, collective good.
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Examples of domestic worth are easy to find. They are generally based on the rejection of
non-local authority, and rich testimonials from people all over the country focus on the
need to preserve a historical patrimony and way of life, upheld in various ways by existing
traditions. A case in point is the joint Qaxaca declaration against GM maize, in March 2004,
by farmers, indigenous groups, and civil and environmental organisations:

*Here, in this part of the world, maize was born. Our grandfathers raised it, and were
raised by it when they forged one of the greater civilisations of history. The oldest
house of maize stands on our soils. From here it travelled to other parts of the world,
We are maize people. The grain is ovr brother, it is the foundation of our culrure, it
is the basis of our here and now. It stands in the middle of our daily lives. It is in our
dishes and in 2 quarter of all products we buy in the shop. It is the heart of rural life,
and an important ingredient of the city. We are maize people. And we are so against
all odds, always struggling against the dominant winds. Farmer and indigenous
knowledge about maize has always been looked down upon, repressed and forgotten.
‘This has led to the extinction of many native maize landraces developed through
the paticnt experimentation of our ancestors... Blind, official policy does not take
account of the fact that, for us, maize is more than a cercal. Maize sumrmarises our
past, defines our present, and provides the basis for our common furure!

These statements linking maize to a common lineage can be heard over and over again, and
they are easily associated with the notion of genetic contamination. For example, duringa
recent declaration on the ‘Genctic Independence of Mexico’ that drew rogether social and
farmers’ organisations, scientists and environmentalists, Pedro Turuseachi from the Sicrra
Tarahumara in Chihuahua proclaimed:

‘Maize is the basis of our life, our colture and our economies. With it, we are born,
we grow, we dic. Because it’s an open pollinating crop, transgenic maize necessarily
threatens our traditional varieties. The contamination of our seed is an attack to the
heart of Indian communities’™

Pedro is certainly not alone in establishing this relationship between transgences and the
threat to a way of life. Consider the words of Elizabeth Piez, an indigenous woman from
Veracruz who astended the same declarerion:

*Men and women peasants: we have created thousands of varicties of maize of
different colour, taste, and size that adapt to all maize fields, be they high, flac, dry,

or humid. It has been a creation born our of love and care that we feed and thar feeds
us, [t is the heart of what our ancestors have given us, as well as the main heritage that

5 www.ecopartal.net/layout/ser/print/ content/view/ full/63042

Research in action 153



Gerard Verschoor

we have for our children. But now all is threatened by the greed of a few companies
who want to appropriate this treasure in order to steal our seed’*®

Implicit in the narratives depicted above is a reference to ancient, local craftsmanship which
gives life to local villages and that is in danger of extinction. As these and other, similar
stories show, lying just beneath the surface of the account is a rich array of distinct culeures,
traditions, and crafts that are highly differentiaced across regions (regionalismo). These
‘domestic” types of evaluative frameworks furthermore accentuare the harmonious. quasi-
romantic experience of living on the land’ - that is, a close connection berween people and
their place, a relationship mediated by maize. This treasured local place is a valued piece of
collective heritage, as well as a location of special meaning for the personal biography of
those who live there. This pronounced artachment to place gives rise to notions of tradition,
la patria, or nationalism, and is often presented as equivalent to, or corresponding to maize
and food sovereignty. It does not take much imagination to realise that this type of domestic
justifications may also accommodate bellicose tones or outright calls for resistance {the social
movement called en defensa def maiz being a good example for this).

Justifications based on ‘green-ness’ and environmentalism (green worth)

Actions and chings are worthy, in this ‘green’ regime of justificazion, when they maintain or
reflect the principles of environmentalism. This may include notions relating ro ‘cleanliness,
‘non-polluting, ‘renewable] tecyclable’ Sustainable) or ‘in harmony with nature’ Jusiifications
based on these nodons consider the common good to be inextricably linked to awareness
and sensitivity to environmental or ecolagical issucs, protection of wildemess, stewardship
of environmental resources, and cultivation of various attachments to nature, the land,
or the wild {cf. Lamont and Thévenot, 2000). Ofter, explicit reference is made re furure
generations — as in the case of indigenous graups that have been living in 4 specific region
for a long time, and want to preserve their way of life so that their grandchildren can have
the same atrachment to it. The green order of worth is revealed in distincily ‘ecological’
qualifications. such as the aially varieties of maize which are valued as something thar is
good for the people that grow it, but alse for 'nature’ as they are important building blocks
of special ecosystems not found anywhere else.

At a further level, some environmental justifications depart from the political and moral
requirements which are shared by e.g. "market) ‘civic, or ‘domestic’ orders of worth — where
common humanity is the point of reference for the evaluation - and propose an extension
of the ‘community’ of reference to include non-humans. An example of this move from
anthropocentrism to ¢co-centrism can be observed in the deep ecology-like arguments used
by cerrain environmental NGOs that value traditional land-use practices not because of
their benefit for humanity but because these pracrices help sustain agro-biodiversity that is

W ibid,
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worth conserving for its own sake. Closcly related to this position are the claims often made
by local indigenous associations (in the states of Oaxaca, Chiapas and Guerrero) that it is
not so much the uniqueness of native maize that is at stake, but rather the singularity of the
entire landscape {wherein maize plays a distinct role) - including of course its inhabitants
and the special relation they have to the land. This ‘nature/culture’ continuum is most
evident in arguments that ecosystems in which maize plays a vieal role are largely man-made.
Hence, as in the notion of ‘agri/culture] what is conveyed is the idea that the survival of
whole ccosystems depends on the everlasting continuation of traditional practices such as
shifting culrivation that are based on indigenous knowledge and culture — a culrure that
uses bur at the same time loves and respeers nature. (Wo)man, in this ‘ecological’ portrayal,
has metamorphosed from a ‘wrong-doer’ 1o a ‘do-gooder’: s/he is now the ‘nobie savage,
the guardian of biodiversiry! This ‘flirting’ of indigenous groups with whar is perceived as
‘indigenous knowledge and culture’ is important because of its political appeal in some
circles (some local and national left-wing politicians are known to be sensitive to ‘native’
issucs, especially since the Zapatista Revole in 1994), but also because indigenous groups’
special attachment to the land makes them the most legitimate spokespersons for the land
and the maize with which it is associated.

8.5 On why the certainties invoked by opponents to GM maize might be
misplaced

The arguments about the place of maize (and the people associated with it) in Mexican
socicty discussed in the previous section all involved some type of justification. These
justificacions illustrated the general value of an argument by strategically linking up
with culturally legitimate ‘standards’ of what is to count as a public good and referring
— depending on who was making the argument - to evaluative frameworks based on equaliry,
frec market, ‘green,, industrial, or domestic orders of worth, As 1 argued these ‘grammars’
are incommensurable — each one providing the possibility to denounce opposing points
of view. This incommensurability does not mean, however, that differences will subsist, or
that recanciliation is forever ruled out. Indced, the lirerature about public controversics
speculates that disputes will converge to closure once a "best way, an ‘economic optimum’
or an ‘efficient solution' is found {which often means once ‘sound’ science and technology
are thrown in}.

But how exactly are ‘closure’ and ‘consensus’ reached? Here the literarure on the topic is
less clear, i.c. normacivity is given prioricy over empirical evidence. The pragmatic approach
of Boltanski and Thévenoc can offer some clues though. Indeed, one of the main pillars in
their model is precisely the possibility of reaching agreement between conflicting arders of
worth. Following Boltanski and Thévenot (1999: 369), the prospect of finding a middle
ground derives from the empirical observation thar ‘all persons have, on the same day and
in the same social space, to usc different devices for assessment, including che reference to
different types of worth, when they shift from one simation to another’ To illustrate this
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point, ler us take the case of, for example, a molecular biochemist who on onc and the same
day may have to design an experimental laboratory test of a new bio-assay, then carry outa
discussion with commercial managers abour the best rechnical arguments to be used 1o scll
a new laboratory protacel, then go to a lunch where a dipntadp is invited, and, at the end of
the day, take off his de and attend the union meeting of the University Union's executives.
The same individual can later come back home, be taken to task by his wife for being late
and, after that, go to a movie made by a newly discovered, inspired, young director.¥” Aswe
see in this little example. agents face a whole range of situations in their daily lives, in which
assessments and moral evaluations need to be continuously made. Interestingly, situations
close 10 one another in space and time must be justified according to different principles.
Contrary to the sociology of, for example, Bourdieu (1984}, Boltanski and Thévenor suggest
that agents asked to justify their position arc fully aware of what they are doing — and why.
Actors are thus not seen as ‘cultural dopes’ (Garfinkel, 1967) moved about by forces ourside
their understanding, Rather, acrors are seen to be competent and capable of drawing on
different and sometimes opposing ‘regimes of justification’ in the space of a single day. In
the chaotic context of everyday life, it is easy to see that not all justifications fit easily into
one and only onc order of worth - thus giving rise to the possibility (both theoretically
and empirically} of compromise (Thévenot ez 4/, 2000). Compromise is thus based on
agents' fundamental capaciry to cridcally bur also constructively engage with opposing
points of view — quite simply because they themselves are acquainted with, and mobilisc,
the principles of these opposing points of view in their daily lives.

As of the time of writing, howcver, nothing seems further from reconciliation than the
oppesing positions partaking in the dcbate about GM maize. On the contrary, the last
vears have shown a harsh polarisation berween contenders, and constructive negotiarions
or possible compromise seem far-fexched. This is not becanse of a lack of understanding of
cach others' positions (all parties involved are acquainted with their rivals’ arguments) but
rather because the controversy about GM maize is relatively novel, with the parties involved
still very busy deploying their arpuments (in fact, polarisation is taking place preciscly
because more and more arguments - each one based on its specific regime of justification
— are circulated by the day).

Yet it would not be surprising if, in the middle to longer term, some rapprochement takes
place. This will not be based on ‘letting go of ones ideals) but rather through assimilation
of one or more different orders of worth by way of scientific argument and technological
prowess. And herein lies the danger for the anti-GM movement. As the records show
domestic, civie, or environmental concerns are usually reduced, de-politicised and made
compatible with industrial or commercial goals and logic. Although this may arguably point

to closuce or the teaching of compromise, in effect it would mean that alternative logics have

47 An example of a farmer or an NGO activist ‘cravelling’ from situation to situation and in need of applying’
different orders of wordh according ro circumstances can equally well be thought of.
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been repressed. How can this be possible? How can scemingly incommensurable orders
of worth be joined? To understand the mechanism involved, we need to turn not ro what
makes ‘regimes of justification’ different (i.e. the principles of moral and political philosophy
invoked) but to a specific feanure they have in common: their modemist dependence on
certainty about the relationship berween ends and means.

It is this means/ends rationality in particular that is important for my argument here.
Following Latour (1998}, it would indeed be casy to show how each particular ‘order of
woith’ defines a scale of 'rights’ and *wrongs’ on the basis of an insuumental rationalicy.
For example, for a proponent of GM maize who frames her argument in terms of 2 marker
justification the really important issue, the goal, the end is thar all market participants
become rich. ‘The only way to achieve this, she would assert, is chrough a set of legitimate
means: the free and unhampered circuladon of goods (including, of course, GM maize) and
scrvices among producers, consumers, and merchants who enter intoa relationship with one
another as businessmen competing in 2 globalised market open toall. For her, the final cest co
determine whether the end has been achieved is to assess whether or nor additional wealth
has been created. Have economiic agents seized the opportunities entailed in GM maize
through sanctioned means? If so, then the common good has been served; if not, then surcly
market imperfections or State failures are to blame, and precions time (and money!) will have
been squandered in vain. As this short cxample shows, we see here a nearly absolute cerrainty
that a set of means will lead to a final end. Bur this notion of certainty about the connection
between ends and means permeates all repimes of justification. Witness for example the
green lobby's conviction that only the ‘noble savage’ will salvage the purity of Mexico’s maize
landraces, thus helping bring abour a desired end: environmental sustainabilicy.

The present situation chus appears to involve a plurality of cettainties on which contenders
base their justifications and denunciations. Yet the question is: will this pluralicy prevail,
or will it be ultimately assimilated by some *final certainty’? Will the arguments of the
ill-defined movement against GM maize be reduced, domesticated and absorbed within
industrial or commercial frameworks? At first glance, the answer seemns clear. The movement
against GM maize cannot survive as Jong as it clings to the certainties they scem to be so
fond of. I argue that this is so becanse it would be casy to show thar a majoriry of their
certaintics can easily be assimilated by proponents of GM maize. The easiest certainties
o assitilate/absorb are those that are circulated in denunciatons made on the basis of an
‘environmental regime of justification. Indeed, many of the denunciations made from the
point of view of the environment can easily be accommodated within the industrial regime,
making important means (such as rraditional or indigenous practices and local knowledge
and culture)} quite superfluons for the artainment of environmental susrainabilicy. Thus, for
example, the claims and ceruainties of environmentally-oricnred opponents of transgenic
maizc may rapidly disappear in favour of technologies, cquipment, or regulations designed
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to end or rednce genetic pellution, GURTS® immediately come to mind here, as well as risk
assessment criteria and test methods (such as PCR*?) based on the science-based (and thus
industrial) justification provided by the concept of ‘substantial equivalence’>®, As Latour
(1998: 225) beantifully summarises it: ‘After the initial cries of horror at the accounts ro
be balanced, the costs to be met and the equipment to be installed, it is “business as usual’
for ceology in the industrial regime’ Indeed, all the certainties used by the green lobby
in launching their cridcisms become bleak once the captains of industry can show that
potential genetic flow can be managed like any other environmental problem by simply
extending the production process and monitoring the ‘health’ of the environment.

Relatively casy to assimilate (though not uncontested} are certaintics involved in the
denunciations made on the basis of a ‘civil’ regime of justification. Stating, as opponents
of GM anize do, that colledtive welfwe is the highest goal, and that this ¢nd can ondy be
achieved through specific means {(e.g. public collectivities, commirtees, representatives,
delegates, or elected officials equipped with forms, decrees, procedures or any sore of legal
criteria) does not auromartically imply chat those in favour of GM maize are pushed aside.
Afer all, these dismissing transgenic maize are only one lobby among many, and their
definition of whar the highest end {collective welfare, the ‘General Good’) should be can
easily be contested by the ‘gencral will’ - that is, democratically elected local, regional or
national authorites who claim to speak in the name of all, thereby using the same means as
those that are advocated hy opponents to biotechnology.

More problematic, but not ar all impossible to absorb into an industrial or market logic, are
the certainties that are cherished within the ‘domestic regime! The belief that a terrivory,
a heritage, a patrimony or a local tradision can best de defended against the evil nature
of a de-territorialised, commercial enterprise through the virrues of anything or anyone
reliably attached to the locality (ancestors, local caudillas, kinship relations, regionalism) has
provided some bargaining power vis-i-vis commcrcial endeavours. Yer the bizarre alliance
berween conservatives, nature conservationists and conservationists of folklore under the
banncr of the ‘domestic regime’ is evidendy nat infallible. By attacking rransgenes one can
be, at the same time, both reactionary and modern. But so can proponcnts of GM maize,
who can likewise assimilzte old and new within an industrial regime. Witness, for example,
the possibility to allow for the experimentation and eventual cultivation of transgenic

# enetic Use Restricrion Technolagies. The most widely known of these technologies is the one commonly
referred ro as “Terminator Technology® - a method o restrice the use of genedeally modified planks by cansing
seed to be sterile. Proponents argue thar using this technology prevents possible escape of transgenes from the
source material, thus averding any impact upon biodiversity.

# Palymerase Chain Reaction, a technique thac allows the detection of transgenic DNA.

3 See Levidow and Carr (2007) fora fascinating account of the way in which changing definitions of Substantial
cquivalence’ are used eo govern social conflice around GMOY, as well as legigmacy problems of regulacory
procedures,
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maize under the framework of the LBOGM?3!. According to this framework, GM maize
can be authorised in geographical areas that fall outside of the areas of origin of the crop.?
Notwithstanding the difficulry in establishing these areas, science-based ‘zonation’ in effect

squares the arguments of GMO opponents by conntering regionalismo with even more

regionalismo in the form of zonation. But other examples come to mind, as is evident in

the regulation and certification of some of the products of locality, pacrimony or heritage
(c.g. regional deficatessen with a geographic indication, sortillas sold at Nuestro Matz or
Ttanoni outlets). However praiseworthy these inigatives are, it is not unthinkable that in
the foreseeable future they too will have to ‘prove’ {through technical or scientific means)

that they are GM-frec>?. Perhaps recourse 1o nonbinding intemational treaties to help

prorect rraditional knowledge and resource rights (such as, among others, CBD's Article 8g
or its clearing house mechanism, ICESCR, ILO’s Convention 16953, or Unesco’s World
Heritage Convention) might provide some solace, bur evidence suggests that these types of
‘soft law” generally do little to nothing in conntering commerdially-ariented, science-based
WTO regulations that are locally sanctioned. >

B.6 Creative uncertainties

Ifthe broad social movement against GM maize wishes to escape the fate of being reduced
to a commercial or industrial logic, then it had berter abandon the central axiom that it has
i comumon with them: the relationship between ends and means. Indeed, in all the different
regimes of justificarion the measure, the main point of reference, is common humaniry. The
main ¢nd of all logics that arc used to distinguish berween right and wrong is always an
end that is good for humans, according 0 humans. This commen anthropocentric truism
makes it possible, in all grammars of worrh, to starc with certainty that everything in creation
(whether people or things) can be used merely as a means, and that only man is an end in
himself. That is exactly why the pro-GM lobby has (or will soon haye) no problem wich their
opponents claims: these can easily be accommodated within their logics becasse, in the end,
itisall about how to make the world a berter place for humans, Becoming rich (the market

5! Ley de Bioseguridad de Organismus Genédicamente Modificados, Mesico’s Biusafery Law.

32 This has, in woc ‘induserial’ fashion, lod o 2 scicnee-based debare abone where exactly these arcas of origin
are located. Some NGO’ oppesing GM maize are fegally implicated in this debate withourt actually seeing
the risk involved: a future, complex mosaic of landscapes where areas ser aside for transgenic cuitivars will be
intezspersed with 2 handful of sancriaries where ‘puse’ maie landraces and fescintes can be found - a pyrrhic
vicrory indeed!

33 A forerunncr 1o this possibiilicy is already 2 eality in the EU where 2 co-existence segime between GM and
nan-GM produces has been put in place, Ironically, the burden of proof is on GM-free produces!
 International Covenant on Economic, Sociat and Cultural Rights.

%5 The Insernational Labonr Organisadon’s Convention Concerning Indigenous Peaples in Independent
Caunrries,

3 See Pasey and Ducfield (1996), howeve, for a fascinating and encouraging account of instances in which
traditional resource rights have been successfully defended.
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regime), taking science-based decisions to reach efficiency and productivity {the industrial
rr:gu‘m.) professing the significance of collective welfare {the civic regime), emphasising
the importance of whatever is ‘local’ {the domestic regime), or searching for environmental
friendliness so that future generarions can make use of finite resources {the ‘green’ regime):

these ends are all comparible, i.e. redudble o one anather as long as it is humans who will
benehit. The danger of remaining marginal thus looms large for opponents of GM maize. As
longas they adhere to modernist cermintics favouring a common humaniry, their arguments

can be reduced and depoliticised.

Yet there is hope. The originality of the social movement against GM maize lies not
so much in the denunciation of market or industrial forms of reasoning, but rather in
drawing attention to complex associations berween all sorts of beings: beliefs, institutions,
polirics, regulations, consumers, envirenments, markets, sciences, traditions, biotechnology
and 50 on - not to mention transgenes. In mobilising a language of certainty, the social
movementagainst GM maize unfortunately risks being reduced. But through their practices
(which fortunately differ from their discourse), the movement adds something new to the
controversy. And what it addsis difficult ro ignore, reduce or digest by those in the business
of simplifying: the interrelatedness between all humans and non-human participants in the
dispute. More accurately: the originality lies in the impossibility to decide - beforchand
and without shortcutting due political process — what are ends, what are means, and in
what form they may be related to one another. In other words, the great novelry of the
movement is their ‘ccologising’ (Larour, 1998), their practice of deploying wncertainty in
the relationship between means and ends: in opening the question, that is, of the status of
complex imbroglios in which humans and non-humans become progressively entangled
without assuming, 4 prioss, thar only humans can aspire to the kingdom of ends. Regretrably,
opponents of GM maize seem to be hesitant about their practices: they believe they are
denouncing a market, a neoliberal system, or the science of economics, bur it is preciscly
this self-righteous certainty that marginalises ir. As Latour (1998: 230) observes more
generally about ecological movements, a better grasping of the meaning of their practices
would perhaps permit them to finally atrain political maturity — and, one would like to
add, clout.

So this is the point  want to make: the anti-GM coalirion could circumvent the potential
reduction and de-politicisation of their position if they could more resolurely mim to, and
exploit, the many uncertainties attached to the GM maize controversy. In practice they are
already doing so, but their over-lucid indictment of all that is morally objectionable has
hindered, or so I contend, their cause. So what are these practices in which uncertainty
is deployed beyond che possibilicy of reduction? Let us wirn to two examples. The first
one concerns the field spanned by agricultural policies, peasant livelihoods, and trade
liberalisation. When GM maize was first launched proponents (backed by the successive
Zedillo and Fox Administrations) presumed they would have it their way - hands down.
Soon after the discovery of transgenic contamination of local maize landraces, however, the
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expectations of the pro-lobby wenr awry. Before long, the seemingly simple proposition:
*GM maize is good for the economy” curned into a fully-fedged nightmare for its advocates.
Complexity was growing by the day as opponents countered — term for term — with their
accusations (often based on modemist certainties; see the section above on domestic, civie
and environmental justificarions). Next to these predictable denundiations those countering
transgenes started airing 2 number of anxicties that rurned GM maize into an increasingly
uncertain enterprise. What would happen to the livelihoods of millions of campesinos
once ‘the market’ was flooded with cheap, imported, American GM maize? What would
happen to the legacy of the Revolurion once its ideals - land and kiberry — were betrayed?
What would happen to lost agriculeural knowledge once its owners migrated to the US.
for good? How could Mexican campesinos compete with American farmers if the US. was
heavily subsidising its agriculrure, while the Mexican Administration of the moment was
busy dismantling the few subsidy schemes that were left? Why had tariffs not been levied
on US. maize imports — as NAFTA allowed? Who was benefiting from this? What would
happen to the right to food once Mexico became dependent on its Northern neighbour
for its main staple crop? How about “foad savereignry” instead of “food security'? Whart
about ‘democracy’? Why did Mexican farmers never get access ro the negodarions thar
were preliminary to the signing of NAFTA? What if campesinos betrayed the corporarivist
institutions of the PRI, because the PRI did not care about farmers anymore? What if maize
was indeed the capillary systems of Mexican culture ? These and many more questions arose
simultaneously in many cornets of the country, and soon matters of fact that were taken
for granted turned into hotly debated matters of concern, Who would have expecied these
developments barely half a decade ago? The ingenuiry, the creativity of a broad coalition
of farmers, scientists, intellectuals, consumers and left-wing politicians made this possible
- precisely because they did not buy into the modemnist means-ends rationality so heavily
defended by GM maize promaorters.

The terrain of scientific ‘facts’ about maize diversicy, transgenes, and genetic complexity
provides another good example of the novelry and the creativity with which the and-GM
mmovernent raised a further set of concerns. What is at issue here is chat the scientific certainty
proponents of bio-industry wish to achicve comes at a cost opponents are not willing to bear
since it frames the controversy in too narrow a way. Here 00 then a new scr of questions
is opened. What is the meaning of the relationship between means and ends when one is
talking about maize in a Vavilov centre of diversity? What if the millenary process of fine-
tuning and adaptation berween farmers, maize and the environments chey help sustain is
abrupdy severed by mansgenes? How fit are transgenic maize varieties? Whar if genetic
diversity crodes as a result of the introgression of transgenes? Whar if it is not the transgenes
themsclves that bring about genetic evosion, but rather farmers’ and consumers’ perveptions
thar landraces could be contaminated, thus possibly causing rejection of these varictics
and thus triggering a direct loss of biodiversity (sec ¢.g. Bellon and Berthaud, 2006)? Will
Monarch butrerflies — which feed on maize pollen ~ still have a place to live, or will they
have to succumb o Bt-insecticides in order to satisfy an industry’s wishes? Whar happens
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if travel-happy ransgenes cross over and affect feocintes, the wild relatives of maize? How
will super weeds that have become resistant to RoundUp herbicide be dealt with? And what
if assessing the dangers involved (c.g. through risk management processes) is inadequate
becanse the principles upon which these assessments are based (US. agriculture) do not
apply to Mexican agriculture - where genetic, ecological, economic, sodal and cultural issues
and factors are completely different?>” Arc ransgenes as safe as some scientists or the FDA
tell us, or do they cause cancer and other degenerative (and possibly hereditary) diseases?
What we see in these creative but uncomfortable questions is that novel associations between
previously unconnected entities attain — once connected — 2 force of their own. Providing
an ‘objective’ scientific answer to this rype of questions will prove difficult if not outright
impossible ~ not just because scientific evidence about the pros and cons of GMOs is
controversial, but also becanse answers involve fundamental political issues that boil down
to the question: are means just that — means — or do means have the right tobe seen asends
in themselves?

8.7 Conclusion

In stable’ situations, different regimes of justification may be alluded to in order o reach
closure through compromise. When no compromise can be reached, it is often by means of
reduction, de-politicisarion and assimilation that one grammar of worth achieves worchiness
and imposes itselfupon others, But in circumstances where innovations proliferate, when the
number ofitems 1o be taken into consideration changes continnally {many of them invoking
concerns that cannot be contained by scientific risk assessment) a new language, a creative
thetoric, novel forms of justification emerge {Callan, 1998). This is particalarly so in the
virulen: disputes surrounding genetically modified organisms {GMQOs}. A typical example
is the controversy over GM maize in Mexico. Since the social movement against transgenic
maize does not know how genes, environments, policies or pcople will behave in gene flow
sitzations, a re-politicisation of the debate has ensved. Indeed, clashes between certainty and
uncerzainty proliferate in the dispute, and wha is at stake is not 2 mere settling of issues on
which there is no previous, generalised consent. Rather, the controversy involves the political
and moral guestion as to who and what may aspire to the kingdom of ends - that is, whether
or not previously marginalised farmers, consumers, genes, or ccosystems ate something more
than merely a meansin the achicvement of a particular (commercial or industrial) collective
good. What we are witnessing is thus the emergence of an eatirely different playing field,
because whatever is done involves unexpected consequences,

Interestingly, the completcly unexpected feature in this controversy is the outright artack on
theidea thar science, technology or economics will provide the certainties needed (e.g: in the
form of efficient end-of-pipe technologies, economic optima, means to ends, eic.). I lowever,

as the debate shows this is very problematic in cases with high moral and political conzent

57 Cf. Soleti and Cleveland (2086).
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- such as genetic modification. Espert knowledge may indeed be an effective instrament
to shortcut duc political process and keep the crowds ar bay, but it does not provide any
guidance whatsoever on the issue of how to live one’s life, or in what world one wishes to
live_ Indeed, and so the practices of opponents o transgenic maize show, the problem with
proponents’ views is thar just around the comer of every scientific, sechnical or economic
cerrainty there is an uncertainty looming large. As the GM maize controversy suggests, such
situations are probably the rule and not the exception. Instead of extingnishing moral and
polideal fires science, technology and economics generate uncertainty and even outright
ignoranccss. But ignorance, uncertainty or a lack of consensus do not necessarily lead to

paralysis.

On the contrary, as in the case of opposition to GM maize, uncertainty opens up a range
of new moral, ethical and political spaces. What 1 mean to say here is that the politics of
the anti-GM mavement indeed change by aligning against the marginalising closures of
modernist cpistermnological certainty. While proponents of genetic engineering had certainry
and objectivity on their side, those hostile to GM mobilise all the opposites: uncertainty,
open-endedness, and the inability to differentiare between subjective and objective. The
broad coalition against GM is practically turning these qualities into their guiding principles
(i.c. an order of justification), and this allows its participants to bring to the foreground
whar has been pushed ro the background, repressed before. In so doing, they are stirring up
politics simply because many important aciors (consumers, academics, farmers, and so on)
are now entertaining sufhcient doubt about the assurances of the pro-GM lobby. Indeed,
the neo-liberal tendency to justify the elimination of Mexico’s cultural and agro-biological
diversity on the basis of the assumption that they are hindering ‘development’ is slowly
- but steadily - making way for alternatives demanding that maize and the peasant way
of life be respected and assessed through evaluative frameworks that do not take market
values as the only benchmark. In these alternatives, farmers and their belicfs are no longer
an anachronism; local maize landraces and the environments they are a part of cannot be
seen as part of a natural history museum; genes are no longer entities one can switch on
and off at will. Racher, these elements have become virtuous - a collective good worthy of
a place of their own. )

In contrasting their practices with commercial justifications, the social movement against GM
muaize shows that farmers, genes and a host of other entities that have become progressively
entangled in the controversy attain a new identity once it becomes uncertain whether they
are simply means in the schemes of others, or fully-fledged ends in themselves. These more
‘ecological’ identities contrast sharply with neo-liberal and reductionist narratives and
prevent cultural and agro-biediversity from being treared as contingent ‘externalities’ of an
inevitable process of technical and economic ‘development. Instead, by punting uncertainty

on the agenda, collective ‘ecological’ idencitics demand renewed attention and polirical

38 Ignorance in the scnse of situations of radical uncertainty where nothing is known.

Research in action 163



Gerard Verschoor

space. What has been repressed through simplification (prasants, maize, genes, belicfs
and so on) forcefully returns to the {inter)national agenda. By linking their destiny te
the principle of uncertainty, the repressed may be'able to construct for themselves 2 new
collective identity. In the process they may achieve a complete metamorphosis, and evolve

from that which had ro be given up to that which has to be cherished and respected on it

own terms. The repressed have returned, and they are here to recover their future.
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9. Paradigmatic changes

Their significance for collaborative research
Gerard Verschoor
9.1 An uneasy feeling: making a difference

In our different ways — whether intuitively or otherwise - we all would very much like to
add our little grain of salt ro history. To make a difference. And we all have — again, in our
different ways — a more or less clearly defined idea of how we would like to achieve this. For
many of usworking in the social sciences this often translates into a different attitude towards
rescarch, Research not on or about social subjects but for them and, ideally, with them. So
that we can create space for change rogether. But oftentimes we find ourselves running up
against a wall, for at the beginning of the 21* century collaborative research berween "us’
{the researchers or so-called experts) and ‘them’ (the rescarched or so-called lay people) is.
unfortunately, the pariah of social science.

So we want to make a difference, for sure, but there is this really big obstacle out there:
received wisdom about what is ‘good’ and what is ‘bad’ sodial science — ‘bad’ and ‘unscientific’
often being assaciated with a non- or kess-hierarchical collaboration between researchers and
researched, In this chapter I broadly describe why this is so, But I also want to argue that
things can be different — that things do not necessarily have o stay the way they are. To
argue this we need to retrace the path taken by (social) science a bic. Todo so, I have secup
the chapter as follows. First, via a short thought experiment, I present the main argument.
I then provide a short historical account of the way in which Science has produced a status
quo where collaborative research is the clear outcast. This is followed by 2 number of secrions
that focus on attempts in (social) science to open up spaces for imagining and carrying
out alternative, dissenting modes of research such as ninctcenth-century Philosophical
Romanticism and its heirs: the attack on the ‘orthodox consensus, work on ideology and
discourse, feminism, poststructuralism and finally the ‘turn 1o practice’

The idea behind this senp is thar it enables one to find the different tumns and junctions
where our scientific ancestorts buried some tools that were meant for us, today. Imaginative
taols that might help us carve our a more respectable standing for callaborative research.
The title of this chapter conveniently sums up this task. Against this background though I
hasten to add that 1 do not see this chaprer as providing recipes for carrying out collaborative
rescarch. My task is much more humble: I conceive of it as a source of inspiration and an
invitation to seck our the many treasures char lay hidden along the historic path of (social)
scientific thought. Most importantly, I would like the reader co finish the chapter asking
questions such as: ‘what {social} science world have I been sold?) ‘in what {social) science
world do I want to live?’ It is not my intention then to provide ready-made answers or
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simplistic solutions to these questions, bur I modestly hope to help you find a solution to
thar most demanding of questions: *how can I make a difference?’

9.2 The argument: presence/absence

Ler me start this section with a simple thought experiment. When I write ‘Science’: what
comes to mind? (Please take your time — no need to rush things at this point!)

Let me bet: yon associated “Scicnce’ with white coats? Laboratories? Articles? Technology?
Knowledge? Universitics? Well I guess we all have ourideas aboutitand, dependingon how
much time we spent thinking about it, thesc ideas may range from the very vague to the
more concrete. Indeed, in our day “Sdence” has become some kind of an ‘elevator concept’
(Hacking, 1999) that serves to raise the level of a conversation though its meaning has
remained remarkably free-floating i.e. not stable or transparent. Yet I asked you to engage
in this thought experiment for another purpose: it should make clear that, once you start
thinking about ‘Science; you simultaneously stop thinking about other things. In other
words: when you say (or think) ‘Science’ you are not saying (or thinking) ‘non-Science’ This
insight would be all the more obvious if I would ask you to repear the same experimentin a
more concrete way — let us say, by asking you to write down an account of what Science is for
youe. After a while you would probably preduce a list with the characteristics of Science. Or
come up with a definition of whar Science is. Alternatively you could wrire a little essay abour
the way Science works. Or the way it relates to technology for example, Buras you produce
these lists, definitions, descriptions or accounts you at the same time leave untouched an
infinite number of elements that could have been pare of your story but that somehow you
decided not to take on board. So the thing is this: te zzake present (to write, to ealk) is, at
onc and the same time, 2o render absert (1o exclude, to make invisibie),

In a more general way then, what this litde thought experiment must make clear is thac
‘making present’ ot ‘bringing to the fore ar the same time implics ‘making absent” or ‘pushing
to the back® Or, to purit in the words of sociologist Johin Law (2004), what is being prescnt
always depends on what is also beingmade absent. This process - first discovered by linguists
— has provided ammunition for those who, for cxample, make a living out of denouncing the
sdentific endeavour. For example, many of the accusations about whar is written under the
hanner of ‘postmodernism’ would run a bir like this: ‘making present’ means simplifying;
simplifying has the effect of taming complexity; taming complexity means obscuring or
pushing all thar is deemed imrelevant to the fringes. And as things arc pushed to the fringes

- as they are made absent — violent repression is often excrted.

Now what does this all have to do with collaberative research, you may ask? Well - everything,
For in alliance with the postmodernists I argue thar the history of Science has been, also,
a history of repression. A repression, notably, of types of rescarch where non-scientists
could participate. After all (and this could be casily demonstrated) it is not accidental that
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collaborative research berween experts and lay people scores soJow in theacademic pecking
order. Contrary to the pessimistic or at times fatalistic stance of some postmodernists
though, [ want to point to something else that is cntailed in repression, in making absent.
Namely thar repression (as both psychoanalysis 2nd work in the history of science tells
us) may also wotk productively. In psychoanalysis, for example, that which is made absent,
which remains hidden - in short all that is repressed or suppressed in the #nconscious - may
emerge in the form of dreams. Dreams that may disrupt a person’s behaviour, for example,
The scientific analogy of this is provided by historian of science Kuhn (1970), who describes
the way in which accumulated knowledge that has previously been suppressed may ‘pop
up’ and produce scientific revolutions leading to a change of scientific paradigm. Thus in
science, as in the unconscious, dissenting forces are produced as a resule of the work of
simplification and repression. And it is to these forces that I turn in this chaprer. Forces thar
have accumulated through the years and ¢har, if employed creatively, may prove fruisful for
those who cherish collaberative research in all its different guises. For peoplelike you and me
who are constantly on the lookout for ways ta build arguments in favour of more democratic
and emancipatory forms of knowing and doing — in short, of carrying out Science,

The forces of dissent I am ralking about have accamulared over a long period of time. They
have appeared ar different points in history, and have been articulated by a variery of people
in numerous forms. It is not my intention to fully delve into this history here — first becanse
I am not equipped to do so, but also because such an enzerprise would at least necessitare a
number of volumes. In whar follows, I concenrate only on asmall but interesting period (let
us say the past 50 years) in which developments in social science have opened up forces that
may lead to new possibilities for carrying out alternative types of Science. By turning to the
social sciences I do not in any way intend to say that the emerging insights and possibilities
might not be relevant to natural scientists. On the contrary, the argument of much of the
contemporary critique of social science is that pethaps the segregation berween the sciences
(one side stedying Nature, the other team studying Society) may have been premarure, thus
calling for 2 rechink of the relationship between natural and social sciences in the first place.
In short, what follows is an invitation to inter-, intra- or multidisciplinary scicnce wherein
the role of so-called ‘non-scientists’ becomes much more important (if not paramount).

9.3 Science as othering: from the Enlightenment {via the Greeks) to
modern-day social science

As stated above, digging decp into the history of science and the way it has made invisible
other options would be too tall an order. Yer I think it is important to quickly rehearse
some of the general features that have accompanded the produciion of modern science.
It is only against this general backcloth thar the production of alternarives acquires its
sharpness and dezail
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Modermn-day science — that is, science as we normally think of it — emerged somewhere in
the 18 century during a movement called the Enlightenment. The roots of this movement,
as historians demonstrate, lay in the rather unique developments char took place berween
the 13 and the 17 Century when slowly but steadily the character of the world started
to change. With the advent of new navigation technologics, Furopean nations quickly
expanded into most ‘undiscovered’ comers of the world. Soon advances in the ficld of
health and technology also boosted industries, the division of labour, population growth,
and urbanisation. Indeed. during a relatively short time span the dynamics of change created
an incipient ‘global village’ where new developments and insights sueceeded cach otherata
previously unimaginable speed. These were interesting times, and nothing could no longer
be taken for granted. Economies based on reciprocity and exchange gave way to inequalities
and marker rationalities, simplicity made way for complexity, and cherished certaintes
made way for uncertainties. All in all, ‘Modemity’ (the term used to convey the nature of
the changes) seemed an ambivalent thing — in the scnse that nobody knew whether it was
good or bad news.

Trying to make sense of these revolutionary happenings, European intellecruals {often called
philosophes in the 18% Century) of the likes of Voltaire, Montesquieu, Lacke, Newton,
Rousseau, Diderot, Hume, Kant or Adam Smith each embarked on his (note thar it was
never a ber) version of a project (aptly called The Enlightenment — literally ‘throwing
light on the facts’) that wogether combined into a tight clusice. Althougly their set of ideas
may not have been very coherent — after all, the philasgphes were experimenting with new
thoughts for the first time, extricating themselves from centuries of obscurantism — they
were united by 2 number of common threads. Minimally, as Hamilton (1992} tells us, they
agreed that the events of Modernity could be £nawn, and chat in order to do so knowledge
had 10 be organised, following Descartes and Pascal, in a razional way - meaning by this that
knowledge had to be based on dear ideas that were independent of individual expericnce,
and which conld be demonstrated 10 any reasonably thinking person. To this wasadded the
notion of empiricism or the idea that all knowledge (abour Narure ar about Society) should
be based upon empirical ferss that is, things thar every person can experience through theic
senises. The philosophes furthermore agreed that it was through the scientific method devised
by Descartes (and that could be used everywhere because the method was seen to produce
laws that applied in the entire universe) that progress could be achieved ~ in the sense that
the natural and social condition of human beings (their well-being, their level of happincess)
could be improved by the application of scicnce and reason.

So by the late 18% century there was broad consensus that Science was the way for
understanding modern developments on the one hand, and for improving the human
condition on the other. What was less clear though was who exactly could partake in the
excrcise of science. Remember that in the 18 century there were no laborartories or all
those things you associated with Science in the lirde thought experiment above, so it was
not clear who exactly could claim the status of ‘scientist’, Heated debates were carried out
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on theissue, with some philosophes inclined to put science in the hands of intellectuals while
others argued that che scientific enrerprise was 2 universal human concern and therefore
open to all reasonable’ persons. In fact, one of the greatest works of The Enlightenment
— Diderot’s Encycdpediz - argued for collaboration berween theoreticians and workers, and
for the respect of the artisan’s ‘Hair; knack, and intuition {Stengers, 1997: 117). However,
a wrong turn was taken to end this dispute when some of the philasophes tamed to the
ancient Greeks as a source of inspiration and thereby reintroduced the supreme position
of the expert. There and then, 2 modern-day asymmetry between the expert and his other,
the layperson, was created.

For the purpose of my argument it is important to take a brief look at the distincrion the
ancient Greeks made between Jegitimate’ knowledge held by experts (the carriers of Reason)
and the ‘beliels’ of ordinary people. The divide can be traced back to ancient Athens where
a few parricians and scientists afraid of ‘mob rule’ {(the fear thar if reason doces not rule, then
mere Force will take over) sought to turn the balance of forces to their advantage. The answer,
as we know from the writings of Plato and Socrates, was found in the argument thar the
‘power of Reason’ - which was thought ro mle ‘over Godsand Men’ (Serres 1997) —and nor
lowly passions and interests” should be used o reach closure in times of controvetsy and
debate, Importantly, scientists (and patricians) claimed that they werc in an advantageous
position because their empirical studies (in the case of seientists) or their social status (in the
case of patricians) gave them direct access to Reason. Twenty-five hundred years ago then,
the happy few already mobiliscd ‘Science’ and ‘Reason’ o justify their natural superiority
in trying to silence che voice of ‘ren thousand fools” The role of laypersons in the crearion
of knowledge was, from the very beginning, thwarted by the messengers of Reason who
feared that access to the “Reality’ or “Truth’ would be seized by whatever the crowd (moved
by lowly passions and impure intcrests) felt was real or right (cf. Latour, 1999). What ] am
saying here is — no more and no less- that the marginalisation of laypersons in controversies
about public issues has been a political machination all along,

Space does not allow delving inte the way in which this machinarion took effect, but the
fact is that rwo-thousand years after the Grecks put in place a divide berween experts and
lay people not much had changed really. Of course, Science (with a capital $) experienced
a lengthy absence from centre stage as during the Middle Ages the idea reigned that only
through God could one establish a relationship with the world. The Scholastic method,
the protestant Reformation, Humanism and, finally the Renaissance however saw to it that
Science was put in charge once again. By the 18 century Enlightenment Science and its
obligatory travel mate {the divide between experts and ordinary citizens) were undisputable
fearures of the intellectual landscape.

The Enlightenment’s way of looking at things did not go uncontested though. By the
beginningofthe 19% Century a parallel inteliccrual movement opposing the Enlightenment’s

version of Modernity was very much on the scene. This movement, ofien referred to 25
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philosophical Remanticism, had its roots in Germany and was basically a cuftural revolurion
initiatcd by the German bourgeoisic who were afraid to be overtaken by the French
Revolution and its tenets. Let us remember that, at that dme, Germany was made up of
many principalivies with a known fighting tradition against everything French. As a resulr,
the growing German middle class {with strong nationalistic elements) rurned away from
French ideas and solutions in their guest for a more modern society. Indecd, they referred
with horror to the ‘bourgeois revoluton’ that had taken place in Franee, and abhorred ideas
of citizenship as professed by their western neighbours. In fact, the Romanticists' reading
of the French Revolution was that it had cverything to do with the Enlightenment’s ideals.
Hence the Enlightenment had to be resisted,

Asaresult, they challenged the Enlightenment by positing that rational scientific knowledge
{especially of socicty) could not be reliably acquired and used to improve socicty. Rather,
Romanticists held that knowledge” was mostly a persanal affair that was largely inruitive and
imbued with ‘meanings’ thar were context-dependent. Because of this, Romanticists were in
fact claiming chat there existed different truths in different places. Therefore, they argued
that sdentific knowledge could not easily be generalised and thus had limited applicability.
At most, they claimed, science ¢ould only provide partial vistas. As concerns the notion of |
emancipation (a concept central to the Enlightenment) Romanticists claimed that it could
never be reached through scicnce, but only through personal experience or — why nor? -

collective learning by the putring togeiher of individual experiences,

The modemists {those pursuing the Enlightenment’s ideals} of course did not keep quiet in
the face of the Romanticists’ attacks. In fact, they did cverything in their power to thwart
the movement. It fulls outside the scope of this Chapter to outline the way in which this
was achieved.?? The end result of the Mademists” effarts though is that, teday, there is a
(Euro-American) consensus about how research (and more generally Science) should be
carried out. The backbone of this generalised agreement (or ‘orthodox consensus’ as it is
often referred to) is that Science should be protected from distorcions (like those introduced
by Romanticists). The idea of Science having to be ‘protected’ is closely related ro ‘sdentism’
More specifically, it is linked to ‘empiricism’ and to ‘positivism’ Scientism, empiricism and
positivism are alive and kicking to our day. Look around you and you will quickly discover
it: it is advanced by all those who appeal to reason and rationality as a way 1o keep at bay the
masses who would also like to have a say in deciding what is right and wrong, what is good
and bad —as in controversies surrounding genetically modified organisms, global warming,
mad cow dis¢ase or biofuels, In these controversics, it is always the same: reason should
prevail. And by ‘Reason’ {capital R) is always meant reason of the scientistic, cmpiricist, and

* Good overviews of the institutionalizarion af ‘medernist science are given by authors working in the realm
of what is called the ‘Social studies of scienee” or in pelirical philosophy. In 4 nuwshell, what they argue is thar
modernism is a contineons batde, a struggle o purge sciensific institutions of their ‘impurities’ (i.e. their ner
conforming ca the canons of a positivist epistemology 4 fa Popper).
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positivist sort which should be disentangled from the “passions and the interests’ of non-
scientific actors, and instead be associared solely with logic, with facts, and with methods
for determining the facts’ (Merton, 1973). I should be clear by now who are meant to be
able ro carry out this msk

As this necessarily shortand caricaruresque portrayal of the history of Science has hopefully
made clear, the reason why it is extremely difficult ro change the academic pecking order -
usually going from ‘hard. 'namral’ and quantitative to ‘soft’ social and qualitative. and from
‘theoretical’ to ‘practical’ approaches - is that a Great Divide has been constructed by the
experts with the purpose of keeping the non-experts at bay. But this Great Divide is more
than that (a Divide}: the way it works is that one side (scientism, émpiricism, positivism)
‘eclipses’ or rends to erasc its Other: all that does not conform o ‘Reason’. Yer this repressed
Other is difficult to contain and, as I argued in the introduction, has an inclination to
resurface - as was indeed the case during Romanticism. Although Romanticism did not
succeed in imposing itself in the scientific establishment, there are no grounds for believing
that all that is pushed to the fringes by modernism should remain there forever. In fact,
from the middle to the Jate twentieth century a number of developments in (social) science
— they could aptly be called the heirs ro Romanticism - again nagged ar the philosophical
groundings of modernist (scientistic, empiricist, positivist) science. In the next sections I
summarise these developments, and poine ro the passibilities they open up for collaborative
rcsc’d.[l.'il. hl Su-duill.g, I llUPC o carve vl sollc SPH.EE fuf rCCUIlﬁgu.l'i.llg dlc asymluclrical
balance of forces berween the happy, knowledgeable few and those who have been silenced
for undue political reasans,

9.4 Giving a face to the invisible: developments in contempaorary secial
theory

"The main backdrop of classical social theorists’ motivation was the Enlightenment and its
idea that sociology was a ‘natural science’. In other words, the Enlightenment’s thinkers
believed that the world could be viewed in a scientific way — that is, that there were well-
founded ways (rationalism, empiricism, the positivist method) 1o know abour the world,
and these ways were better than the alternatives. The Enlightenment’s project also, however,
suggested that ‘good, scientific’ knowledge is knowledge that is linked to prediction {and
in many cases control). This idea is closely linked to the belief thar “the good life’ may be
planned and implemented so long as the knowledge on which planningand implementation
are based is ‘sound’ (that is, based on scientific results). One can find this commitment to
emancipadon throughout the history of social theory — from Marx through Durkheim to
Parsons {cf. Bauman, 1989).

In the wake of these ideas modern social theory has been associated with a conviction to

provide 2 ‘scientific} grand, and all-encompassing view of madern society with a view to
plan, control or otherwise improve the human condition. This conviction endures well into
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the present, not least due 1o the work of ‘the dlassies’s Marx, Durkheim, and Weber. Marx
for instance equated Modernity with capitalism. He believed thar the rise and dynamics
of this system could be explained in terms of economic and social contradictions and
class conflict, borh of which could {crucially?) be ‘sncovered’ through the use of scientific
method. The same atticude towards method was evident in Weber, who saw Modemity as
a process of rationalisation which could in turn be explicated through rigorous study of
the interplay between materials and meanings. Durkheim finally was a fiery advocate of
positivist. empiricist science which he applied to demonstrate the link berween Modernity
and the division of labour.

Again, what thesc scientists have in common is the certainty that ‘their’ science (rational,
empiricist, and positivist 2s it was) held the key 1o understanding the changes that accompaniced
Mudewnity. Yei during the finst sixty years of the twenticth ceniury Moderivy iensified
at an unanticipated speed. Rapid social change, globalisation, the commoditisazion of
informarion, and the advent of ‘scientific’ horrors {the Holocaust, the atomic bomb, chemical
pollution of just about everything) in fact left many in doubt as to whether science was the
solution to these problems, or its roor cause. Indeed, gencral uncertainty and scepticism
about the possibility of progress loomed large by the 1960s and so it was unavoidable dhac,
as authors such as Giddens and Beck argue, people searched for meaning by reflexively
examining and questioning the significance of their actions. However, they argue, this alsa
applies for social theory. Sacial theory afier the 19605 chus tended ro examine and question
its own roots (cf. Giddens, 1990; Beck ez 4f., 1994). As a result, the status of (rational,
positivist) science was under attack by hordes of ‘disenchanted’ intellectnals, finally leading
to the erosion of social science’s Grand Narratives (i.c. the storics told about society by Marx,
Weber, Durkheim and their successors that secmed to encompass everything ). I now turn
to some of the reflexive, paradigmatic shifts

Meaning and (in)determinism

ke first shots o be fired ar the Grand Narratives of social science came from an ualikely
quarter: (Garfinkel’s (1967) programme on ethnomethodology. Taking a cue from the
Romanticists, GarAnkel’s cechniques set out to ‘expose’ the fragilicy of social reality (which
he saw as being constructed “on the spot’ through conversation in micro-encounters) and
its inherent negotiability. For Garfinkel this permarentdy under-determined nodion of
social reality totally revolutionised the role of the social scientist. Instead of uncovering the
commonalities of the social system (jts order, its strucrured spaces for interaction, and the pre-
determined behavieur of actors as an effect of mechanisms of domination or shared values)
Garfinkel proposed that the social scientist focus on the explanarion of differences. For him,
social actors were no ‘cultural dopes’ moved by invisible strings held by some ‘invisible hand’
but rather 4gents who could achieve order in a variety of situations and in a variety of spaces.
The scientific establishment hammered Garfinkel badly after it took notice of his programme.
But cthnomethodology teok root quickly and soon adopred Alfred Schuez (the ‘father’ of
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the idea of ‘multiple realities’) as its spiritual ancestor, rumed to Ludwig Wirrgenstein 1o
borrow the notion of Tanguage games) and sought academic respectability in the writings of
Hans-Georg Gadamer and his dismissal of universal and objective Truth,

The movement initiated by Garfinkel and the ethnomethodologists resonated with other
developments in the social scicnces of the time. Some of them {most notably symbolic
interactionism) referred to the question of where to locate meaning, Various answers to this
question existed, and an important one (Weber) suggested that, although meanings may
differ in kind, they may nonctheless be broughr within a causal control idiom (and thus made
ta fit positivist science). But there were other answers to the question. These answers (most
poignantly made by symbolic interactionists, cf. Blumer, 1969) drew on the work of carly
rwentdeth-century theorists such as Georg Simmel, Walter Benjamin and George Herbert
Mead. The gist of thesc thinkers was that meaning was not made up of a set of discoverable
processes, systems or structures that could be ‘discovered’ in the sense that scientists could
draw the curtains on some pre-existing reality waiting to be reported an. Instead, their
argument was that meaning {or better: meanings, in the plural) was too complex for such
a rask. Hence their conviction that as far as sodal science is concemed, indeterminism
rather than determinism reigns. At best, they posited, theories about meaning could only
carch a glimpse of it. Hence - since all vicws (theories!) are partial — there are several ways
of reporting on meaning: there is no legitimacy anymore for a “‘God’s eye view’ that can
eticapsulate everything all ak once.

Science and the critique of ideology

A parallel development thac has helped speed up the dissolution of Enlightecnment thinking
is thar which occurred during the late 605 and early 70s of the fast century on ideology (cf.
Alchusser, 1971). The argument (which leans heavily on Marxist analysis) runs something
like this. There are two major classes in history: the bourgeoisie or ruling class and the
proletariat or working class. The main interest of the first is ro sustain (and therefore conceal)
exploitation, while the primary interest of the sccond is geared towards challenging (and
therefore revealing) exploiration. In Marxist analysis the proletariat could in principle
understand rea! class relations — if only because it is in ics interest ro do so. Hence Marxism
{as the spokesperson for the proletariat) was the only science that could access Truth.
Bourgeois science in contrast was unable to access Truth precisely because its interests lay
in preventing the understanding of class relations. Bourgeots science thus produced “false
knowledge” or, in Marxist terminology, ‘ideolagy’

In practical cerms though this presented a number of problems, the most evident one being
the question of why the majority of workers (the proletariat) believed ideology (or “false)
‘ideological stories) instead of seeing the truth of Marxism. One of the responses {a negatve,
critical one} was that that this was due to ‘propaganda’ which deluded and misinformed
workers about Truth, A more positive response maintained that, although ideologies were
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women against the small number of women faculty (university staff and professors). As
a consequence science was largely being written by men (to the exclusion or Othering of
women) who invariably led to the invisibilisarion of women's work and of gender relations,
“This was also a time of trenchant critiques of pacriarchal assumptions abour gender which
permeated all sciences. So, for example, womnen were seen as less social (Durkheim) or they
were thought to carry out their activitics in social domains other than those of men (home
versus the public sphere, as in American funcdonalism of the 1950s). As a resulc different
strands of feminism ensued, most notably feminist empiricism. a position referred to as
standpoint cpistemology {e.. Harding, 1386; Smith, 1987), and post-modern feminism
(c.g. Hekman, 1990).

Feminist empiricism held that social science was sexist and androcentric, and thac this was
due to the fact that science was not scientific enough. To make it ‘scienrific, women had co be
allowed into social theory in order to make it kess patriarchal and thus less biased. Although
this position scems to reaffirm the Enlightenment project in the sense of a possibility of
finding our abour Truth, this strand of feminism also undermined Modemist thoughe: if
social theory was shaped. i.c. improved by the inflow of women, then how could it be called
more ‘scientific’ considering the fact that Science {with a capital $) was not supposed to be
related or influenced by its social context?

This undermining of Modernist thinking was given onc more push by standpoint
epistemology. In a nutshell, what this position entails is that, in analogy with Marxism,
therc is patriarchal ideology made up of ideas and beliefs which conceal exploitation (this
time not of the proletariat by the bourgeoisie but of women by men). This ideology was
seen to distort the patriarchal reality of everyday life: but (as in the case of the more peositive
critique of ideology) it was also said to werk as 2 tool for women - in some measure, at least.
Social science, standpoint epistemologists argued, was a part of patriarchal ideology. It
thus produced distorted or biased knowledge. They countered that Truth was only visible
to women as an cxploited group and that therefore only feminist social science (carricd out
by women} was truly scientific. Again, we sce here an analogy with the Marxist critique
of ideology. But as with Marxism, here of course a number of problems arose. Was there
only one women’s viewpoint? And how abour the fact that women may have different
ethnic backgrounds, be of different ages, belong to different classes, or have different sexual
preferences? In the face of these differences, the question o ask was, of course, how to know
which one was truc,

This in principle relativistic idea that there existed multiple, local women's knowledgesled to
a farther erosion of Enlightenment thinking and was more fully developed by post-modern
feminists who were very sceptical abour universal, Grand Narratives - including those

about women. Their argnment was thatr knowledges/truths were local accomplishments
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that arose from struggle.5! To take account of the question of differences - the Achilles heel
of standpoint cpistemologists - post-modern feminists proposed that in fact one could
not talk in terms of ‘essential women' but, rather, that women {and men) had fractured
identitics relared ro their ethnicity, sexality, or class position. Interestingly in the context
of this book, post-modern feminists scck forms of knowledge/truth which try to achicve
links berween fracrured identities but which also inferfere with social injustices in order to
effect concrete changes.

Perhaps the greatest lesson from the critique of ideology and feminism is the insight that
Marxism {or feminism) is shaped by social interests. This claim sometimes goes by the
name of relativism or the assertion thar all knowledge is conrexrual. The crucial question
here is: does this matter? Some would argue that it does: we need some firm ground for our
knowledge, and hence they propose thar one finds a way out of relativism. But others say
‘No, that’s how it is, and we have to come to terms with the fact thar all knowledge is a local
and practical roof for making sense of the world” The ramifications of this latter position
arc imporzant, for it implies the dilution (if not dissolution) of the Enlightenment project
and its desire for emancipation,

Science as discourse

The paradigmacic shift towards the idea that science {like all knowledge) is shaped ie. distorted
by its social contexz, seems to go 2 long way to debunking the main tencts of the posizivist,
rationalist and cmpiricist stance that so characterises Modernist thought. Bur marters are
more complicated still. There is a line of argument in social theory which says thart social
relarionsare ordered discursively or, more defianty seill, chat everything (including science) is
discoursc. As 2 summary approximation, the term represents a logic of social relations which
defines the world around us. For example, it defines sobjectivity (or whar we think we are}.
But discourse also circurnscribes the character of social relations and the power asymmetrics
and exclustons that go with them. [t also defines what counts as truth, as well as the character
of the objects that make up the wodd. Furthermore, discourse is said to be performed or
enacted in or by social relations (in this sense, and since there is nothing that falls outside
of social relarions, everything is said to be ‘discourse’). Importantly though, since discourse
is constructed, performed or enacted locally (i.c. it travels chrough networks of a greater or
lesser scope) there is the possibility (in analogy to ideology) of the existence of a plurality of
discourses that may coexist — even though some discourses are dominant,

The argument draws on semiotics: a linguistic theory that says that the terms in a language
are significant not because they relate to the objects which they claim to describe, but rather
because of their relationships with one another, like in ‘mother/father] ‘nature/culrure)

‘black/whitc’ and so on (think, perhaps, of a netiwerk of terms related to one another in some

82°This argument is serongly linked to developments in discourse analysis, sec nese section.
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kind of grammar). Within semiotics, meaning is arbirrary and always depends on what is
being associated with what, whom with what, or whom with whom, Like words that can be
used o construct different sentences, so meanings may vary in time and space. In chis sense,
as poststrucruralises such as Deleuze, Derrida, Foucault or Lacan would say thar there is no
single deep structure or grammar that governs action ot language. Rather, in every era there
arc a multitude of grammars, which means that one can identify these discourses as well as
the way in which they are created and deployed. The argument then is that everything social
(people, social interactions, texts, architectures) can be seen as relational effects, ordered in
terms of 2 discursive syntax.

We (and our theorics) are thus syntactical products, and social theory only serves 1o
reproduce the discourses in which we find ourselves locked (i.c. we are ‘made in discourse’).
'Hl.ib .l'CPI Cactily & rl.u'dit:r di»UlI.IL‘lU“ U(i.}lc Elllislllt‘.lullmi. plujc'.;i.: we dUll.i. Sld.lld Uui.bi.dc
and describe what we study. Rather, we help reproduce it by forming part of it — and
reproducing the power relations that are implicd by it, as in the self-policing person (cf.
Foucault, 1979). Nearly needless to say, reflexive use of chis principle holds grear promise
for alternative, collaborative research methods thet 2im to contest practices and narratives
of domination.

Practice, symmetry, and multiplicity

theory: that of understanding {and dealing with) the conscquences of Modemiry. Lazely
however, we have witnessed the arrival of positions thar are difficult to frame within this
general history. One of these is advecated by Bruno Latour (e.g. Latour, 1993) whose main
aim is to redefine what is commonly undercrood by social science. This isa difficult task, he
argues, because the contemporary meanings of society and science bear litde relation to what
the founders of social science had in mind when they invented their disciplines: neither one
has remained stable enough to deliver the promises of a strong socio-logy {Latour, 2005).
His approach (commonly referred to as actor-nerwork theory) thus engages with a number
of tricky questions: What is 2 socicry? What does the word ‘social’ mean? What is scicnce?
The answers given to these questions by actor-nerwork theorists (c.g. Callon, 1998; Law,
2004; Larour, 1999) vary, but together they form a sufficiently coherent body of work o
have set in motion something of a ‘paradigm change’ in social theory.

As a summary approximation, actor-network theory is based on a number of premiscs.
The frsc one is chat the object of social science is that of social practice and artion (rather
than structures or discourses), for example the actions of scientises. In doing so actor-
network theory treat all actions as equals (including that of making theorics, labelling others,
justifying oneself or denouncing others, tc.} without presupposing thar cereain acrions
drive, or are driven by others. This refusal to give primacy to accepred ontological categories
means thar actor-network theory secs as its task the description of the diversity of actions
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it encounters in fieldwork simations. This mudtiplicity of actions is connected ro a sccond
premise: that everything in the world is constructed or (perhaps a better term) enacsed. By
this is meant that realities (in the plural} and representations of realities are “broughc into
being in a continuous process of production and reproduction, and have no status, standing
or reality outside those processes’ {Law, 2004: 159).

In the context of this book this insight is crucial because it means thar the sciences are
constantly making and remaking the realities we inhabit (in the sense thar cconomists,
through their methods, produce what is called ‘the cconomy) geographers ‘geography’ or
feminists ‘gender awareness’). And herea further premise is thrown in: ir’s true thar sciences
make realities, but at the same time the sciences set the rules for crafting these realidies.
And these rules often establish, @ priori, what is a right and what is a wrong view of doing
science — a right way linked ro good merhod and a wrong one ded to bad methed. With
(you may already have guessed it) “bad’ associated with poliution’ of method through
interference by non-scicntists, laypersons, activists and so on... In light of this situation actor-
network theorists have asked a pertinent question: why not just do away with the asymmerry
and consider 4l forms or practices of creating realitics as possibly appropriate methods?
(Including, of course, scientific practice as normally understood). This form of unorthodox
critique can go quite far. Witness, for example, a provocative Latour (1999: 17-18):

‘Scientists always stomp around meetings talking about *bridging the two-culture
gap” (i.c. the gap berween Science and Society), but when scores of people from
outside the sciences begin to build just that bridge, they recoil in horror and want to
impose the strangest of all gags on free speech since Socrates: only scientists should
speak about sciencc!... Just imagine if that slogan were generalised: only poliricians
should speak about politics, businessmen about business: or even worse: only ras
will speak about rats, frogs about Frogs, elcctrons about electrons.

A closely related body of work is that develaped in France by Boltanski and Thévenor in
their cheory on justification {Boltanski and Thévenor, 1991). Both anthors were among,
the first stadents of Pierre Bourdien, but they gradually dissociated themselves from his
tradition of critical sociology, arguing that no type of social metaphysics can be validated
{or proven false) from any position external to itself. Rather, they posit, there is a plurality
of such metaphysics {or ‘orders of grundear’ as they call it), some of which are incomparible
and some of which may arrive at compromise. From their perspective, social scientists have
the task of constructing or describing systems of coherent actions which can account for
the diversity apparent in sociery. However, since the description of the social scientist is
only one more addition (or re-presenration) to these coherent actions pluraliry is furcher
enlarged. A key paint in Boltanski and Thévenor's work is that they grant this capacity of
creating plurality to all actors — only some of which arc called ‘scientists’ In other words,
what they are saying in their critique of eritical sociology is not thar sociology can no longer
be critical. but rather that the eritigue is no longer limited to sociology (or social science).
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In this scnse, and contrary to, for example, Bourdien, whar these authors call 2 sociology
of critical capacity’ {Boltanski and Thévenot, 1999) rakes scriously the competence of all
people to justify their own actions, i.e. denounce the actions of others — thus opening the
door to science for the evaluative repertoires of lay actors.

9.5 Conclusion

For some people, the only identity that the sciences can have is that of ‘pure’ reason. For
them science is ‘good’ only when it is not ‘polluted’ by politics, passions, or subjectivity.
‘Theirs is ‘a desire for mastery, of manipulative, even violent, reason, of the 2 priori negation
of anything that cannot be subject to calculation and to the articulation between general
law and particular case’ (Stengers, 1997: 110). They are the stronger inheritors of the
Enlightenment. For others (not nccessarily working at universities or research instituzes!)
science (or technology, objectivity) is seen as a ‘danger’ ta human rights, morality, or
subjectivity. We in this boak fight against both purges, and maintain that the more a science
is connected 1o non-science, the better the science in question. Bridging the ‘two culture
gaps’ in this way plares chose of us who argne for collaborative research in a difficuic position:
we arc scen as traitors to both scientism and humanism. Wishing away the animaosity
towards our enterprise will do no good, so we must face the challenge and stand up to it.
This chapter tries to provide some ammunition to do so by peinring to interesting options
the Enlightenment project repressed but which have now returned in a plurality of ways.
As I have shown, work on meaning and (in)detcrminism, on the critique of ideology,
on feminism, on discourse, or on practice, symmetry, and multiplicity has brought these
repressed others back onto the agenda of (social) science.

But there is 2 problem here. Although the paradigmatic shiits sketched out above have led
to important changes (above all in the status of rational, empiricist and positivist scicnce)
one of the main strongholds of science - its incredible privilege of defining its cbject, and
being in command of the questions to be asked of it - has been left relatively unscathed.
Ethnomethodology, critical theory, feminism, poststructuralism, or actor-network theory
have all obtained their legitimate, academic credentials. They have carned the right o
cohabitate the campuses wherein *hard core’ positivist science reigned unchallenged barcly
50 years ago. Yet the problem is that these new academic bedfellows are just thar: extensions
of a political project geared to kecp non-scientists outside the walls of academia. Some
exceptions aside, none of the new academic ficlds takes lay persons in earnest ~ let alone
sees them as co-researchers. Yet if the objective is to help give a face to the voices that were
silenced in the name of modemist social science, then clearly the job accomplished so far is
still far from complete. This is a story that is still in the making, but I chink that in making
it some of the paradigmatic shifts mentioned above can nevertheless serve as a source of
inspirarion. For even though the texts of some authors presented above are often abstract
and philosophically demanding, together their work suggests that Truth is no longer the yard
stick by which ali can be judged. Indeed (and this is probably the most important insight
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from the paradigmartic changes presented above) there are more arbiters, more ‘goods’ o
be taken into account.
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10. Building bridges to the future
Connecting science to society

Coyan Tromp

19.1 Introduction

Though we all live in a knowledge society nowadays, many countries scem to be faced with
a knowledge paradox: while the potential for innovation and social change is there, the
transmission of knowledge to sociery is far from optimal. ‘The current paradigm direcring
science and rescarch is predominandy focusing on our cognitive-instrumental interests in
knowledge, while neglecting our more practical, moral and existential needs. To come up
with a science and rescarch model that can do justice to the whole range of needs, we need
1o found it on a broader conception of rationality than the narrow-angled onc that is leading
the way now. Only then can we hope to bridge the gap berween science and sociery.

10.2 Changing ideas about the rale of science
Current challenges, suitable solutions

In our glabal socicety at the beginning of the 21 century, our hunger for knowledge in a way
scems greater than ever. This might well be caused by the fact that the kind of knowledge
swe need, does no longer fir very well with cur common understanding of what knowledge
entails. In this coneribution, 1 hope to trace this gap back to its source and offer some
suggestions as to how to bridge the gap between the raditional view on knowledge and the
knowledge that is acrually needed to face current and furure challenges.

In the quest for knowledge, specifically scientific knowledge, the concept of rationalicy
plays a crucial role. We are looking for rational, scientific solutions to the complex issues
our socicties are faced with. Talking about “the’ concept of rationality is rather misleading
though, since the meaning of the notion has changed considerably in the course of time.
About rwo centuries ago, rationality had become seriely limited o the cognitive aspeet, i.c.
the mental actividies involving the processes of learning, observing, thinking, interprering,
and problem-solving, Only those explanations and solutions that resulred from obscrvations
and experiences acquired by the controlled use of our intellectual capacity were considered
to be rational. People’s everyday logic got into the bad books, as did the investigation into
particular cases that could contain intercsting insighrs and experiences. While in former
times these kinds of specific, personal and context bound expericnces were considered a
fruitful source of knowledge, at the end of the 17% century the emphasis was put on timeless
and context transcending knowledge.
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Consequently, new demands were formulated with regard to the notion of rationaliry.
Following these demands, philosophy was appointed the task of searching for abstract,
general ideasand principles which wonld make it possible to relate specific cases to a context
transcending level and produce general knowledge, ‘Rationality’ became alabel reserved for
knowledge obrained via our senses and intellectual capacity only, i.c. to what we currenty
call ‘cognition’ (Toulmin, 1990: 30-36 & 41; see also Verschoor in Chaprer 9 of this book).
Observation and experiences acquired by this faculty of our mind was considered to generate
absolute, certain knowledge and was therefore put in central position within science. The
development of scientific rationality was not just scen to form the basis for the progress of
science, but for the progress of mankind as a whole.

Within this process of knowledge development, purity, cxactness and strictness were the key
words. Guiding principles were the scparation of body and mind, the idea that the world is
determined by general binding laws and che idea that emations are 2 disruptien of reason
and thercfore must be pushed aside. Together, these basic assumptions describe a system of
ideas that can be viewed as the framework of moderniy.

One narrow-angle concept of rationality, three modes of knowledge

"Ihough there cerrainly are some concessions to be made, the ‘modem’ conception of ratienality
can fulfil a good deal of its purpose for questions related to mode 1 knowledge. Mode |
tefers to copnitive-instrumental knowledge, which more or less coincides with traditional,
monodisciplinary forms of knowledge (i.e. knowledge concerning one singular scientific
subject field) aimed to bring about objective, value-free and universally valid knowledge. Its
central focus is finding explanations for how certain processes within a well-defined subject
area work {e.g. biclogy, chemistry, psychology, sce Figure 1). Within mode 1 science the
academic community decides which questionsare important and what answers arc adequate.
The knowledge and methods thar are produced and applied are specifically suized o deal
with that kind of question (Gibbons e 4/, 1994; Nowotny ez 2/, 2001).

For other kinds of questions, these specific types of knowledge and miethods have only
limited relevance and vahee, But it is exactly those other kinds of questions that are currently
and urgently pushing themselves to the fore. Many of the challenges we are curtently facing
imply not only cognitive questions, but also relate to matters of policy and to political,
moral and existential insecuritics. This book gives an impression of the kind of issues at stake
here: the research project of Keune ef 2l {Chapter 2) focuscs on the relationship between
environmental pollution and human health and asks what policics should be designed o deal
with this relation; Verschoor (Chapter 8) repors about the debate on genetically manipulated
maize in Mexico and how diffetent parties fight for their rights on this subject; Beukerna and
Valkenburg (Chapter 4) try to find ways, together with professionals and management, to
bring abour a demand-driven care for the elderly. And thesc arc only a few examples.
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Mode 1 knowledge Mode 2 knowledge Mode 3 knowledqge

Caognitive-instrumental knowledge [Knowledge aimed to contribute to | Knowledge concerning
i.e. knowledge generated to ~preferably scientifically founded- | perscnal learning processes
find theoretical explanations solutions for practical problems in'which also moral and

and technical salutions and challenges which are existential issues

far scientific problems, characterized by their inter- are addressed.

usualty manoedisciplinary ar transdisciplinary nature,
in focus.

Harrow-angla ratlonality

Only the cognitive lnput, i e know-
fedge obtalned via controtled obser
vations and puraly loglcel reasoning
is considered 1o be relevant tofind
rational explanations and solutions
for the problems as defined by

the scientific community.
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Figure 1. Different types of knowledge and rationality.

If we know the causes of certain problems, what policy instruments can we develop to
solve the problem? Undoubtedly, limited resources force us to make choices about which
instruments to use or even which problems to solve. Our choices abso reflect the stances
we take with respect to the world we live in and the relationship we develop with narure
and each other. Critically reflecting on our attitude and making sound decisions about
these matzers demand just as much rationality, be it in a broader sense. Due to the narrow
conception of rationality, these issues have remained outside our view for a long fime.

Certainly in westcrn socicty, the dominance of cognitive-instrumental rationality hinders
the other forms of rationality from entering the picture (Habermas, 1981: 102, 485). The
tubular perspective that is responsible for the narrow rationality concept thar has reigned
since the end of the 17% century obstructs a wide-angle view of science. Every problem
passes chrough a cognitive filter before it is ‘scientifically” handled, which is still derermining
to a large extent the way and direction in which those solutions are soughr and found
(Kunneman, 1986).

To get a clear picture of how science funcrions from a social perspective, we must study the
effects of the restrictive character of this tunnel view and its accompanying rationality with
regard to both the material reproduction (i.c. the production of goods and food, etc.) and
the symbolical reproduction of society (like values, culnre, etc.). This analysis shows us that

the rationalisadon process set in motion two centurics ago actually has a double characrer.

HResearch in action 187



Coyan Tromp

On the one hand it forms 2 means ro efficiently handle issues of a cognitive-instrumental
nature and cnables some of us to lead a comfortable life. On the other hand, the limited
‘tational’ outlook on lifc and the events, chances and challenges it has in store for us has
serious drawbacks in the form of unwanted, undesirable side-effects. The negative effects of
human interventions on our planet’s nature is just one, but hopefully convincing, argument
here. It doesn't scem very ‘rational’ to ruin the one and only habitar that we have. Morcover,
what we sce is that the fortunes have not only mercly befallen the *happy few” up until now,
but also that it is mainly the unforrunaze ones who have 1o pay the price of the negartive
side-effects the one-sided rationalisation process has created.

In short, the rationalisation process has brought far-reaching changes that can lead 10
domination (e.g. of human over narure or of humans over other humans), but can form a basis
for liberation and emancipation to {¢.g, releasing us from daily chores regarding our material

reproduction or from oppressive social relations). The analysis of the double character of the -

rationalisation process ¢nables us to avoid a biased vicw that would lead us to emphasising
only the dangers of dominance or the alienation it incorporates. Just as it prevents us from
exclusively focusing on the promises of liberation and the integration it holds. To correct the
onc-sided rationalisation, the modemisation process has up until now been characterised by
theidca that we need to broaden our scope and open up our ¢yes to other aspects that should
be taken into consideration if we want to live a truly rational life.

To begin with, besides mode 1 knowledge, there are several other knowledge modes that can
be distinguished, At the ruming point of the century, Gibbons ez 4l. (1994) and Nowotny
et al. (2001) introduced mode 2 knowledge. Mode 2 refers to practical knowledge, which is
aimed at finding scientifically legitimised solutions for practical questions. These questions
usually have an economic background or are related to policy matters. Such practice-oricnzed
mode 2 knowledge is characteristically generated in multi- and interdisciplinary cooperation.
Maoreover, other stakeholders, besides the scientific community, play an important role in
the assessment of the validity and relevance of the proposed solutions. Stakeholders are
governmental organisations and private partners, but also NGO'sand citizens. Mode 2isa
response to the needs of both science and society (Gibbons ez af, 1994: 11). Ir builds upon
the results of the production of mode 1 knowledge, while in curn further development of
mode 1 isalso dependent on mode 2. But itis mostly judged on its peactical applicabilicy by
a broad range of stakeholders, with all the tensions and cenflicts that come along with it.

Beside mode 2 knowledge, Kunneman {2005: 116 .} distinguishes yet a third kind of
knowledge. Mode 3 knowledge refers to intuitive knowledge; it is aimed ar the elaboration
of eaistential and moral jinsights in view of praciical questions and dileninas. Mode 3
learning processes do not usnally follow a lincar linc, Instead, they have their own logicand
are dependent on a certain friction between different points of view. Besides a varicty of
perspectives, mode 3 knowledge also calls for the inpur of inspiring narratives, visions and
metaphors with regard 10 moral difemma’s and the big questions in lifc. As such, it forms
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the source that we can draw upon when dealing with the practical issues we are faced with,
as well as with the inevitable tensions related to them.

The knowledge paradox: lots of knowledge, lack of innovation and change

There is still hardly any recognition of or place for mode 2 and 3 knowledge within
universities. Though technical universitics may acknowledge their role in our mode 2
knowledge society, it is usually left to the upper vocational education institutions and the
publicly funded non-academic research instiuzes to bridge the gap between science and
socicty (Canton ¢ @, 2005: 17). In general, universitics cannot be said to have actively
taken up the production of mode 2 knowledge — let alone mode 3 knowledge. They seem
rehuctant to give up their ideal of an independent science, commirtzed to generating objective,
valuc-free and context transcending knowledge.

The situation hasn't always been like this. In the seventies, the political dimension and social
relevance of research programmes were swongly emphasised ar universities, at least in the
North. Nowadays, the pendulum scems to have swung to the other end of the scale. True,
subsidy programmes place some demands on the involvement of people in the field of study
and with regard to dispersion of rescarch findings. But in the end, research production
is exclusively defined in terms of academic ontpur. The decisive assessment criterion of
scientific quality is publication of the research resulrs in highly specialised international
journals that will in genaral be read by a few dozens of colleagues ar the most. In view of the
kind of demands related to this sort of publications - like those with regard to conditions
about the level of control and the replicability of the rescarch and the universal validicy of
the research claims — not many researchers commit themselves to projects relared 1o mode
2 and 3 knowledge. Or at least there don’t seem to be many scientists that have done it and
managed to save their academic career,

Conscquently, the gap between university and society is still yawning. In Europe this has
led 10 a rather inconvenient and embarrassing ‘knowledge paradox’ Universities and public
rescarch institutions generate an impressive innovative potential, but the countries do not
know how to make optimal use of this public knowledge pool. Policymakers worry about
the limited science-to-industry spill-over, including the transmission to the manufacturing
and services sectors. Though the emphasis is usually pur on the technological potential, the
potential for innovations in the social and cultural domain should not be underestimated.
The underutilisation by firms of the public knowledge pool reduces the possibilities for
economic growth and the porendal for innovation, since advances in producdvity are
driven by rescarch and development (R& D)) and by the use of results from pubiic research.
‘Thercfore, many countries are reflecting on palicies that enhance the mransfer of knowledge
from universities to companies (SER, 2003: 37; CPB, 2002, scc Canton ez al, 2003).
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The ‘ili-designed reward structure for scientists in the public research sector’ is idenrified
as the most importanc bartier to an effective knowledge transfer (Canton ef 4/, 2005: 11).
The ‘publish or perish’ cultare, i.c. the pressure to disclose the knowledge produced in
international publications is really the only incentive scientists expetience. This scientific
‘norm of disclosure’ does not always marey well with the norm of secrecy common to the
business world (though there are also signs that science and business mutually benefit from
scientifically accredited publications). Another barrier to the transfer of knowledge isa lack
of absorption capacity of private companies. Absorption capacity is a function of a firm’s
investments in R&D and its relations with the scientific world. A company investing in R&D
and in netwotks with the academic community can benefit more from the public knowledge
pool, But empirical rescarch (CPB, 2005, relying on Eurostar CIS-3 2004) shows that very
few companies mention universities as a significant source of information, not just in the
Netherlands but in EU countrics in general.

Additional barricrs in the exchange of knowledge arc diverging research agendas in the
public and private domain. Of course, considering the public tasks of universities and the
anticipated knowledge spill-over, some differences berween the research topics within
public rescarch institures and the R&D centres of private companies are legitimate (¢#6id.).
But if we want to enhance the mansfer of knowledge, universities should be more tuned
in on the demands of market and society when designing their research agendas.%* The
existing structare of research programmes forms an impediment o enhancing the creation
of complex and practice-ariented rescarch questions (i.c. mode 2 objects) around which
knowledge is developed. For onc thing, the common distinction between a programme
commission cxclusively manned by scientists and a stcering group formed by policy makers
docs not enhance the interaction that is needed to establish more converging agendas.
Moreover, calls for tenders commonly used ro assess the eligibility of research programmes
cannot accommodate integral approaches. The criteria for judging research proposals, wich
their strong focus on scientific excellence in a certain discipline, tend to exclude multi- or
interdisciplinary research programmes (cf. RMNO, 2005: 12-13, 21-22). Fortunately,
there have been initiatives over the last couple of years to stimulate more multi-, inter- or
transdisciplinary research (e.g. in the Netherlands the WOTRO-programmes of the Dutch
Organisation for Scientific Research (NWO) and on a European level Edulink). Bur it is seill
quite difficule to find and create opportunities for research that transcend the traditional,
disciplinary organised scientific scuctures within academia.

£ Tuning in o demands from market end sociery, far it’s nox just science-to-industry spill-over thar necds to be
taken into eonsideration of course, Private companies can have a posidve effect an the wealch and well-being of
acounl ¥ populaiion with theis lnovative eclivites, bul dre intarsis of soviciy 45 a whale do nok iccessaily

run paralle] wo those of singular commercial companions.
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Paoroliels between the North and the South

While profound changes are taking place in the European university world, the universities
themselves have hardly changed. As the Commission of the European Communities remarks:
‘After remaining a compazatively isolated universe for a veiy long peried, both in relation
to socicty and to the rest of the world (...), European universities have gone through the
second half of the 20% century without really calling inro question the role or the nature
of whar they should be contributing to society’ (CEC, 2003: 22). And what is happening
in Europe is not unique. As Kibwika (2006: 20, 42-49) observes, universities in developing
countries also remain ‘ivory towers’ for academics far detached from the development
process. Higher education as it exists today in Africa is to a considerable degrec a reflection
of higher education in the North, i.c. Enropeand the USA (the land grant universities). It is
bascd on the same models, it is faced with comparable changing conditions at the beginning
of the 21¥ century and it is also struggling to meer the new demands. If there is one reason
to be careful when drawing a parallel, it is only thar the challenges are often much greater
in Africa, Kibwika rightfully notes.

African universities and the education and training they offer have been de-coupled from
patential resources for national development and wider African social values righr from
the start, at least in East Africa. Starting as a technical college in 1922, with the approval
of the then Secretary of State for the Colonics, Winston Churchill, Makarere became a
universicy college supervised by the federal University in London in 1937. The underlying
motive for this rransition from an emphasis on the ‘hand’ 1o an emphasis on the ‘mind’ was
the need for ‘native’ white collar workers for the colonial administration (Sscbuwufu, 2005
in Kibwika, 2006: 42).

As onc of the major instruments and vehicles of cultural westernisation on the continent,
African universities were a driving force in the ‘colonisation of the mind' ( Tiberondwa, 1938
in Kibwika, 2006: 43). Uncompromisingly foreign in an African conzext, the impact of the
ociginal colonial wniversity was more culturally alicnaiing dan it need have been (Maarui,
2003 in Kibwika, 2006: 43). Rather than equipping Africans with the capacity to develop
themselves, education on the African university enforced patronage to the colonial masters.
When the universities in Africa became independent, they still continued to offer a type
of educarion based largely on European models. Even in the 19705 and 1980s, when the
direct colonial influence on the universities was finally disrupted, they did not manage to
innovatc on the institutional level. The education and research training was still moddled
around principles of hierarchy and bureaucracy that had not cha.ngcd since the colonial
titnes {Kibwika, 2006: 43-44).

So it might be clear that in Africa too, the rationalisation process reveals its double face.

Perhaps it is even difficult to sec any positive side of it, considering all the downsides refared
to the one-sided rationalisation thar was introduced by colonialism and thar is sdll holding
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the universities in its grip. By-and-large, the post-colonial African academy was expanded
without much or any attention to the quality improvement needed to suit the new needs
and challenges (Byamungu, 2002 in Kibwika, 2006: 43). Therefore, Kibwika argues, it is
necessary that African universiries critically review the needs, challenges and opporrunities
that lic before them. ‘Iris no longer in debate whether the African university should change;
it is rather a question of "how” (Kibwika, 2006: 48).

To start with, the universities should explicitly articulate their socieral responsibilites in
vision and mission statements. But this is not enough; it has to be accompanied by processes
and mechanisms for bringing universities nearer to socicty and to the challenges of poverty
alleviation. Up till now, the changes in the curricula we would expect to be broughe abour
to enhance the implementation of the vision and mission statements, are still non-existent.
Put another way: the new social contract has to be operationalised, ie. to be translated into
concrete action plans and must not remain just a dream on paper. Though the background
might differ, European countries are facing the same task {cf. AW'T, 2003).

10.3 Research as interactive learning processes

Intervention rescarch, action rescarch or any other kind of utilisation-focused research all
have the aim to change, innovate and improve the existing sitvadion. Within this specific
form of rescarch with its intervening, process-oriented character, the design, management
and evaluarion of the intervention or action strategy form an integral part of the knowledge
production. Within this type of research, mode 1 knowledge as well as mode 2 and 3
knowledge are developed and employed. As such, it forms a means to help bridge the current
gap berween whar traditional science picks up and the actual problems sociery is facing.

A starting point within intervention research or action rescarch is that the production of
knowledge implics an active knowledge creation process. Which methods are preferred
and actually being used within this process is dependent upon the principles guiding it.
Since no single explanarory model can dedlare irself valid and no single theory of science
can predict whar value it will have for mankind, there is neither an absolute set of principles
nor just one scientific method. Though logical empiricism - also known as the empirical
analytical approach ~ used to be viewed as the ‘standard model in the orthodox consensus,
it is questionable whether this model is suitable for generating other modes of knowledge
beside the traditional mode 1 knowledge. Morcover, the claim that the scientificknowledge
generated by empirical analytical research would be objective, value free and universally
valid has been severely criticised by philosophers of science {cf. Tromp, 2004, 2008),
as its favoured methods - observadon and logic — are not free from faws. The process
of making observations and of forming statements based upon these observations does
not just simply refer to reality (as is already indicated by the active verbs ‘making’ and
‘forming’ related to these acts), bur also implies certain theoretical presumptions that lead
the way. These presumptions form our perspectives, direct our observations and colour our
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interpretations. So “vision’ is never a neurral act; it is prompred by basic theorerical, or if
you wish, philosophical ideas.

Accordingto Gibbons er 2/ {1994: 105) ‘the scientific communicy and also its analysts have
traditionally emphasised the relative autonomy and the funcdoning of science as a distinct
subsystem of socicry. Largely accepred until the 1960s, this has been contested ever since. It
docs not account well for the practice of science even in modc 1, and it certainly does not
ubtain for mode 2. In short, the traditional scientific research model, with its exclusive focus
on the cognitive aspect and mode 1 knowledge, falls short in terms of offering an adequare
dircctive and overarching framework. To get a clear view on a more suitable model, another
perspective and another paradigm of knowledge production are needed (cf. ibid.: 101).
Below I will try to sketch how we could wry and adjust the perspective to one that is moze
suited to accommodate a wide-angle approach to science.

From a linear to a cyclical model of knowledge creation

In the traditional linear model, knowledge production is considered to take place in more
or less well-defined stages - from knowledge development to the application of knowledge.
This linear perspective, which lies at the root of the failing technology transfer moded, can
no longer be held. In this model, knowledge production s presented as a relay race in which
the baton {knowledge) is pasced on by each subsequent runner in the game. Thus, it would
move from fundamental science to applied science to product development, to finally end
up in the phasc of commercialisation. In fact, the creation of knowledge should rather be
viewed as a cyclical process of change. And innovation or social change, consequently, as a
spiralling process in which knowledge gencration, application and management intertwine
in a very subtle, complex way (cf. Figure 1 in the contribution of Ramaru ez 2£., Chapter 3
in this volume. See also Bevkema and Valkenburg, Chapter 4 in this volume).

It is increasingly acknowledged that knowledge is context dependent, is highly dependent
of creativity and ‘tacit knowledge’ (Gibbons er af, 1994: 17), i.c. knowledge that cannot be
laid down in reproducible forms like books or computer programmes. Beside skills, tacit
knowledge involves elusive forms of knowledge in people’s heads like knowledge from
experience, expertise and inguition. It is recognised thar innovation relies upon the work
of peaple and is a result of the {apparently often highly arbitrary) interactions between the
various stakeholders. Since it is crucial that the knowledge circulation process develops
fluently, barriers between the various links within the innovation chain must be removed.
These links should be adjusted to each other carly on in the process. And each separare
link should be working well, as ‘the most marvellous inventions will not lead te innovation
when there are not enough competent persons to bring thescinventions a step further by up
scaling, marketing and production’ (SER, 2003: 20, 29 & 59; HOOP, 2004: 11 & 20).
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Certainly, this new perceprion offers berter chances to incorporate the different rypes of
knowledge and the wide-angle rationality concept that are needed o develop promising
innovative perspectives. Bur still, there is a tendency to perceive the process of knowledge
generation as a kind of production line that needs to be organised as effectively as possible.
Innovation is regarded as a rencwal - of commoditics, services, processes or organisation
forms - thar calls for new knowledge, cither generated by doing research or acquired by
combining various forms of existing knowledge (SER, 2003: 19 & 58). Valorisation is
defined as6 the areation of societal added value on the basis of academic knowledge (OC& W,
2005:2).8

What is missing in these definitions becomes clear when we compare this perceprion wich
the definition offered by Kibwika (2006: 166): innovation is an adaptation and translation of
learning into options for solving real-life problems in 2 complex and dynamic civironment.
Change is subsequently viewed a5 the desirable ourcome of learning and innovation 10
improvement of life (or better development). Put differently, we must stress the dynamic
dimension of knowledge crearion as a result of the interaction berween scientific researchers,
community members and other stakeholders as pare of a dynamic and multi-layered
learning process. This is also what Gibbons ez 2/ (1994: 87-88) proposc in their plea for
a new paradigm of knowledge production: “The older view of a linear process connecting
discoveries and inventions to the production process is displaced by 2 more interactive one.,
While in the linear view, the university was distanced from the commercial process. and
could still preserve its academic values, in technology interchange ix maost become involved
at both individual and institutional levels and adape to new rules.

First and foremost we must realise thar valorisation, i.c. making knowledge of value for sociery,
implics more than juse che transmission of knowledge. It is not simply a macter of passing
the knowledge baton from one runner to the nexe; the players really have to form a team.
Scientific knowledge can only then become socially robust knowledge when the knowledge
production within seciety is considered to be rransparent and participative. Thisrelieson a
reciprocity in which the general public understands how science wotks, and the ather way
around: science also understands how (rejactions of the various groups stakcholders and
the genceral public come into being (cf. Tromp, 2004, 2007 on the importance of reciprocity
within research that is aimed to bring about change; sce also Beukema, Chapter 11 in this
volume). This reciprocal understanding must be fed by avision that needs to be explained
in a language that is understood by a larger audience. This vision is process oriented; it
does not conzain a blue print (Noworny ez 2/, 2001: 248-249). Such a vision is based on

63 With this definition, the Minisoy of Education, Culure and Science (OCW) applies a carrection to the
narrow definizion that was formetly given in the Science Budger (2004), in which valorization was described as:
“converting the resuits of scientific research into econamic value™ (OC8W, 2004: 11). Tr seoms to be illuseradve
for the diange in andndser that saill bas 1o be made.
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theoretical and philosophical assumptions and is not just the resulr of objecrive and value-
frec observations, as will be further argued below.

A methodology as a visionary framework

A research model and 2 methsdology are usually seen as onc and the same thing. They
are taken to be overarching notions for a ‘tool kit’ of research methods, techniques and
instruments, This is a rather limited conceprion of the notion of ‘methodology’ though.
In a broader conception, 2 methodology is also regarded as a framework for analysis that
contains the rules abour how (a specific form of ) research is to be done, It forms a system
of logical or philosophical principles against the background of which theory relevant data
are structured. Subsequently, a coherent set of research methods is developed.

Ini this conception, a methodology is regarded as a theoretically led research framework,
founded on several presumptions regarding the rescarch object (things and phenomena in
the physical and social reality). Within this framcwaork, we are faced with questions like: what
vision on reality guides our view when we do research, whar do we sec as the constituents
of reality? What kind of perspective directs our view on human beings, or pur differently:
what power and forces do we atzribute to the actors involved in the research? How can we
gain understanding of a continuously changing reality? What kinds of knowledge arc exactly
needed to be able to do s0? How can we find explanations for the success or failure of the
solutions or smrategics we come up with? What is the relevance of something thar ‘works’
or doesn't work in one situation for another sitvation? How do we deal with the social
responsibility for the effects of a scientific solution or intervention, that mighc generate

unintended and undesirable side effects or that might not change anything ar all?

Vision on

human beings
{philosophical
anthropology)! Theory of
knowledge
9 {epistemol
R,
o~
Research Theory of society
strategies {cultural
{methodology) phitosophy)

NS N

Figure 2. Underlying pillars of a research model,
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Considered from the viewpoint of philosophy of science, these are questions that subsequendy
refer to: ontology (i.c. the view on reality), philosophical anthropology (i.c. the view on
human beings), cpistemology (ie. the theory of knowledge), methodology (i.c. the view
on what is the hest way to do scientific research) and cultural philosophy (i ¢. the view on
sociery and the place of science within it, of. Figure 2). It secras inevitable that we explicitly
reflect and are open about the presuppositions we hold on these fundamental issues, since
there is no way we can avoid relying on such presuppositions.

No scientific approach or research model can do without these pillars of knowledge creation
{cf. Tcomp, 2004 for an elaborate argumentation to back this claim}. Therefore, I will take
the broader conception of methodology as a starting point, which means that we have
1o deal both with theoretical and more practical aspects related o any methodology. We
have to consider questions like: what kinds of rescarch conceptions can we distinguish and
how can we choose a research strategy that is suitable for the challenges we are faced with?
What (re}sources can we rely on in our quest for suitable strategies and solutions? How can
we make use of these resources? And what kind of competencies do we need to do thar?
Gradually shifting from the theoretical to the more practical level,  hope te be able ro shed
some light on both types of questions.

To develop a vision a wide-angled concept of rationality is needed

The recogiition that every mcthodology is necessarily buie oit ceitain pillais and basic
underlying principles darifies why we really need a broader conception of rationaliry. This
applies to all research models, no matrer how a-theoretical or a-polidical they claim ro be.
It certainly applies to research and research models that are meant to make a difference and
o develop future oriented visions.

In research aimed at inducing change, there are different actors and factors, situation-specific
and situation transcending goals, interests and perspectives to be dealr with. Prevailing values
and norms will have their impact on the decision to ‘go for” a specific straregy or intervention
or to refrain from it. Whether an action plan isactually going to be implemented is not solely
the decision of scientific analysis, but in part depends on the dominating power relations
in socicty. Moreover, the aims related to the planned interventions and the criteria used
to evaluate them will be worked out differently by representatives of different parties (e.g.
political pardies). Which aims and criteria are given priority will also depend on the social
and political constellation. Since their interests will not always run parallel, it is incvitable
thar tension will sometimes exist berween che different stakeholders (cf. with the different
‘regimes of justification” that Verscheor distinguishes).

In addition, the cultural factor evidendly plays an important role as well. This applies both

internally and externally, i.e. it can be said about our multicultural singular societies as well as
for our global society. I's important to be aware of in- and excluding effects of incerventions
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and action plans and of research approaches aimed to bring these abour. Ir's also important
to make room for differences.

Allin all, iris clear that more aspects are implied than merely cognitive-instrumental aspecrs,
The technological or empirical analytical rescarch model starts from a rationality concept
in which there’s actually only room for cognitive-instrumental aspects. When we want to
bring into view a research model thar can also do justice to the meaning and importance
of norms, values, morals, { political) sensitivities and interests, this calls for an approach in
which a wide-angle instead of 2 narrow-angle concepr of rationaliry is used. Elsewhere, {see
Tromp, 2004, 2008), I have tried to show how such a wide-angle concept of rationality
could be developed in the last quarter of the 20 century. For after the crumbling of the
orthodox consensus about the traditional, narrow-angled concept of rationality, several
turns have taken place within the philosophy of science that provide a fruicful inpur for
2 rationality cancepr that incorporates a broader perspective. Within such a rationality
concept normative aspects, aspects of power, intuition and cmotions are also taken into
consideration besides meanings and matters of face (¢f. Figure 1).

A wide-angle rationality concept alone is not enough though. We aso nced a theory of
knowledge that provides room for such a concepr. The traditional paradigm in which
knowlcdge is scen as the product of an objective, individualistic, a-historical procedurc
cannot accommodate such a concept. Buta paradigm in which knowledge creation is viewed
as an intcractive process in which rescarchers put their knowledge constructions 1o the test,
can, Within such a concept of science, matrers of fact, normative issues and power relations
can all be made into a topic of discussion to find out what is the rational thing to de. As
such, they can all become subjects of investigation within the process of rational knowledge
creation which takes on the form of an argumentative learning process.®* Reflexivicy plays

a crucial role in this process, as will become clear below.
10.4 Building bridges between science and society
Transcending dualistic thinking by opposing oppositions

To start with, a reflexive attitude is necessary to distance ourselves from untenable conceprual
dualissns thar still often mark scientific theorising and research practice. Wichin dualisms,
concepts are put opposite each other and presented as pole and antipole, as direct oppositions
inadichotomy. The central dichotomy of modernity, in which corporality and intellectualicy
are put opposite each other, has been the source of many more dichoromics. An example

It must be emphasized here that the backing, the legitimarion of validity claims concerning norms and values
or power relations ar self-images is of 4 ditferenc character than thar of meanings and mareers of fact. Thercfore,
the backing takes on another form. Marcover the auchoricy and power of these differenc claims can vary. Wichin
the scope of this chaprer 1 will not be able to clabarase on chis point though. The incerested reader is referred
ta Tromp (2004), chapters § and 6.
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is the idea thar emortions are a disruption of reason — one of the other important pillars
within the framework of modernity. But also the opposition of subject and object, facts
and values, knowing and acting, theory and practice, objective structures and subjective
actions, determinism and voluncarists, applied and fundamental research, the abstracr and

the concrete, the universal and the particular et cezera,

Of course, it is inevitable that we make choices in the focus of our research projects and
the concepts and approaches thar we choosc, since our time and resources are limited. But
we must realise that dualisms, with dheir exclusive “cither/or” character, imply theoretical
distortions of the complex reality (Bourdieu, 1998}, Focusing exclusively on onc side or the
other cannot give an accurate picture. And most of the dme, it will not do just to “add up’
findings from both sides to get a proper view on things. Rather, ic’s like a dialectic process
in which thesis and antithesis have to be brought into synthesis. Therefore, we should try
1o overcome thinking in terms of simplistic dualisms. For not only does it bear the risk
of theoretical distordon; thinking in terms of oppositions doesn’t help building bridges
either.

One particular way of thinking that needs to be reconsidered is the model of systems
thinking that is very influential in the physical as well as in the social domain, both wichin
science and in the world of policy making. What is enticing in these systems’ type of models,
bur whart also makes them rather treacherous, is thar they ‘imply grearer stability in the
relationships between actors than is justificd given what we already know of distributed
knowledge production.$® More helpful descriptions could be worked out by trying to
develop models that incorporate the evolution of patterns of interconnections, the ability to
establish, on a recurrent basis, new modes of exchange, the skills vo adapt to the richness of
eescarch practice, and to create ever new channels of communication’ {Gibboris ef 24, 1994
155 & 160). For examgple, we can only study the effects of soil fertility management on crops
when we know what role the farmers in che field play wichin the system of rural small-scale
farming as well as the persons they depend upon for trading, ctc. {cf. the contribution of
Ramaru e 2L, in this volume). Likewise, we can only gain insight into what happens in the
process of curricubum development within (a specific domain within) academia when we
take into account the actions employed by both teachers and students, placed against the
background of how the university system works (in the particular case discussed here the
Wageningen University, of. Almekinders e 2/, in this volame).

Structuration theory (Giddens, 1976, 1979) can be a source of inspiration 1o help free
ourselves from the dualisms that arc still holding theory development and policy makingin

its grip and hinder a fruitful interchange between science and sociery, Within structuration

65 Gibbans et al. {1994) refer here to the new kind of knowledge praduction, which daes not rake place in one
parricalarly place — like the university - but happens in different locations, wichin networks and relationships
of people. Hence they speak of distributed knowledge production {see zlso the nesr parapgraph},
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theory, the opposition berween acton’ and Structure’ is overcome, since it is exactly the
interrelationship between the two thar is put in a central position. By taking structuration
as our starting point, neither structure nor action will be the sole subject under study. The
agtention is both focused on the influence of more or less stable srrucmarees (that rogether
can form a system} on the actions of the people in the specific research field and the other
way around, i.e. on the influence of people’s action on the system. Consequently, it is by
definition impaossible for research to remain limited to just one perspective. An additional
benefit of this approach is that other dualisms can also be avoided. forinstance the opposition
of determinism and voluntarism. This way, we can prevent ourselves from tumblinginto the
pitfall of either "blaming the system’ (the deterministic bias) or “blaming the victim’ (the
voluntaristic bias) when things do not work out the way they were planned.

Things arc (even ) more complicated when the object of study pertains to the domain of the
natural sciences. For it will be even harder to find out in what way structures and actions are
related and what kind of exchanges take place on the inrerface berween physical causality
and human influence. For instance, we can assume that system earth and its subsystems of
the biosphere, hydrosphere, geosphere and armosphere will function whether human life
had developed or not. But since we, human beings, are here and rove about the earth, we
seem to have quite an impact on the planet. To what extent human actions are the cause
of changes in, for instance, our climate is very hard to determine. Bur focusing on one
aspect (the way the various subsystems interrelate) ar che cost of attention for the other
(the influence of human actions on this complex of interrelarions) will definitely not get us

where we want to go.
The need for an interdisciplinary perspective and integrative approach

Just as dualisms are theoretical distortions of the complex reality, so are approaches in
which one perspective is pitred against another. Investigating phenomena from only one
perspective in general cannot do as much justice to their complexity as an interdisciplinary
approach can. So, a second issne related to the nced for reflexivity is the question of how
justice can be done to a holistic approach to the object or co-subject of study, i.e. how to
derermine what disciplines and perspectives should be involved in the query.

Since current, actual issues cut through various domains and disciplisies, research cannot
usually be limited to only one feld or discipline. As the Commission of the European
Communities {2003: 17) rightfully acknowledges: ‘advanced research increasingly falls
outside the confines of single disciplines, pardly because problems may be more complex,
mare becanse our perception of them has advanced, and we are more aware of the different
specialisations required to examine diffetent facets of the same problem. In view of the
need 1o develop interdisciplinary capability, the Commission formulares as a condition for
excellence ‘thatuniversities be enabled, and encouraged, to develop more work falling beeween
the disciplines. Organising work on an interdisciplinary basis requires that universitics have
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flexibility in their organisation, so that individuals from different departments can share
their knowledge and work together {...). It also requirces flexibilicy in the way careers are
evaluated and rewarded, so that interdisciplinary work is not penalised for being outside
normal deparrmental frames. Finally, it requires that deparrments themselves should accepr
‘cross-border’ work as contributing to faculry-wide objectives.

Instead of monedisciplinary research, we need a poly-angulated approach. Even a
muitidisciplinary approach may be insufficient, because the various perspectives are merely
sct beside cach other, In an interdisciplinary approach on the other hand, perspectives arc
combined and integrated by viewing them in their mutual coherence (or incoherence, if
thereisz problem!). Within multidisciplinary research, synthesis of the different disciplinary
conrributions takes place post hoc, when the individual outcomes of disciplinary rescarch are
combined within 2 problem solution. Intcrdisciplinary rescarch requires a more integrated
approach throughout the research process. It requires a joint rescarch approach by researchers
from different disciplines. Different disciplinary conceprual frameworks might be used but
problem definitions, methodology and interpretation of results are dealr with in joint
consultation {cf. RMNQ, 2005: 8).

Transdisciplinarity stll goes 2 step further; it can be viewed a5 a specific form of
interdisciplinarity in which boundaries berween and beyond disciplines are transcended and
knowledge and perspectives from different backgrounds are integrared. Transdisciplinaricy
is a characteristic feature of mode 2 knowledge (Gibbons et 4l., 1994 17). The goal is to
develop knawledge that is relevant for the solntion of complex sacieral problems. ‘As a
consequence, this dispersed and transient way of knowledge production leads to results
which are (...} highly contextualised’ (i6¢4.). Depending on what is needed, rescarchers
with varying backgrounds are employed to help generate the necessary knowledge. The
sources relied on are not restricted to the sdentific domain. Non-formal knowledge, like
knowledge based on practical experience and knowledge not related to any pardcular
scientific discipline, is also being used. Moreover, within a transdisciplinary approach the
research question is not solely determined by scientists, but is formulated in a mutoal
imeractive and iterative consultancy between the parties involved (RMNO, 2005: 8-9).
Since theknowledge that is created is embodied in people and the ways they are interacring,
transdisciplinary knowledge is not confined to the context it is generared in, but becomes
socially distributed as the ‘*knowers’ imove on to different contexts of applicadon or use

(Gibbons ez a1, 1994: 17).

Such an inter- or rransdisciplinary approach matches well with the alternative rationality
concept, methodology and paradigmm thar are proposed here. But as we have scen, the existing
structare of rescarch programmes and their criteria for {¢)valuation as yet hinder rather than

enhance the development of such integral approaches.

200 Researchin action



10. Building bridges to the future

Combining different kinds of knowledge

In research aimed to bridge the gap berween science and society and o bring about
innovation and change, the reladonship berween sciendfic theory and daily pracrice must
be taken into account. This means that one has to be explicit about the goals of {a specific)
research, as well as abour the influence of the researcher on the object of research. Within
this context, reflexivity presupposes explicitess abour the background of the research and
the presuppositions and values chat are held regarding the research object. This perrains to
questions like: What presuppositions and assumptions are held with regard to the research
object {as can be partly deduced from the interpretative schemes that are used)? Whart
kauwledge can be retied on and what knowledge is still inissing about the issuc under study?
What arguments can be introduced for using certain specific research methods and methods
for change ? Why arc some choices made in the learning cycle of change in genceral and the
research in particular rarther than others? These demands to be explicit abour where one
stands applies to the researcher, but to the researched as well! Put differenty: reflexiviry is
needed from both the researcher and the rescarched (Coencn, 1998).

A methodology thar takes intoaccount both mode 1, mode 2 and mode 3 knowledge implics
a principal equivalence berween the knowledge and competencies af researchers and those
of the researched. This equivalence should also find a rranslation in the role thar both play
within the process of knowledge gathering. The basic principle is thar as the researcher can
be an expert on a specific scientific field of interest, so the rescarched can be considered to
be experts when it comes to their own situation. Therefore, we have ro abandon the idea that
the researched are no more than naive sources of information abou thar part of realiry we
want to investigate. Their practical knowledge, their knowledge from experiential learning
and sometimes even theoretical knowledge of the pardcular context need to be incorporared
in the knowledge creation process. And their assessments and validations of the created
knowledge have to be taken scriously. In the end, knowledge can only considered to be
adequate when it is recognised as such by both researchers and researched (ibid.).

‘These implications can be met by setting up research as a munal learning process in which
the researched become co-subjects in the research process. A leamning process in which
the knowledge of both subject (rescarcher) and object (the researched) are regarded as
indispensable, complementary in the rescarch process and as decisive for the quality of
the results (4. ). The researchers pur cheir validity claims to the test in critical discussion,
ot just with thicir collaugue scientists, but abso witli those involved i Uie sctual reseacch
project.%6 By doing so, the various forms of knowledge that play a role in innovation and

5 Within the traditional approach the role of the forum remains restriceed to fellow scientists and really cannot

be accounted for, since the undeelying theary of knowledge is founded on the principle of a disinterested
individual rescarcher thac makes objecrive, theary- and value free observadions and not of a scientific communiry
that negotiates about knowledge in an interactive critical debare.
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change processes and the expertise of the relevant actors and stakeholders with regard ro
these different kinds of knowledge are acknowledged.

Then again, in research focused on innovation and change the emphasis is on the action
thar needs to be undertaken to produce a successful improvement srategy in the situation
at hand. The cmpirical dimension is surcly not lost from vicw. Indecd, experiments and the
concrete, practical expericnces of the actors and the context in which these (old and new)
expericnces take place form an indispensable dimension within the theoretical explanatory
model.

Both universal expert knowledge and local contextual knowledge are needed to realise more
sustainable solutions to issues thar potentially have strong political, moral and ideological
foundations. Citizens do not have w be active and empowered in every issuc but can move
from more passive detachment 1o active involvement at different times and vice versa (Wals
and Heymann, 2004: 19; Tromp, 2004: 260-262; Coenen, 1998}. Expert knowledge and
skills come in to support a change process in motion, bur they themselves cannor induce
change in 2 social system. For that, deroutinisation of existing action patterns needs to
take place and the current practices gradually need to be replaced by new practices. Expert
}ulUWlCdgC is an I'.'Ssun.i'dj bul. SLdree Publi(. TCSOUILT —~ llCJlCC Lllc Ilccd Lu ruld Lhc' HIUsE

effective way to urilise it (Kibwika, 2006: 170).

Scicntists can fulfl an important task in enhancing the ransmission, translation and
valorisatien: of knowledge by building relationships o the intersection of lay- and expert
discourse, including the scientific discourse (i.e. the discussion taking place within science,
or of science with the general public, all over the world). They can bring together the various
forms of expertise and practical knowledge of lay actors and use them as input for expert
discourses {cf. Nowatny er 2l, 2001: 247-248). Their experrise reaches heyond purely
knowledge production; they can also play a key role in connecting knowledge to decision
making and action (#bid: 216). This concerns not only mode 1 marters but also issues that
relate w0 mode 2 and 3 knowledge, like scarching for solutions for practical problems and
finding the right atticude with respect to existential questions relared ro life and nature.

To enhance participation and reciprocity in the knowledge creation process ample attention
must be paid to deconstructing the traditional role expectations regarding the rescarcher.
Morcover, the (new) role the partners will play in the research process will have to be
dlarifted and accepted. A precondition to realising such a new situation is to invest in the
building of trust berween researcher and rescarched. Trust is the medium on the basis of
which individuals are 1o interact with an expert system like scicnce. It is a precondidon for
individuals to get into contact with the science system — often a ‘dive into the unknown'’ -
with hopeful expectanons, The relationship between individual acrions and expert systems
is not characreristically defined by trust though; a sceptical attitude or rejection is equally

possible.
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In the end, it becomes clear that connection is the key within research processes thar are
particulacly aimed at innovation, valorisation or social change. For an innovation or change
process to be successful the overall story of the enterprise, i.e. the shared mission and the
overarching vision, need to be connected to cach individual element, ic. the underlying
projects, small-scale experiments or pilots. Morcover, the vision needs to be connecred
to action {cf Beukenia and Valkenburg, in this volume). The fusion of mode 1, 2 and 3
knowiedge that forms the foundation for innovative change processes requires integration
of different skills in a framework of action (cf. Gibbons er 4, 1994: 4; Kunneman, 2003).

Se we need to develop research programmes with an improved performance with regard to
the transmission, adapration, translation and valerisation of knowledge from academia to
sociery. Research chat focuses both on theoretical undersranding and normative reflection
and offers scientific backing for actual issues in order to be able 1o develop future minded
visions, scenarios and action strategics. Above all, we need scientises and rescarchers with
the competencies to close the ever present gap berween scicnce and society. For that, we
need researchers wich comperencies thar will enable them to cope with uncertainty, poorly
defined situations and conflicting or at least diverging norms, values, inrerests and reality
constructions (Wals and Jickling, 2002: 124},

In this book, we try 1o explore the present situation and to bring to light ways of rackling
current challenges and dilemmas. Its aim is to teach and train a new generarion of scientific
rescarchers that are fic ro face the future, While the situarion in the North sbvionsly differs
considerably from that in the South, all of us ate confronted with comparable global issucs
and developments thar force us to change things. Though maybe less pressing in the former
context than in the larter, the challenge is inherendly the same: how can we educate and train
researchers to help reach the aim of improving on the societal benefits that can he gained
from science? So let’s join forces to help reach char goal and with that, hopefully, create a
slighdy bewter world.
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11. Unity in diversity

Many forms of action research
Lens Benkema
1.1 tntroducton

This chapter focuses on choices in design and implementing research that every researcher
faces, when she/he wants the research to contribute to social change. I focus specifically on
action research (AR} as an approach in social scicnce, where rescarch, learning and action
go hand in hand. In acton research expericnce on possibilitics and dilemmas in rcs«:arch for
social change is buile up for decennia. From these experiences other researchers can learn
when making their own choices and gain ideas on possibilities and dilemmas that come with
them. Action rescarchers have sought a muldiplicity of answers for the questions they faced,

also dependent on their own view on knowlcdgn: development and on the context of their
research. This variery and the backgrounds of it will be dealt with in this chapter.

We have mentioned the general themes of the choices on research in action in Chapeer 1
of this volume, when ralking about the central characreristics of research for social change.
These chemes are further elabarared an in rhis chaprer: how did acrion researchers deal with
these choices and what reasons do they put forward for their choices? Firstly this concerns
the component of change in the rescarch, both the goal of the research (emancipation,
empowerment, democracy) as well as the extent to which the change process itself is part
of the research. Secondly I focus on the theme of the relationship berween rescarcher and
rescarched party/co-researchers, i.e. the role of the researched party in the research process,
the nature of the relationship between researchers and reseacched party and the chosen
methods that are characteristic of certain relations. Finally I wili elaborate somewhat on
a much debated point in AR: the question of reliability and validity (or, in terms of AR
researchers, trustworthiness, quality and validity). This debate is berween AR researchers
and traditional researchers, bur isalso a central point of discussion within the community
of actioi iescarchers themselves.

Action research is a much differentiated fieid, reinforced by the contextuality of research
practices. For instance AR can be found in community development, agriculrure,
environmental studies, educarion, organisational development, secial movements, erc,
Each of these fields puts different demands and opens up different oppormuniries for the
research. Buc also within this different field we see different forms of AR, dependent on
the choice of rescarcher and researched party and on the practical situation in which the
research is carried out.

Research in action 207




Leni Beukema

Boog (2003} in his overview of current approaches within the AR paradigm distinguishes
four main screams, which share some characteristics of AR (like research as a cyclical process,
emancipation and democracy as goals of the rescarch, an action theoretical approach, a
subject-subject relationship) bur each of which also emphasise different aspecrs.

e Pragmatic action research (claborated by Greenwood and Levin (1998)), with two
cental paramcters: ‘Knowledge generation through action and experimentation, and
the role of participatory democracy’(2001, p. 104).

s+ Co-operative inquiry (in particular Reason ez af., 1981; 2001), with strong emphasis on
personal growth, self-acrualisation and inquiry into personal strength.

» Critical {participatory, emancipatory and exemplary) AR, grovnded by cricical
hermeneutics and often by neco-Marxist theories of sociology, psychology and
education.

In this chapter I won't address all similarides and differences between the diffierent
approaches. Instead I will take the leading themes of this chapter and find out what lines
can be discovered within and between the approaches Boog distinguishes. One issue of
terminology I want to address here: Boog places Participatory Action Research (PAR) in
the stream of critical AR, in contrast to the use of the term in many studies in the South
(see e.g. Borda, 2006), where PAR is defined as the ‘umbrells’ under which many forms of
AR can be found, this larter is the way I use the word AR in this contribution.

11.2 Researching by change, changing by research: who sets the goal?

In chaprer one we defined as a characteristic of research in action the strong orientation
towards social and emancipatory goals from the perspective of people who are usually
deprived of resources. Action research is meant to make undesirable situations such as
inequality, poverey, oppression, better: This situation is realised by involving those who
arc normally in the positon of underdog in the rescarch. For the researcher this implies a
number of important choices. The first one to address is how to deal with the setting of the
goals of the research and who will be involved in making those choices: whart is the resule
aimed for and what process leads to the formulation of this aim?

Important considerations when setting goals for change and making general notions of
empowertnent, democracy and emancipation more concrete and fitving for speciffc contexts
arc partly the result of the relationship berween researcher and researched parcy. When
the rescarcher enters a certain domain for research ‘from the ourside) he or she has goals
stemming from a personal context, political views and personal biography. We see a number
of differences in handling this and go into the main fearures of these differences.

Activist rescarch: the rescarcher has analyses of socicry that form the basis of the research.

G van der Haar {Chapu:r 7 of this volwne) quotes acklvist a.ui.hmpu]ugisl. Cliatles

Hale who makes a plea for ‘making our policies explicit and up-front, reflecting honesdy
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and systemarically on how they have shaped our understanding of the problem ar hand’
(2001: 14). From this analysis goals are deduced to be realised through the rescarch {for
instance, strengthening of the position of employces toward employers, tcaching people to
cope with HIV/Aids, etc.). With these goals in hand the researcher tries to find partness
who share them as the basis for cooperation. In many cases these partners are organised as
acallective, such as trade unions, social movemenits, communities, cte.

Activist research could be placed in Marxist (and sometimes feminist) schools (as part of
the critical AR approach), where researcher and rescarched party share the same ideology.
Recentdy we see also versions of it, where AR is deployed to implement policy. In that casc
policyis formulated so the goal of the action is already fixed and AR isused as an instrument
to increase support. As onc of our students analysed: ‘In our country action research is seen
as politically corvect. Action researchers seem to bave a lot of possibilities for funding if they

follow government policy. The question is how free researchers and co-researchers can remain
in defining the problens and secking adequate solutions.

On the other side of the spectrum we have the researcher who listens 1o the researched
party and tries to leave his own position our of the picture. The researched parry indicates
the goal of change; the researcher helps them 1o formulace chis goal. In this version the
rescarcher’s point of departure is 1o leave his own objective aside to offer optimal space
for the tesearched party to find words for their own objectives. Many interpretative and
ethnographic rescarchers choose this position. It is also observed that the choice for
the domain and question of the research is in hands of the researcher and is in this way
determined by his or her motivation and goals.

Another and third approach is called the reflexive or reciprocal approach, of which
cxeiplarian aciion rescarch is one of the desigus. Here thie rescarchier explicaies his or
her own objectives and starts a dialogue with the researched party, as a result of which
common objectives for the research are fixed (see for instance Coenen, 1989: Beukema
and Valkenburg, Chapter 4 in this volume). The point of departure for the researcher is
that it is impossible to leave her own objectives aside in her own actions. In order not to
ignorc these objectives, because ar the same time they play (conscious or unconscious) their
role in the choices of the rescarcher and her actions, explicit formulation is necessary. This
explication doesn’t mean that the rescarched party doesn't have a say in the final formulacion
aof ohjecrives of the research: the researcher brings her awn ohjecrives info the discussion,
ac the same time as she is (re)searching the objectives of the researched party/co-researcher.
In the following discussion common ground is debated and joint objectives for research are
formulated. This process often continues during the whole rescarch project: the rescarch
starts with conscnsus in words, but in practice it turns out that the meaning of these words
s different for the various participants in the research, Because of these different meanings
continuous explication of one’s own actions in relarion to the formulared objectives of
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the research is necessary. Ar the same time this forms an adequate tool for refining and
concretising the fixed goals.

The researcher might also be part of the gronpaimed atin the reseaech. In practicioners research
the researcher is looking at his own individual situation. Researcher and rescarched party are
the same in this case, which means a miniroum of discussion on the objective of the research.
The discussion is focussed more on the social relevance and the possibility of generalisation
of the outcomes. This kind of research can be found in the field of education.

In co-operative inguiry a reciprocal relationship is also the starting point of research. Here
the aim is not defined in verms of objectives of research, bur as ‘2 vision of persons in reciprocal
relation using the full range of their sensibilities to inquire together any aspect of the buman
condition with whick the transparent body-mind can engage.” (Heson, 1996: 1) The co-
operarion is based upon similar concerns and interests {Heron and Reason. 2001). The aim
is to get bootstrap groups to sct up their own inquiry and as part of that formulate their own
goals. However, this is something people have to learn and is not taken up automatically
by these groups. In the current situation researchers will ask others to call research groups
into being. Such groups will find it helpful for the initiators to gnide them into the method
while they gradually make it their own {Heron, 1996: 62).

When the rescarcher is part of ihie target group of the research the situation geis more
complicated. Here the researcher doesn't necessarily focus on his own situation in particular,
but focuses on the situation of the group of which he or she is part. For instance, when
feminist researchers are considering the way in which they can match their own goals of the
rescarch with those of the women the research is focussing en (e.g. Lennie #2 24, 2003). In
fact, we sec issucs at stake here that are comparable ro what I described about the situation
where the researcher comes from ourside the researched parcy. Bur here (reflection on) the
own biography is more crucial.

Finally there is contract research: a client has cercain goals for research and is searching for
a suitable researcher. This researcher is hived to reach the goals set. When the given goals
are not shared, the researcher won't get the order. In these cases the question is to what
extent the researcher commits her-/himself, even when the research doesn't fit the own
goals entirely. Here also, different paths are tzken: those with a pragmatic attmude will
step into the research sooner and sirive to reach the own goals as best they can on the way.
Those with a more principled attitude will want to fix their own scope beforehand. Fricke
indicates at this point that action researchers face the rask of breaking through conventional
images of research, found among circles of management and policy makers: the researcher
is cither seen as an academic who doesn't get involved in the practice, or as an executive
consultant who's coming to fixa practical problem. AR Is neither; on the contrary, a central
characteristic is that, although the direction of the process can be settled beforehand, the

precise outcome can's.
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11.3 Research as a cyclical process

The second question about AR is the extent to which research is part of the process of
change itself: does the research stop after analyses of the current situation and formulation
of reconuncndations for improving this situation by the researches, leaving the rescarched
party to decide how 1o deal with these recommendations? This question is answered
negatively by most action researchers: research continues while the process of change is
taking shape. Action researchers usually sce their research as a cyclical process. Unlike the
empiric-analytical rradition, in AR research and acring are not separated (sec e.gr. Coenen,
1989: 88 ff) In the Netherlands this is often referred to as the difference berween the
cmpiric-analytical cyde of the dominani predictive scholarly work, as explicaicd by De
Groot (1961) and the regulative cycle of Van Strien (1975), ‘a methodological design of
problem and practice oriented chinking.{Coenen, 1989: 93). In this regulative cyclc the
focus is nor enly on studying but also on regulating social reality: realising set goals or

avoiding undesirable situations.

In this cycle directional question for the diagnosis of the practice under research is the
meaning for realisation of the situation as desired. The diagnosis offers a design for
intervenrion thar is evaluared; evalnadion leads o a reformulation of the prablem, erc.
Traditional empiric-analytical research on the contrary diagnoses the situation under study
on the basis of hypothesis derived from relevant theory and makes recommendations for
policy makers to apply. In this sense it is theory-driven. AR as a practice-driven approach
starts with the practice under study, diagnascs (with the help of dialogue and theory) but
also designs the intervention (with the help of practical knowledge of the actors involyed and
with theory as input of the rescarcher) and continues research during the implementation
of this design to realise a process that Jeads to intended change.

In cssence this cycle can be found in much liverarure on AR, although as a result of cthe
practice-oriented character of AR the design of a whale scries of cycles will hardly ever be
undertaken beforchand. (See c.g. Reason and Bradbury, 2001; Greenwood and Levin, 1998,
etc.). A central factor is that in addition to diagnosis, the planning of the intervention and
the intervention itsclf is formed by the researcher in cooperation with the co-rescarchers. In
this sense AR isn't limited to application of ‘real’ scientific cesearch, where methodological
knowledge is reserved for the rescarcher. Because of this cyclical approach the complexity of
AR isagiven fact. For instance, the cycle is the smainstream of the research but the meaning of
different sieps can be different for ihe aciors involved; new actors coute on o the seene and
bring in there own meanings and values. Moreover, the intervention has not only intended,
but also unintended consequences of action that have to be 2nalysed and given a rolc in
the process of research and change. It is possible that during the intervention something
unforeseen happens which necessitates a redefinition of the preblem. It is the competence
of action researchers to maintain an overview of the process and set up the evaluation in
such a way that a redefinition can be recognised and dealr with by those involved.
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So, Figure 1 only looks simple at first sight: we have a step-by-step-plan and let’s follow thar,
Alas, the figure isn't meant ro apply reduction of complexity. The practices of action rescarch
show different ways of handling this.

Some action researchers follow the given steps as a dynamic process for reaching a fixed
goal. The activist researcher as we've met in the previous paragraph has such a sex goal.
These goals lay down a large part of the eycle, concerning both the problem definition
as well as the subsequent steps in the research project including the intervendon. The
input of the researcher will be rather decisive. Another approach is the one in which the
researcher has indeed set the goal, but these goals concern the change process. For instance,
Argyris (1976, 1991) in his theory of Icarning organisations gives AR a central place.
Members of organisations shouldn't only learn to evaluate their action, but also to reflect che
preconditions that underlic these actions. AR is aimed at learning this while learning; in the
process of change the reflexive competences of members of the organisation are increased
in such a way that they can be used fully in the new situation. ‘The functional layout and
top-down steering of the traditional, fordist organisation is good cause for a narrow-minded
view of organisation members that forms an obstacle for learning, For Argyris a key reason
to plead for AR is as an instrument for wransformation from the ald ‘Model T 1o a new
‘Model I’ organisation. In these new organisations free but well-founded choices can be
made on the basis of valid and verifiable information, where the personal responsibilicy of its
members to test effectivencss is a starting point. Here the goal is not set for the content but
preconditions are formulated that are strived for in and through the research. In this way the
design for the new situation is partly fixed, as is a large part of the diagnosis. AR is broughe
into action to contextualise the design of Model I1 to the organisation concerned.

Another way of dealing with the regulative cycle is as an aid to determining the direction
of clrange. An overall line is fixed and dhe cycle is used Lo clurify the dilferent steps i the

Problem
/ formulation

Evaluation

Diagnasis

Intervention

~ Design

Figure 1. The reguiative cycie.
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process. Ramaru in this vohime gives a refied example of such an approach to the process:
the steps themsclves, as well as the various constituent processes within these overall lines
are distinguished. The cycle is performed within each step in the overall process. This is
also the case in co-operative inquiry, where different, but interrelated kinds of knowing are
distinguished {presentational, propositional, practical en experimental knowing). These
different forms of knowing play different paits in the various stages of the research cyde
{(Heron, 1996: 52 fF).

In principle the cycle can also be refined in multitevel terms. Where the individual level is
included, we can say thateach individual has her process of chenge within the rajectory of
the collectivity she is part of. But while changing herself the individual helps strucrure the
collective process and the changes taking place on that level, In other words, the individual
produces the change process of the collectivity (organisation, community, etc.) and is also
influenced by it. Beukema and Valkenburg in their contribution {Chapter 4 in this boek)
try to get grips with this multilevel process, In this approach the cycle is an aid to —given the
goals of research- clarify the complexity: different levels of change are included as well as
different tempi in which actors can be part of this change (Coenen, 1989; Tromp, 2004}.

11.4 The relationship between researcher and researched party: between
involvement and distance

‘The relationship between tesearcher and researched party assumes a central place in the
discussion on AR. This becomes clear when looking at the different concepts that are used
for the researched party: co-researchers, experts on everyday knowledge, etc. It is with good
reason that we speak of 2 fundamental debate: ar this point AR is a challenge for orthodox
consensus in science, where the researchers keep as much distance to the domain of rescarch,
incduding ihe prople concerned (see abso the Tromp’s diapler in this volume).

Action researchers are Jooking for new ways to define their reladonship with the researched
partyand they do so in difforent ways. Firstly this concerns the moment of active involvement
of the researched party into the research and the place theyll have in the research process.
But the nature of the relationship between researcher and researched parry is also at stake:
how can reality be approached as adequate as possible, how is the recognition of the different
kinds of knowledge of parties involved. Both questions apply to the relationship between
involvement and disrance: how invalved ecan ar chonld a researcher he not anly ro find
words for the siruation of the co-researchers, but also to understand it fully. And is distance
necessary to analyse the situation under study adequately and if so, how does this distance
come about? In fact, at stake is the wanslation of a new relationship berween mede one,
two and three knowledge as Tromp (following Novotny) has identified in Chapter 10 in
this volume.
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Finally, the combination of different kinds of knowledge that are nsed in AR requires doing
justice 1o the actors who bear this knowledge and are willing to communicate it with others.
Asa consequence special attention and crearivity is required to find a climate of exchange of
the existing knowledge and adequate methods for all involved £o acquire and enrich it Ar
this point action researchers add more interactive methods to the more common research
methods (interviews, participatory observation, exc.). I will elaborare on these methods in
the last part of this paragraph.

The position of the researched party in the research process

When we focus on the involvement of the researched party in the rescarch cycle we can
distinguish a continuum from non-involvement az the onc end and toral involvernent at the
other. In order to clarify the distinction berween AR and other forms of practice-oricnicd
research, 1 start with a somewhat broader scope than the different approaches of AR as
mentioned in the introduction of this contriburion,

Action research is sometimes defined as the ‘research of actions of others. However, in my
opinion for this form of research it is better 1o speak of ‘intervention research’ (for instance,
eviluation research, pulicy research). The researchier ise'y involved in tie process at all,
but is focussing on the interventions of the researched party. She/he is looking from the
outside at this intervention. either at the process of it. the outcome of it or 2 combination of
both. One step further rowards the concept of AR is where an inrervention is planned znd
implemented by rescarcher and rescarched party. They co-operatz in formulating the aim
of the research and implementing the inzervention. However, the gathering and analysing
of the dara as well as formulating conclusions and recommendations are in the hands of
the rescarcher. Asan expert on research she/he is studying the process and/or result of the
intervention withour participarinn af the researched party. Co-operation continnes when
it comes to analysing the consequences of the conclusions and recommendations for the
situation under study.

Participatory and pragmatic AR takes a further step in the co-operation berween rescarcher
and rescarched party. Intervention and rescarch are acrivities of both parties; borh arc
involved in sctting the aim as well as doing the research as such. In participatory acrion
research there is a strong emphasis on democratic relations between researcher and co-
rescarchers during the research and as a result of it. Learning in communication processes
berween insiders (‘owners’ of the problem) and oursiders (professional researchers who
seek to facilicate a co-learning process aimed ar solving local problems) is seen as a cenzral
demcnt of AR {Giecirwood and Levin, 1998: 115 ). The involvestent of wsiders forns
the basis for Jocal usefulness of the results of the research; the involvement of professional
researchers opens up possibilities for systematic analysis and a firm basis for interventions.
Gencralisations from the research are sometimes possible, depending on whether the local
results give insights relevant for an audience beyond the co-researchers in a particular
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project. (Greenwood and Levin, 1998: 122). The ourcomes of the research are firstly used
in the local contexr and vice versa: the workability of the results in the local contexe is an
indication of their trustworthiness.

In a co-operative inquiry groups of co-researchers are involved in the research cyde as
a whole, Professional researchers are scen as teachers for co-rescarchers ro do their own
research. Tt is best if the involvement of the researchers ends as soon as the co-researchers
are able to research their own situation. Examples of co-operative inquiry mainly concern
professionals who rogether through continning reflection, action, reflection on action
etc. try to improve their professional activity. In addition, grovps of patients gather 1o
improve their position in relation to medical staff. Researchers support these groups in a
methodological way; their position can be an outsider, but sometimes they are alse part of
the group (see for an overview e.g. Heron and Reason, 2001: 179 ff).

Involvement of co-researchers and researchers on the basis of equivalence is also cencral
in exemplarian or reflexive AR. The competence of the researched pary is seen to be of
paramount importance, a competence whaich is not only arwibuted vo the actor bur is also
present in the actor’s self-assessment. (Cocnen, 1996: 5) But here the focus is not only on
improving the competences of the co-researchers to improve the situation under study.
Research is ‘first and foremaost, empirical research into the actions of others'(ibid.: 5) and in this
way seen as knowledge production thar can also be made use of in comparable contexts such as
the oneunder study. The local is central, but it is analysed in its context and taken as a starting
point fur knowledge production and ihie search for generalisadion. This implies anoiher role,
not as much for the co-researchers, but for the researchers: not only facilirating the local
research process but also {preferably together with the co-researchers) relaring this process
to the public and scientific discussion on the themes that emerge from the research.

In all these choices itisimportant to recognise that the ‘researched party” do not automarically
become ‘co-researchers’ just because this fits the approach of the researcher. People often have
atraditional view of research, where the rescarcher holds the rruch and one’s own knowledge
of the situation can at best be introduced passively. Boog et al. (2003: 175) recommend ro
Sfamiliarise participants as soon as possibie with their role as co-researcher. In addinon I would
state thar a central part of the research process is to explain the role of co-researchers and
complement chis cooperatively. This complementing can be different in various contexrs,
but murual recognition of one another and cach role in the research process is crucial. For
this reuson uany AR projects uake a relatively fong tine w stk up: in dhis plase pariies have
to agrec on the goal and design of the research 27d on the internal relationships. In many
cases relations berween parties involved only become clear during the research process (see
the different cases in this volume).
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The nature of the relationship between reseoarcher and co-researchers

It is not just cooperation in the different steps of the research process that colours the
relationship between researcher and co-researchers. The nature of this co-operation is
equally important. Tromp already focussed on this matter in her analysis of the changing
role of researcher and researched and of the mutual leaming process of both parties.

This theererical view has far-reaching consequences for the design and implementation
of the research, Because of this cssential elements of AR include the organisation of the
didlogue between researcher and co-tesearchers, reflection as an ongeing learning process
of those involved in the rescarch, ete. Much literarure on AR looks into the possibilitics
and dilemmas of striving for equality 1n the refanonships between different parties in the
process: how to deal with differences in knowledge, in position, in involvement. And are
the implications of all these differences for the demccratic modelling of the research process
itsclf? (sec e.g. Gergen, 2003; Lennic ef 24, 2003)

Methodological instrumentation

‘The nature of the relationship between rescarcher and co-researchers demands reflection
on the chosen methods of data gathering and analysis. For gathering dara action researchers
sometimes use ‘regular’ research methods, such as in-depth-interviews, participatory
observation and — if helpful in getting an overview of the situation- sometimes quantivative
methods as well. They often make a plea for triangulation. For instance, Kibwika (2006:
36) in his study of innovative competences in African universitics uses different methods
of daty gaibering, suchi as interviewing, workshops, docuneniary revicws, pariicipant
obscrvarion and sclf assessment. (Keune ez 4, Chapter 2 in this volume discuss not only
this triangulation of methods, but also other forms of triangulation).

Next to these kinds of methods we also see action researchers using interactive methods of
dara gathering and analysis, in which co-researchers take an active part. They are creative in
trying to find adequate instruments for the context under study. Within the scope of this
contribution itis impossible to pretend to give a complere overview, Which is why I present
a few examples to give the reader an overall impression of the passibiliries.

With professionals from the social service sector an AR project used the method of
‘prototyping’ to improve the care plans and the way professionals used them in their everyday
practice (Van Boheemen and Schippers, 2005: 75 ff). A provotype is described as ‘z working
madel of (eventually parts of } a systemn, that emphasises certain aspects”(p.75). By testing the
prototype of a care plan in cveryday practice by the cycle of action research, researchers
and co-researchers could jointly collect and analyse informarion. This ked to a continuous

readjustment of the prototype until the design of the plan satisfied all those involved.
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A search conference is a research instrument thar is often used in situations of group learming
{Martin, 2001: 200 ff; Greenwood and Levin, 1998: 155 f'}. Martin, following Bunker
and Alban, defines these as ‘events designed to engage representatives of an entire system
whether it be an organisation or a community, in thinking through and planning change”
(2001: 200) Search conferences are mectings (mosty of several days), in which researcher
and co-researchers through discussion, simulation games and other learning rechniques
cooperatively search for an adequate analysis of the situation at hand and the possibilities
of change. Search conferences can focus on diagnosis and the design of action plans. They
can also be organised later in the process to evaluate the interventions and analyse them for
their consequences. Greenwood and Levin developed 2 conference design for the starting
phase of the research process in which the following steps arc distingnished: Review of past
to present, review of present to future, problem identification, possible lines of actions from
now to future (1998: 163},

In the contributions in this volume by Ramaru (workshops, Chaprer 3) and Beukema
and Valkenburg (training and intervision, Chapter 4) examples of scarch conferences are
desciibed.

It is essential in action research for the co-researchers to have a say in the adequacy of the
results of the research. This implies thar — even when the researcher is the one who gathers
dara and formsa picrure of the situarion- this picture is presented to the co-researchers, The
question as to whether this picture is recognisable and complete often forms the start of the
research — learning process. Co-researchers are not used to being approached in this way
by researchers. They leam to participate actively in the research process and in this way to
reflect on their awn situadan. The researcher learns by communicating with co-researchers
the significance of the data gathered and analysed in the specific context of the research.
This brings us to the last topic of this contribution: the mutal adequacy in AR as central
clement in determining the validity of the results,

11.5 Mutual adequacy as parameter of validity in action research

Because of the difference in the reladionship berween researcher and co-researchers as
compared to rraditional research, much debate on AR is on its reliability and validity. From
the perspective of more traditional rescarchers (empirical analytical as well as interpretative) it
is inconceivable that sdentific knowledge can be prodnced in cooperation between scientists
and non-scienusts. Fram the orthodox point of view, objective and scientifically adequate
knowledge is knowledge in which the subjectivity of the researcher and of the people (s)he
is researching, is kept out of the research situation as much as pogsible. This refers ro another
assumption inhetencin the orthodox consensus, i.c. that there is a fundamental distinction to
be made between scieniific and conmon-sese knowledge. Conseyuently, siricdy separated
roles are defined for both parties in the research process. ( Valkenburgand Lind, 2002). This
perspective forms the basis of rules of reliability and validity. It is clear that action rescarch
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can not domuch with these rules. For instance, reliability in the orthodox consensus is often
defined as finding the same resuits when repeating the research. Bur while AR strives for
change, repetition is not an issuc.

For AR this means that the validity of results has to be developed along other lines. As one of
the leading scholars on co-opcrative inquiry I leron states, ‘ The challenge after posizivism is to
redefine truth and validity in ways that bonour the generative, oeative role of the humanr mind
in all forms of knowing (1996: 13) In all approaches of AR as described in this contribution
validity is 2 central point of discussion. In all approaches triangulation is scen 25 one of the
main ways of validating research results.

In pragmaticaction research trustworthiness is an important concept within chis framework.
In this approach validicy and reliability are the result of a discursive process berween
participants and rescarchers who negotiate their meaning of the experiences of their action.
(Greenwood and Levin, 1996: 114). The logic of action is guiding, if the intended results
follow from the action, the research has proved to be worthwhile.

In cooperative inquiry a large number of procedures are developed to increase validicy. These
procedures, together with inguiry skills, aim to free various forms of knowing involved from
same of the distortions of uncritical subjectivity (Heron, 19986: 131). These procedures are
related to the various phases of the rescarch cycle. For instance, by combining individual
and collective reflection on actions undercaken side circles is constructed to jointly validate
the gencrared knowledge. Another important starting point for validation is using ‘polarity
of method’ (for instance divergence — convergence polarity, individual — group polarity,
heterogencity — homogeneity polarity, etc.) (Heron, 1996: 138). By combining these
polarities in scheme (co-) rescarchers can get an overview of the processes taking place in the
research and discussing these processes, For an overview ol validity procedures in cooperative
inquiry, readers are referred to furcher discussion on this point by Heron (1996).

In exemplarian action rescarch the central argument in the discussion about quality and
validity is the double hermeneutics, as stressed by Giddens {1984) among others. The
researchers are interpreting a reality that has already been interpreted by the people under
study as competent actors. These actors use their knowledge of themselves and cheir social
context to translate their motivations and intentions into actions and at the same time
monitor this process in a reflexive way. Their knawledge is not ‘just” abone Facts, burt alsa
abour theories and concepts. As in other forms of action research, social sciences are scen
as forms of intervention that aim at social change and the empowerment of actors, More
specifically, exemplary action rescarch is based on a theory of action in which sedial reality
(and thus social change) is the resulr of cantextual, reflexive interactions. Social structures
are at the same time conditions for and results of these intcractions. To understand social
reality and the possibilities for social change, knowledge of the specific contexc and the
underlying motives, plans, insccuritics, routines and competences of the acrors involved is
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essential. Therefore, to nnderstand social reality is to understand the reflexivity of the acrors
invoived and the way they refiexively structure their everyday reality. This means that the
quality and validity of rescarch results is primarily, though not exclusively, determined by
the eelationship berween the researcher and the co-researchers. Bevkema and Valkenburg
formulate starding points of the aim to achicve quality and validity in exempladan action
as follows (2007: 171-172):
o understanding social reality as the result of contextual, reflexive interactions of competent
actors;
» devcloping possibilities for changing social reality;
supporting and empowering the actors concerned to put these opporrunites into
practice.

This, in turn, requires chat rescarch should be based on the principal of reciprocal adequacy
and a relationship of trust berween researchers and co-researchers. '

11.6 To conclude

Writing an overview as I have done in this contriburion is a succession of making choices
abour what might be important for the reader who is starting an AR her/himself. This
means inevitably that interestingand useful thoughts of fellow researchersare left out. When
action researchers state that their research cannot be value-free, the same can be said of my
stand in the debate on AR. Asan cxemplarian action researcher [ have tried to do right by
other approaches as best as I could. Nevertheless, due to the time available and set priorities,
murual adequacy was not possible: I've written abour other schelars without asking them if
they could share my inrerprerations. That'’s why I see this chapter not only as coneribution
to this volume bur also to further discussion on the future of action rescarch.
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12. Research in action
The core business
Coyan Iromp, Leni Beukema and Conny Almekinders

At the end of this book, we fulfil our promise to address a nuinber of core questions of
research in action. In dealing with these core issues in various ways and illustrating them in
different forms, the vanous contributions in this book have been an important input 1n the
formulation of our response.

12.1 What does research in action stand for?

A dynamic research strategy and scientific paradigm

acknowledges and represents the high quality standards of scientific knowledse ereation,
without losing touch with the actual needs that exist in society. An approach, morcover,
that explicitly focuses on che question of how scientific knowledge can be put to use and
help improve the situation for people in concrete pracrices on the one hand, and how this
scientific knowledge can be developed with these practices as a firm base on the other,
As indicated in Chaprer 1, for some, che approach of research in acdon primarily means
an addition to the research strategies they are already familiar with. Others, who are also
interested in the wider methodological implications, may view it as an alrernative outlook
on science.

These different views on the approach are also present in the contributions to this book.
However, what they have in common is that they all propose a rescarch approach in which
the academic domain docs-not remain an isolared island, but reaches out to the socictal
domains ~ be it public scrvice health, agriculture or welfare work or any other domain —
andinvolves the stakeholders in the research process. Conceprual framewarks from various
disciplines are combined to formulate a commonly shared problem definition. For this is
ancther characteristic of the approach proposed here: the boundaries within and berween
scientific disciplines are not taken for granted. It is the formulated question at hand that
is Laken as @ starting puini Lo organie the necessary input, Someiiues, cven e rescasch
question ot problem definition themselves are not solely determined by scientists. Instead,
they are formulated in a mutual interactive and iterative consultancy berween all the parties

that take part in the research.
When the stakeholders from outside the scientific domain are also involved in formulating

the problem, the interdisciplinary approach becomes a transdisciplinary approach. The

souarces of knowledge relicd on are not resiicted to the scientific domain either. Non-formal
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or common sense knowledge, like knowledge based on practical experience and knowledge
not related to any particnlar scientific discipline, isalso being used in the knowledge creation
process. The perspectives of the various stakeholders are caken into consideration and cheir
knowledge and expertise is welcomed and blended with the available scientific knowledge

{sce Keune ef al, Chapter 2; Ramaru e 2/, Chapter 3 and Beukema and Valkenburg,
Chapter 4).

After posiciening the approach in the field of science the next step is to develop a suitable
research design in which 2 range of mcthods can be employed. Those who view research in
2ction not merely as one more research strategy, bue as an alternative paradigm, argue that
it forms more than just a toolbox of research methods. They (as we do) propose to view a
methodology as a framework for analysis that contains the rules about how (a specific form
of ) sesearch is to be done and how the various methods are employed. The conceprion
of a research approach as a paradigm is based on the consideration that we hold certain
theoretical presumptions thar form our perspectives, direct our observations and colonr
our interpretations. ‘Vision' is never a neutral act; it is prompted by basic theoretical and
philosophical ideas (see the Chapters 9 and 10 of Verschoor and Tromp in parz I1 of the
book). Thus, no explanarory model is to be raken for granred. Therefore, researchers should
be explicit abour which vision is underlying their methodelogy and about which rules they
follow and why. Another implication is that they should in principle be able to explain
why they think certain research methods are suited for specific research and athers are not.
Moreover, this methodological stance leads co alternative conceptions of scientific values
and criteria like objectivity, validity, adequacy and generalisability, as we will see in the
remainder of this chapter.

The incorporation of various kinds of knowledge

Traditionally, universities concentrate upon the production of mode 1 knowledge, i.c.
cognitive-instrumental knowledge aimed to bring about objective, valuc-frec and universally
valid knowledge concerning a specific scientific subject field {Gibbons ¢ 4, 1994, Tromp,
Chapter 10 in this volume). This is a highly valued rype of knowledge and rightfully so,
since it is an important potential source for both technological and societal innovarion as
well as for sacial change. But this type of knowledge has its limitations and can only to a
cerrain extent be expected to be useful outside the controlled environment of academic
research laboratories. The production of this type of knowledge relies solely npon the
suienific researchers, who extract the peeded informaiion from their daa sources in or

outside the academy.

In the approach presented here, other types of knowledge are considercd importanc as
well. Especially when we are searching for knowledge that can help enhance innevatien
and social change, we need a type of knowledge creation that takes into account both the
expert knowledge of scientists and the particular expert knowledge of the other stakeholders.
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The knowledge of users usnally refers ro the direct context in which the new knowledge
will be applied, ¢.g. the knowledge about the functioning of the hospital in which a new
schedule is planned, the farm where a new tool is being used. Since scientific knowledge
increasingly plays a role in the thoughes, actions and practices of people in the developed
world (see Valkenburg er 2L, Chaprer 1) butalso in the developing countries, this contextual
kinowledge of users reaches further than the concreie context itself. Thus, their input implies
morc than ‘just’ knowledge of their own particular context — which taken by itself would
alrcady contzin an important added valuc, Notwithstanding this broader impact, this way
of knowledge development leads to rescarch results that are in first instance ‘applied” of
character and highly contexmualised, We have come =0 know chis type of knowledge 2s mode
2 knowledge: practical knowledge, focused on finding scientifically legitimated solutions
for practical questions thar are ticd up with cconomic aspects and policy matters {Gibbons
et al., 1994, sec Tromp, Chaprer 10 in this book). Within the mode 2 domain, the external
validation of the knowledge that is developed is not always a matter of great concern — a fact
that is reflected in the absence of this issuc in most of the contriburions. The main question
is not whether the created knowledge can be generalised to other sitnations, but whether it
can be put to use within this specific context. While mode 2 knowledge is typically judged
by its practical applicability, we mustn’t forger thac it always builds upon the results of
the production of mode 1 knowledge (and vice versa). And as we know, the question of
generalisability and external validation is regarded as highly important within the domain
of mode 1 (sce also Trowyp, 2008).

‘The ultimate goal is to develop knowledge thar is relevant for the solution of complex socieral
problems. This means, that the knowledge generated in specific circurastances needs to be
wanslated ro 3 higher level of abstraction, to be able 1o transfer it to other, similar sitvations.
Since in the context-bound knowledge, structural facrors are involved, to some extent
generalisarion must be possible. To find out whether the knowledge chat was created in chis
particular situarion can also be applied o and used in another situation, we have to look
inta the complexity and contexruality on various levels, like the functioning of the system
that was studied, the compasition and background of the social practices that arc at stake,
the positions of relevant (f)actors, the relation between ecevant (f)actors and to similarities
and differences in the insttutional set-up of a field.

In short, we try to transcend the context-bound knowledge by looking for similarities and
analogies in natural systems and social contexts {exemplars and family resemblances) to
aim for some degree of generalisability. The issue is the comparability of various contexts
and situations; what resemblances are there, which differences can be observed? In the
end, it is up to the communicy of sdentific researchers and co-researchers to judge the
comparability of contexts and the actors in those contexts. This kind of generalisation suits
the aims connected to mode 2 knowledge creation and is of a different kind than the one
within the positivist conception. Within positivist rescarch the focus is on the search for
invarianc laws or on the applicarion of general causal stracrures to a specific case (induction
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or deduction, or a combination of the two: abducrion). This cutlook on generalisabiliry often
based on statistical reasoning, is most suitable for mode 1 knowledge production. Though
generalisabilicy forms part of the comparative reasoning {‘are those causal mechanisms
that we have found in a conerolled environment also effective in the open system we have
been studying?"), it is only onc of the aspects we reckon with in knowledge generation. The
comparison is not just made from a systemic perspective, but rather from the perspective
of the interrelatedness of (both natural and sodal) systems, strucrures and actors. This
means that, besides canse — effect relationships, we also should reckon with actor causality,
referring to a relationship between intentions and behaviour/actions. The latter type of
causality (actor cavsality) can cause the former (event causality) not to emerge, or emerge
in a different way than we would have expected from whar we learned from experiments
under controlled conditions.

We also need a third type of knowledge: inwitive knowledge which is focused on the
elaboration of existential and moral insights in view of practical questions and dilemmas. "This
mode 3 knowledge creation does not usually foliow a lincar line, but rather has its own logic
and is shaped by a certain friction between different points of view. The learning processes
needed to bring to the fore mode 3 knowledge can feed upon theoretical explanations
and practical deliberations, but also calls for the input of inspiring narratives, visions and
metaphors with regard to moral dilemmas and the big questions in life (Tromp, Chaprer
10 in this volume; Kunneman, 2005: 116 fI).

This range of types of knowledge from 1 to 2 and 3 shows that the proposed research model
has its starting point in a morc advanced conception of rationality. By not only considering
mode 1 knowledge, but integrating mode 2 and 3 knowledge as well, this rationality concept
offers a wide-angle perspective on reality that enables us to rake into consideration not only
factual but also moral, ethival, political and power aspects that are related 10 the complex
issues were are studying.

A comprehensive framework for evaluation

We have also seen that the different kinds of knowledge lead to various regimes of justification
{see Verschoor’s first contribution to this book). The cognitive-instrumental ranionalicy
implies i view of means-ends relations that is quite confined, conipared to the ways in which
means-ends relations are viewed from a broader perspective of rationality. For, besides a
purely goal-oriented, economic view of what scienific research should contribute co, other
views are possible too. When rescarch transcends mere factual marzers (which, by che way
are never ‘Just facts’ bur always imply cerrain norms, at least selection criteria which lead
to inclusion of some, exclusion of other aspects or people and thereby relatc to power
tedalions two} and abu involves chical, moral and political issues, ihe cugtiitive-insicwnenlal
perspective of means-ends will not suffice. We cannar solely rely on justifications that
exclusively look at matters from the perspective of efficiency or from an cconomical point
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of view (i.e. justifications from the industrial or economical regime). We also want o listen
to arguments that emphasise collective welfare (the civic regime} or the importance of iocal
history, culture and tradition {the domestic regime) and stress the environmental effects
of technologies and innovations (the ‘green’ regime). We need, in summary, an advanced
evaluartive framework and multi-criteria analyses to come to well thonght-out solutions to
the challenges at hand and to be able 1o formulate long terim, visionary stategies for the
furure (c£. also Kenne &7 2l.’s conmribution in Chaprer 2).

Furthermore, we have claimed that a methodology that takes into account mode 1, mode
2 and mode 3 knowledge as well as the varions regimes of jusrifications thet acters rely on
to back up their arguments, implics a principal equivalence berween the knowledge and
competences of researchers and those of the researched (cf. Tromp, Chapter 10 in this
volume). This means they ate considered as having equal value for mankind. This equivalence
has found its transtation in the active role that is assigned to bath parties within the research
process. The pracrical knowledge of the users and other stakeholders, i.e. their knowledge
from experiential learning and sometimes even theoretical knowledge of the particular
context are incorporated in the knowledge creation process. And their assessments of the

What does it stand for?

Research in action describes a dynamic research approach/strategy/paradigm,

« in which both researcher and researched have a voice in the inpur into and ourpuc of the
research process,

o which aims ro generate and integrate various types ot knowledge,

e which is roored in concrere practices to salve problems in specific siraations, but can
nevertheless have contexe-transcending meaning and explanatory power,

¢  which makes use of and develops knowledge and competencies thar are regarded as equal
in value for mankind,

« which relies on arguments from various regires of justiftcation to come o well-considered

decisions abour complex issues thar involve not only factual aspects, but also moral,

ethical, political and power aspects,

with the aim o hiclp fad answers and sslusons for the challenges our sociery is faced

with and develop saregies for the furure,

research findings and judgment of the proposed explanations and solutions are serionsty

TAKCH TRIG aclount.
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12.2 For whom, with whom, of whom? And what for?
Various stakeholder groups

We can make a distinction between four parties within research (1) the researcher of the
research team; (2) the rescarched subjects or co-rescarchers®”; (3) those who should benefir
from the research, ie. the clients or users, which can be viewed as the eriticai reference
group; and (4) others stakeholders who stand to benefit from the research, for instance
policymakers, managers or citizens in general.

To find an auswer o ke question: “For whom?, we should define ithe uliimaie siukeholders,
To identify this group, the researcher should pose the question as to whose positions need
to be improved and whose resources need to be strengthened. A first reaction could be: in
principle everyone, for of course we would like ro contribute ro improvement and positive
developments for the whele world, for all parties (cf. Verschoor in Chaprer 9 of this volume).
Bur the ambition of research in action.can be explicitly emancipatory, i.c. that it aims to
specifically improve the situation of those in a precarious position. The main aim of the
generated scientific knowledge is then to use it as a resource for the empowerment of the
primary stakeholders.

Whether it is really possible to bring about social change and give the researched more
power to stecr their situation in the direction of improvement depends however to 2 karge
extent upon the character of the specific research context. Sometimes, it might be possible
1o involve the primary stakeholders as co-tescarchers, as in the case of experimentation with
the soil fertility management in South Africa (Ramaru, Chaprer 3 in this volume). In that
case group 2 and 3 in the categories mentioned above imply the same persons. But often,
there is not an option to directly involve the group of primary stakeholders in the research.
"The researcher then has to deal with their representatives or delegates, like the practitioners
working with the primary stakeholders. In that case, you could say that the delegares (ic. the
practitioners, the secondary stakeholders) are the direct co-researchers of die researchiers,
while the clients or users (the primary stakeholders) are the indirect co-researchers. And dhis
could even go one step further, as for instance the managers (the tertiary stakeholders) of the
practitioners (the secondary stakeholders) become the direct co-researchers of the sciendfic
researcher, Of course, there is 2 imit to representation instead of direct participation of the
primary stakeholder group (see Chaprer 7 of Van der Haar and Chaprer 6 of Roose and
De Bich.

7 Which rerm is used here will depend on the exreri o which the researched subjects are or are not actively
participating and coliaborating in the rescarch,
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The relationship researcher, co-researchers and other parties

The concext in which the research relationship is established has major consequences for the
relationship berween the rescarcher and the rescarched as well as for the possible positions
they can take. Which organisation or institudon put down the request for research and is
funding the project? Is ir contract rescarch, i.c. conducted ar the request of the subsidising
government or the management of a business company or a political organisacion, or is
it initiated by the researcher or by practitioners themselves? How does this influence the
relationship berween the researchers and the rescarched? Can the research ream maintin
an independent position vis-3-vis the research objectives and the primary and sccondary
SLH}'LtlIU}.dR:[ B[UUPS? Are t:lluug]l LEOUICCS Illadc K\'a.ila‘l.)}.c 24 H.HU“" i.}lt: Pfillla[y (Hlld
secondary) stakeholders to pardcipate in a dircct way, or at least a reasonable number of
them? Thescarcall factors that influence the character of the research. In shorr, the question:
*‘Of whom?' pertains to the issue of who actually ‘owns’ the problem, Le. not only who has
the responsibility, but also who has the power to formulare what the essential problem is
and which stratcgies arc ro be followed to change the sitvation far the berter.

We could say chat in the most bencficial case, the researchers and the users and/or
practitioners suppore each ather. The researchers help ro solve prohlems arising in pracrice,
for which they nced the knowledge and the help of the practitioners and uscrs themselves.
But when the research is part of a specific mission or assignment of which the objectives are
laid down beforehand, it can be questioned whether such a mutually beneficial relationship
can be established. It could be that a {local} government or management is sincere in its
incenrions and wancs to profile itself by developing a policy that is sciendifically legitimared.
But maybe the rescarch merely serves as window dressing. The participation of the uscrs
could merely be a means to attach a political correct label to a research project that is
basically completcly pre-designed and steered by the scientists, the politicians and/or the
management. And cven when there actually is participation, it might be that imporrant key
figures are not included in the selecrion of the co-researchers. Or that the participation is
limited to a singie phase and is only used as a means o smooth over the implementation of
the proposed changes. Such superflnous involvement of stakeholders never extends beyond

mere ‘token participation,

To find out what the situation is, the first thing to do is to check cur the goals of the
rescarch. What is the research project meant to bring about? In what way do chese aims
entail an bnprovement of the situaton of the researched, Le. e prisuacy siskehiolders and/
or co-rescarchers? And if they don’t, how can they be reformulated so as to bring about
these improvements, according to the researchers’ perspective? Are these the same goals
as those the stakeholders formulare for themselves? If not, how do the goals of the parry
issing the research, the researcher and the researched relare 1o each other? And how can
we as researchers handle this relation? Each specific research context will lead to different
answers to these questions,
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Last bur nor Jeast we should remember that the researcher or the research team are also
peopic whobelong to the answer to the question: “With whom?' Rescarchers have their own
peculiarities; their involvement in the rescarch brings in individual expertise and strengths,
but inevitably also cerrain flaws. When in the luxurious posidon of being involved in 2
rescarch team, researchers have the possibility to put the competencies to oprimal use by
dividing the tasks i such a way as to profit most fram everybody’s strengths (and suffer least
from unfavourable deficits). Besides methodological competencies the researchers need to
have the social skills to be able to deal with the complex relations in the research process (see
Almekinders £2 2L, Chapter 5 in this volume). Importandy, the researcher has to be able to
bring about 2 good balance in the varions goals that need o be teken into consideration: 2
modestand to some extent detached artitude should be combined with a sronginvolvement
with the problem situation at hand. Buc especially in a simarion of struggle and confliet,
it can be difficult to find a balance between the unconditional commitment chat might be
demanded by {some of ) the partics involved and the open perspective that the researcher
wants to maintain (sec Van der Haar, Chapter 7 in this volume).

Emancipation and empowerment

Rescarchers whao regard the emancipatory goals as a priority in rescarch in action will strive
for an optimal democratic character of the research process (see Chaprer 6 of Roose and
De Bic and Chaprer 2 of Keune e 2/, in this vohume). It is not the reseaicher that decides
what the central question of the research should be and how the implementation of change
can be realised. It is 2 democratic research process in which not only the researcher but also
policymakers, managers, practitioners and clients have a say in the problem definition and
in the change process, Or atleast they should have {see Verschoor’s contribution in Chaprer
9 of the book}. Specifically in a situation where the goal is to get from saentific theorising
Al wssessinein 1o decistun making, the inain questions are: W ho s responsivle for furiber
rescarch based on the preliminary results? Who should steer the process? Whose knowledge
or jugdement is relevant? Who should decide on policy options? Who should be informed
about the developments and outcomes during the process? Whar are the important points

of interest during the process?

To complicate things, real involvement of the ( primary) stakeholders in the research process
docs not automatically lead to more social equality in terms of participation and sharing of
henefits. For instance, when the researcher’s main interest is to genetate scientific, rheorerical
knowledge, it is probably the academic community that profits most, at least more than
the actors involved in the research. Moreover, there can alse be reasons for one of the
involved actors to refrain from active involvement, for instance a lack of trust or reasons
of privacy or restrictions in available time and resources. Most of the times, stakeholders
cannot and do not have to be active and empowered in every aspect but can move from a
passive and detached atricude co active involvement at different times. What is essendial is
that the choice about (non-)participation must be made on good grounds and must not
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be the result of manipulation or an evident shortage of time and resources reserved for the
rescarch project. -

Besides a mutal commitment to the central problem and research questdon, another

For whom, with whom, of whom? And what for?

Research in action stands for a type of research thar is

e in principle for everyone, since the aim is to stimulate progress and well-being in sociery
in general

o specifically meant ro improve the situarion of those in a precarious position, whose voices
often are not heard

o with a researcher or research team, co-researchers and other stakeholders that all bring
in their knowledge and compezencies in such a way as to benefir the resource process
most

«  with the goal of generating new insighrs and knowledge, both sciendific and practical

o andwith the goal of innovating and bringing abour social change in order co improve the
siruarion of the primary group of stakeholders.

essential feature of cmancipatory research is that it rakes as its starting point a subject-subject
relationship berween researchers and the other actors participating in the research. In the
next paragraph, we investigate how we can cnvisage such a relationship.

12.3 How can we bring about innovation and sociai change through
research?

Research as a mutual learning process

Technological innovation is seldom a marter of ‘just’ transferring scientific knowledge
from the academic domain to the industrial or agricultural or social or services domains.
Neither can socicral innovation and social change be realised by merely producing new
interpretations or by social enginecring, We have therefore taken the position that if we want
to realisc innovarion and bring about social change, we have to set up a research projectasa
mutual learning process. We have stressed the dynamic dimension of knowledge creartion;
it is a result of the collaborarion of sdentific rescarchers, communicy members and other
stakeholders, Contrary to the traditional research approach, research in action is rescarch

with and not jusi abuoul praciice, Thie reyearched are not just treated dy 1mere sources of
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information, but are actively involved as co-researchers — ro the extent thar this is realistically
feasible. This interaction forms part of a multi-layered learning process.

OFf course, it is imporrant to formulare explicit goals for a research project. Bur we have to
be very careful that these goals always remain the goals of the participating acrors, and not
emancipatory objectives prescribed by the rescarchers, the managers or policy makers that
arc to Jead, through a ‘democratic’ research process. to a process of innovation and social
change. Otherwise it would still be some kind of manipulation or social engineering thar
does not stand much chance of success {see Chaprer 6 of Roose and De Bie and Chaprer
7 of Van der Haar).

A (real) democratic sesearch process by definition implies an open research process to which
various actors make their own conrribution. If there is any emandpation to take place, itis
brought about by people themselves. through their participation and cooperation within
the research cantext. Researchers (if not part of the group of stakcholders themselves as, for
instance, in some forms of co-operative inquiry) have ro dare to remain ar a cerrain distance,
to wait and see what happens, to provide room for the stakeholders to critically review
their situation (problemarisation) in their own words and under their own conditions. The
rescarchers should refrain from the tendency to immediately start looking for solutions (o
the problem as they have analysed it) on their own.

One way ta dissipate the tension generated by the different positions and roles of rescarchers
is to split up the research tasks and - if there are several researchers - distribute the roles:
one rescarcher could be emphatically present in the field (insider position), whilst the other
researcher could take 2 more distant, cocrdinating role {outsider position). And if thereis
a project leader, this rescarcher can be positioned in berween an insider and an oursider
position {sce Chaprer 6 of Roosc and De Bic).

The scientific researcher can be expected to have the specific expertise needed to sec up the
rescarch design and formulare a deliberate and explicit proposal on which methods and
techniques to be used, Nevertheless, the co-researchers preferably assist them in this task by
using their knowledge of the context for fine-tuning those methods and techniques to suic che
actual research situation. Forinstance, they can check and help to improve on guestionnaires
or topic lists for interviews and thus play an imporeant role in gathesing dara. Morcover,
they ran offer suppart by talking ta key figures in the research field, help with surveys and
interviews, do experiments and take measurements. The same applies to the interpretation
of data. Thus, one reason to involve the researched as co-researchers is because they carry
subde knowledge about the research situation and have a lot of experienee with it (see
Chapters 3,7, 10and 11 of Ramary, Van der Haar, Tromp and Beukema). Another, equally
important reason is that, since in research data interpretations of an already interpreted
reality are implied, the rescarchers need the co-rescarchers to check their interpretations (of
the interpretations of the rescarched/co-researchers). 1o bring abour mutual understanding,
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researchers and co-researchers engage in whar we call a doubic hermeneutic process: the
researchers interpret an aiready interpreted world, the co-rescarchers comment on these
interprerations, the researchers take the comments into account and come up with new
interpretations. This process continues during the whole research project. Though the
rescarcher carries the overall responsibility for the rescarch process and its report(s), the
results are dealt with in joint consultation berween rescarchers and co-rescarchers.

Setting up rescarch as a murual learning process in which the knowledge of both researcher
and the co-rescarchers are regarded as indispensable and complementary in the research
process alse means that their 2ssessments and validations of the produced knowledge have o
be taken seriously. The researchers pur their validity claims to the test in critical discussion,
not just with their colleague scientists, but also with those involved in the actual research
project (sce the Chaprers 4, 10 and 11 of Beukema and Valkenburg, Tromp and Beukema).
For whenever researchers 2im to produce practical policy relevant knowledge. they take
part in a hermeneutic creation process, i.c. a process in which meanings are given to the
phenomena under investigation and to the solutions thar are put forward. Since stakeholders
with different positions will have different perspectives on the problems and the possible
solutions, there will be no ‘objective’ knowledge about the issue. Therefore, the findings
should be double-checked, i.e. agreed upon by both researchers and co-researchers.

In short, in the process from data-interpretation and assessraent o decision making, the
subject-subject relasionship berween the researchers and the researched subjects requires thar
special attention is paid to the collaboration agreements. For the quality of this relationship
to a large extent is determining the quality of the results (see the Chaprers 2, 5 and 6 of
Keune ez 2L, Almekinders ef 4/, and Roose and De Bie).

The development of trust as a condition for mutual knowledge creation

To be able to engage in 2 mutual leaming process, there needs to be a basis of trust berween
the researchers and the researched (this is clear in all contributions, but sce specifically
Chapters 7,5 11 of Van der Haar, Almekinders ef 4/, and Beukema). This takes time and
effort, but isa necessary precondition without which a research project will not be successful.
A first step in building trust is to change the general conceptions abour the position of a
researcher, as well as the conventional ideas about the role of the researched. The latter parry
gradually needs to begin understanding that the rescarcher is not the one whawill be solely
responsible for the problem definicion and formulating the research question, bue thac this
is something which has to be discovered during the joint leamning process. The same applies
for the formulation of the resulis and the conclusions of the rescarch. Specifically when
actors have had prior experience with ‘invelvement’ in research projects, they can be highly
suspicious of the researcher. They might want co see proof that the researcher is going to
deliver the promised results and might hold back in their participation because they feel
they zre only considered as sources of information of which knowledge can be extracted
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without genting anything in rerurn. It is only when they acrually see and experience thar they
are involved in a mutual learning process that they will start trusting the researchers. Thisis
a precondition for growing from a passive role of researched object into a more active role
as participant co-researcher,

Participation, collaboration and reciprocal adequacy

To achieve the commitment and involvement necessary for 2 mutual learning process ro
take place, participadon and collaboration of the co-researchers is an important factor.
W have seen that the co-researchers can be given a role in the garhering of dara and help
formulate the questions and problem definitions. But their participation does not stop there.
As mentioned earlier, they also play an impormant role in the assessment of the validity of
the findings and the relevance of the proposed solutions. This part of the research process
is no Jonger considered to be exclusively the domain of the researchers and their academic
colleagues. Besides the scientific community other stakeholders are also given a voice in
the decision-making process {see the Chapters 2, 4, 10, 11 of Keune et 4f.. Beukema and
Valkenburg, Tromp and Beukema).

‘There are various ways in which the collaboration of the co-researchers in this part of the
process can be given shape. They can form a team together with the academically schooled
rescarchers and agree on a certain division in the tasks both parties will perforin, Or they
can be asked to rake a seat on an advisory board or a jury in which managers, politicians,
clients and (other) citizens rogether with scientific experts will judge che reported data and
produced knowledge befare passing their conclusions and advice to relevant parties.

We realise though, that the objectives and values of the participatory discourse and
participaiory technigues are based on o quite idealistic image {see Cliapiers 6 aud 7 of
Roose and De Bie, and Van der Haar). We should always bear in mind thar some actors
are involved in the discussion, while others are nor. Some people may never be heard, and
some discussions never held. In the idealistic itage the discusston is open to everyonc and
nobody is prevented from saying what is on their mind, Both researchers and co-researchers
arc considered to be autonomous and competent actors who arc able to articulate their
points of view and opinions in a clear and coherent way, while projecting and accepting
eritical remarks with regard to the statcments that are made during the debate. And that
they are ahle to adapt an npen attitnde, even when thase who have power aver them are
participating in the discussions, This is an assumption that cannot be taken for granred.
Especially when working with people in precarious positions, we should be careful not to
consider participation in the ongoing discussions sitnply as a principle that works because
it was stated a5 a rule. We cannot just assume that researchers and co-researchers are equal
partics in the debate, Rather, participation should be regarded as a goal that needs to be
worked hard on to be able to attain commaunicative symmerry in the discussions.
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